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1. Introduction and purpose of this 
Statement 
 

1.1 The purpose of this document is to demonstrate how Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council (RBBC) has addressed the ‘Duty to Co-operate’ (DTC) in the production of 
its Development Management Plan (DMP). 
  

1.2 The  DTC is a legal requirement which requires local planning authorities, county 
councils and certain other public bodies to engage constructively and actively with 
each other in preparing a Local Plan where there are strategic matters (as defined 
below). This is intended to maximise the effectiveness of strategic cross boundary 
working in preparing local plans.  

 
1.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012), national Planning Practice 

Guidance (PPG) (2014), and the public examination of other local authority local 
plan documents, have all emphasised the importance of demonstrating compliance 
with this important legal duty.  In particular, the following key messages are 
emerging: 

 
• The duty is not a process driven ‘tick box’ exercise. Rather, local planning 

authorities should focus on the outcomes, maximising the effectiveness of 
their plans. The Duty does not require agreement, but evidence of continuing 
meaningful constructive engagement. 

• The duty extends to the preparation of evidence base documents which 
support the Local Plan – not just the plan itself. 

• Consultation alone is not sufficient and a lack of response to a statutory 
consultation should not automatically be taken as another local authority or 
prescribed body agreeing that there are no strategic matters, or that they have 
been sufficiently addressed. 

• The duty to cooperate is a legal requirement throughout the Local Plan 
preparation process. Before considering whether the submitted local plan is 
“sound”, the Inspector will consider whether the Council has complied with the 
DTC. The duty is a legal test which the Local Plan will be subject to, and is 
separate, but related to the Local Plan tests of soundness. If this duty has not 
been complied with, the local plan examination will not proceed further. The 
duty cannot be applied retrospectively. The Inspector’s assessment of 
soundness (as set out in NPPF paragraph 182) includes whether the 
submitted Local Plan is positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent 
with national policy. Consideration of whether the Local Plan is “effective” 
includes whether it demonstrates effective joint working to meet cross 
boundary strategic issues.  
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• The requirement for constructive and effective engagement also applies 
beyond the process of preparing a Local Plan e.g. the requirement for 
monitoring and continued joint working should be identified and implemented. 

• Having an adopted Local Plan is not sufficient justification for a local authority 
to refuse to work with and engage constructively with another local authority1, 
particularly where there is evidence to suggest that a strategic matter exists.  

 
1.4 The PPG advises (Reference ID: 9-011-20140306) that “authorities should submit 

robust evidence of the efforts they have made to co-operate on 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”. The 
purpose of this Statement is to demonstrate how the Council has addressed the 
duty-to-co-operate in producing the Proposed Submission Development 
Management Plan (DMP). Following Regulation 19 publication, this statement will 
be updated for submission and examination of the DMP.  

 
 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-cooperate
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2. Legislative Framework, National Policy 
and Guidance 

 
2.1 Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 amends the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004, by inserting section 33A, the effect of which is to place a legal 
duty on local planning authorities to co-operate with one another, county councils, 
and other “prescribed bodies”, to maximise the effectiveness within which certain 
activities are undertaken as far as they relate to a ‘strategic matter’.  

 
2.2 Paragraph 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (as amended) 

requires co-operation in: 
• the preparation of development plan documents; 
• the preparation of other local development documents; and 
• activities that can reasonably be considered to prepare the way for the 

preparation of the above two points. 
 

2.3 For the purpose of the DTC, the Localism Act defines ‘strategic matters’ as relating 
to ‘sustainable development or the use of land that has or would have a significant 
impact on at least two planning areas”. These incudes in particular sustainable 
development or use of land for or in connection with, strategic infrastructure that has 
or would have a significant impact on at least two planning areas. Strategic matters 
also include sustainable development or use of land in a two-tier area if the 
development or use is a county matter e.g. minerals, waste, education, or has or 
would have a significant impact on a county matter. 

 
2.4 The duty imposed on local planning authorities requires the Council to engage 

constructively, actively and on an on-going basis in any process by means of which 
the activities listed above are undertaken. The engagement required by local 
authorities will vary depending on the nature of the issues being addressed. These 
can range from consulting on an issue through to the development of a joint local 
development document. 

 
2.5 The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

(Regulation 4) lists the “prescribed” bodies or other persons for the purposes of the 
DTC (for the purposes of 33A(1) (c) of the 2004 Act), these are set out in  in Section 
3 “Prescribed Bodies” below.   
 

2.6 National policy on the DTC is set out in paragraphs 178 to 181 of the NPPF. 
Paragraph 178 of the NPPF states: 

“Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross 
administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic 
priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/contents/made
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areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of 
neighbouring authorities”. 
 

2.7 The NPPF (paragraph 156) requires Local Plans to set out the strategic priorities for 
the area, including policies to address these priories : 

• Homes and jobs  
• Retail, leisure and other commercial development 
• Infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, water 

supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the 
provision of mineral and energy (including heat) 

• Health , security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local 
facilities 

• Climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation and enhancement 
of the natural and historic environment, including landscape 

 
2.8 Co-operation is a two-way process, and national guidance acknowledges that it is 

not always possible to reach agreement (Reference ID 9-003-20140306). However, 
the NPPF states (paragraph 181) that as part of the examination process of a plan, 
local planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having 
effectively cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts. This could be 
by way of plans or policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of 
understanding, or a jointly prepared strategy which is presented as evidence of an 
agreed position. The differing timetables and stages in the preparation of Local 
Plans of neighbouring local authorities, and of those within its Housing Market Area 
and Functional Economic Area are considered to be one of the challenges and 
limitations in joint working on evidence studies to inform Local Plans.  

 
2.9 Guidance from the Government’s Planning Advisory Service (PAS) states that 

failure to meet the DTC will: 
• lead to less sustainable development and/or plans being found ‘unsound’;  
• reduce the ability to deliver infrastructure and inward investment; and  
• undermine confidence in the ability of councils to deliver growth and 

development. 
 

2.10 The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) guidance goes on to state that the DTC is the 
first matter that the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) will look at during the examination 
of the Local Plans. The Inspector will need to see sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the duty has been undertaken appropriately for the plan being 
examined. The evidence presented should : 
• be succinct;  
• flow from the issues that have been addressed jointly; and  
• highlight the practical policy outcomes that have resulted. 
 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-cooperate
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2.11 Furthermore, a ‘tick box’ approach or a collection of correspondence will not be 
sufficient.  Local authorities will need to show how the duty is being taken forward 
on an on-going basis through the Authority’s Monitoring Report (AMR).  
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3. Borough’s Strategic Context and 
Prescribed Bodies 

 
Borough of Reigate & Banstead: Strategic Context 

 
3.1 The borough of Reigate and Banstead is located in the eastern part of the county of 

Surrey, within the prosperous South East region.  The borough covers 
approximately 12,900 hectares, and  adjoins several other Districts, Boroughs, and 
Counties, stretching from the outer edge of London in the north (where it adjoins the 
areas of the London Boroughs of Sutton and Croydon), and Epsom and Ewell 
Borough to the North West, to its border within West Sussex to the south (where it 
adjoins Crawley Borough).  Neighbouring local authorities within Surrey border the 
west (Mole Valley District), and the east (Tandridge District) boundaries of the 
borough. 

 
3.2 The borough benefits from a rich green fabric with around 69% of the borough 

(8,888 hectares) designated as Metropolitan Green Belt.  Predominantly open 
countryside, Reigate and Banstead is traversed by the North Downs escarpment – 
including the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty – and the Greensand 
Ridge.  The borough also contains Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Nature 
Reserves, and is home to part of the internationally designated Mole Gap to Reigate 
Escarpment, a Special Area of Conservation, as well as Conservation Areas and 
Listed Buildings. 

 
3.3 The borough’s main built up areas are centred on four key settlements: the village 

of Banstead in the north, the central towns of Redhill and Reigate, and the town of 
Horley in the south.  These four distinctive towns house the majority of the 
borough’s population, whilst there are a range of smaller settlement areas 
throughout the rest of the borough. 

 
3.4 The borough has the largest population of all the Surrey districts and saw the 

largest population growth during the period of 2001 to 2011.  The 2011 census 
recorded the borough’s population as 137,825, with 55,423 households. In 2012, 
this figure had risen to 140,400 residents. The government predicts that the 
population could rise from this figure to 158,100 in 2022, and to 165,700 residents 
by 2027, being an increase of 18% between 2012 and 2027. Coupled with a 
predicted increase in the ageing population, as well as a decline in household sizes, 
pressures for new housing development are high.  

 
3.5 The borough is highly accessible, and benefits from its location in relation to the 

M23/A23 corridor linking London to the south coast, and its proximity to both the 
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M25 and Gatwick Airport.  There are also excellent rail links provided by London to 
Brighton train services.  More than 27,000 people commute into the borough, whilst 
34,000 residents commute out, making Reigate and Banstead a net exporter of 
labour. 

 
3.6 Reigate and Banstead is a relatively affluent and prosperous area, with low levels of 

unemployment compared to regional and national averages, and a buoyant local 
economy.  Economic activity is concentrated predominantly in the central urban 
areas of Redhill and Reigate.  The borough sits at the heart of the Coast to Capital 
Local Enterprise Partnership area and within the Gatwick Diamond sub-region.  As 
a result of this strategic location, and the high quality of the local environment, the 
borough has attracted a number of major national and international companies, with 
a total of around 900,000sqm in commercial premises.  A large proportion of the 
population is well qualified and works in high level managerial positions and 
professions, and across much of the borough, education and qualification levels are 
also above average. 

 
3.7 This picture of general affluence however masks more localised pockets of relative 

deprivation.  For example, parts of the Merstham area, situated in the central part of 
the borough, falls within the top 20% most deprived areas of the country and are 
ranked third most deprived in Surrey, whilst in Preston, situated in the north area of 
the borough, 35% of the population has no qualifications, compared with a borough 
average of 20%.  The Council’s regeneration activities have focused on improving 
access to services and supporting people to improve their quality of life in these 
areas.  Significant regeneration projects have also been taking place in Redhill and 
Horley.  

 
3.8 In common with much of the county of Surrey, average house prices in Reigate and 

Banstead are significantly above the regional and national averages; according to 
Land Registry information at the end of 2010, the average price was £371,000, 
more than 12% higher than the previous year.  Of the 11 Surrey districts, Reigate 
and Banstead has the sixth highest house prices, with a market affordability ratio 
which is significantly higher than the national average, but lower than the Surrey 
average.  

 
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. 

 
3.10 RBBC sits within a two-tier system of local governance, with Surrey County Council 
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being the County Planning Authority (for minerals and waste planning), the Local 
Education Authority, and the local Highways Authority. The borough is mostly 
unparished, although there is one Parish Council (Salfords and Sidlow) and one 
Town Council (Horley Town Council), both in the south of the borough.   

 
Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy  

 
3.11 The Council’s Core Strategy, “Part 1” of the borough’s new Local Plan, was adopted 

in July 2014, and covers the period from 2012 to 2027.  It establishes spatial 
objectives for the borough, and contains strategic policies covering a range of 
issues including jobs and economy, regeneration, housing, environmental 
protection, the Green Belt, and infrastructure.  It identifies how much growth will 
take place over the plan period, and the broad areas where this is planned.  As well 
as the delivery of employment and retail floor space, a minimum of 6,900 homes will 
be provided over the plan period. The priority set out in the Core Strategy is to focus 
development within the existing urban area, whilst acknowledging that some of the 
planned new homes will need to be provided as sustainable urban extensions. The 
Core Strategy was based on an extensive evidence base, which is available on the 
Council’s website.   

 
3.12 In preparing the Core Strategy, the Council worked jointly with adjoining authorities 

and key partner organisations, such as Natural England and the Environment 
Agency, on evidence and policies. In particular, this included the protection and 
enhancement of cross-boundary protected landscapes; strategic road and rail 
infrastructure (including the A23/M23, M25 and the London-Brighton Railway); 
future role and impact of Gatwick Airport; maintenance of coherent Green Belt; 
providing for balanced and sustainable housing and employment growth.  

   
3.13 The Core Strategy was submitted for examination in 2011, at the time the Localism 

Act 2011 introduced the DTC and it is a post NPPF compliant document. 
 

3.14 Following adoption of the Core Strategy, the focus has been on preparing “Part 2” of 
the development plan for the borough, the Development Management Plan. This 
sets out the detailed policies for managing development to deliver the Core 
Strategy, and includes specific site allocations for different types of development, 
including housing, employment, retail, community uses, and travellers sites. 
Although an initial “Issues and Options” consultation in December 2010 / January 
2011 sought views on the key planning issues affecting the borough, work on the 
DMP was put on hold until the Core Strategy had been adopted.  Work on the DMP 
has subsequently been progressed since the Core Strategy was adopted. In 
delivering the Core Strategy, the DMP will be consistent with the Core Strategy 
Policies (unless superseding them).  
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Neighbourhood Development Plans 
 

3.15 The NPPF and PPG require Local Plans to provide the strategic framework in which 
any neighbourhood plans may be prepared to shape development at the community 
level.   Only one Neighbourhood Forum and Neighbourhood Area has been agreed, 
in March 2015, for Tadworth. No Neighbourhood Plans have been agreed or are 
being prepared in the borough.  

 
The Prescribed Bodies 

 
3.16 In order to maximise the effectiveness of its plan making, the Localism Act 2011 

places a duty on the Council to co-operate with other Local Planning Authorities on 
cross-boundary strategic planning issues that could significantly impact on both 
their planning areas. 

 
3.17 The NPPF (paragraph 178) states that public bodies have a DTC on planning 

issues that cross administrative boundaries, and specifically refers to the 
expectation for “joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently 
undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities”. However, this does 
not necessarily mean that only those local authorities that Councils should limit  
ongoing engagement to directly adjoining authorities, since this may result in the 
Council not addressing certain cross-boundary strategic issues which concern  
authorities further afield, for example in their Housing Market Area and / or 
Functional Economic Area. Therefore, to ensure that the Council proactively 
engages and works with the appropriate local authorities, the duty to cooperate 
Scoping Statement (July 2015) identified the strategic planning issues, and 
authorities listed for engagement are those considered to be pertinent to each 
identified issue.  The relevant local authorities to RBBC are neighbouring local 
authorities, those within the county of Surrey and those within the Gatwick 
Diamond, as follows:  
 

• Crawley Borough Council 
• Epsom & Ewell Borough Council 
• Mole Valley District Council 
• Tandridge District Council 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton  
• Elmbridge Borough Council 
• Guildford Borough Council 
• Runnymede Borough Council 
• Surrey Heath Borough Council 
• Spelthorne Borough Council 
• Waverley Borough Council 
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• Woking Borough Council 
• Surrey County Council (a “specific consultation body”) 
• West Sussex County Council 
• Mid-Sussex County Council 
• Horsham District Council 
• Mayor of London/Greater London Authority 

 
3.18 The Council is also required to cooperate with a list of bodies which has been 

prescribed by the Government, as per paragraph 2.5. For RBBC these bodies are 
as listed in Figure 1 below.   

 
Figure 1: Duty to Co-operate Prescribed Bodies  

for Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
 

Prescribed Bodies for purposes for 
duty to co-operate 

Where not national organisation, the 
relevant organisation for Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council  
 

Environment Agency 
 

-  

Historic England  -  
Natural England  

 
-  

Mayor of London  
 

-  

Civil Aviation Authority  
 

-  

Homes England (formerly the 
Homes and Communities Agency) 

 

-  

NHS Clinical Commissioning Groups 
(CCG) 

• Surrey Downs CCG 
• East Surrey CCG 
• Crawley CCG 

National Health Service 
Commissioning Board  

NHS England - South (South East) 

Office of Rail Regulation  
 

-  

Transport for London  
 

-  

Each highway authority for the area • Highways England (Strategic 
Road network) 

• Surrey County Council (Local 
Road Network) 

Marine Management Organisation 
 

Not relevant to Reigate and Banstead 
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3.19 In addition to those planning authorities and prescribed bodies listed above, the 
NPPG requires local planning authorities and other duty to cooperate public bodies 
to cooperate with the relevant Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) for the area and 
the relevant Local Nature Partnership. For Reigate and Banstead borough, these 
are Coast to Capital LEP and Surrey Local Nature Partnership respectively.  
 

3.20 Throughout preparing of the DMP, the Council has been proactively engaging those 
prescribed bodies and organisations whose remit covers the strategic matters that 
are addressed as part of the DMP.  

 
3.21 Engagement with the prescribed bodies and relevant neighbouring authorities has 

included correspondence and meetings to identify and address strategic cross-
boundary issues. The meetings have involved officers and, in some cases, 
Councillors. The amount and type of engagement with these bodies has varied 
depending on the significance of the issues identified for the Development 
Management Plan. 

 
Partnership working: formal groups  

 
3.22 The Council has a long history of engagement and partnership working with other 

authorities, stakeholders and public bodies both in preparing the Council’s 
development plan and in wider strategic issues involving the Council and 
“prescribed bodies” organisations. Partnership working and co-operation on key 
issues is embedded in the way plans are prepared by RBBC, and across Surrey.  

 
3.23 There are a range of partnerships and working groups in operation that provide 

forums for discussion on strategic matters and issues.  These are set out in Annex 
2.  

 
3.24 It is worth noting that some of the groups identified exist primarily for sharing 

information rather than the discussion of strategic cross-boundary issues. They are, 
however, included as they may raise awareness of cross-boundary issues to the 
participants.  

 
Gatwick Diamond 

3.25 The Gatwick Diamond Partnership was set up in 2003, and is now a well-
established partnership, whose aim is to take the economic performance of this key 
national business location from good to excellent. The Partnership provides a forum 
within which local authorities debate the strategic issues common to their 
communities. The Gatwick Diamond does not have a rigid formal boundary (see 
Figure 2), but is broadly defined by a diamond-shaped area stretching between 
Croydon and Brighton, centred around Gatwick Airport.  
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Figure 2: The Gatwick Diamond Area 

 

 
 
 

3.26  RBBC has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with other Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities.  A Local Strategic Statement was prepared in 2011, and an update 
undertaken in 2016 (along with an update to the Memorandum of Understanding) 
which will be published imminently, which provides a broad strategic direction for 
the Gatwick Diamond and establishes areas for inter-authority cooperation on 
strategic issues.   

 
3.27 Surrey district and borough and county council authorities have recognised the 

value in progressing more formalised joint working across the County. Following a 
meeting in March 2014, all authorities reached a resolution to move forward with a 
joint partnership and Local Strategic Statement, to enable county wide priorities and 
opportunities to be identified, in order to assist in meeting the DTC.  

 
3.28 A draft Memorandum of Understanding, Terms of Reference for a Surrey Strategic 

Planning and Infrastructure Partnership (consisting of Surrey Councils’ Leaders), 
and a paper describing the scope, goals, and timetables for the Local Strategic 
Statement were endorsed by RBBC in November 2014. An interim Local Strategic 
Statement 2016-2031is due to go to Chief Executives for endorsement and 
recommendation that it be presented to Surrey Leaders/Surrey Strategic Planning 
and Infrastructure Partnership for their agreement. 

 

http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6245/local-strategic-statement-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6245/local-strategic-statement-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6246/local-strategic-statement.pdf
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3.29 Together these mechanisms have provided the strategic framework within which the 
Development Management Plan has been prepared, along with the Coast to Capital 
Strategic Economic Plan, which identifies three key priority areas, including 
enhancing business support and skills, accelerating research and innovation, and 
investing in transport, flood defences, and resilience. 
 

3.30 RBBC used these existing mechanisms as the starting point for engagement in 
relation to strategic matters. In some instances, these may be sufficient however, it 
is recognised that other mechanisms may also need to be established. 

 

 Co-operation with other Key Organisations and Agencies  
 

3.31 In addition to the bodies prescribed in the Regulations, the Council has co-operated 
with other organisations and agencies that deliver services and infrastructure to 
support the borough. These are principally the “specific consultation bodies” listed in 
the Local Planning Regulations 2012. This has been through meetings with 
individual providers, letters and emails during the production of the DMP and 
evidence on infrastructure needs. This has assisted our awareness of potential 
constraints on development identified by the utility companies that will need to be 
considered when producing the Local Plan.  

 
3.32 These organisations are:-  

• Transport providers: Network Rail, Southwest Trains  
• Energy companies: SSE Power Distribution, UK Power Network, Southern 

Gas Network  
• Water companies: Sutton & East Surrey Water and Thames Water  
• Waste water treatment: Thames Water 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/contents/made


14 
 

4. Scoping of Strategic Issues 
 

4.1 At examination, the Development Management Plan needs to satisfy the Examiner 
that it demonstrates effective joint working on agreed strategic cross-boundary 
issues.  The starting point for this process was to work with other local planning 
authorities and other public bodies to scope the strategic cross-boundary issues 
relevant to the Local Plan, and to identify which organisations to work with on each 
issue. This included issues which may occur during ‘associated activities’ needed 
for Local Plan preparation, such as the preparation of evidence base documents. To 
assist the Council prepared a draft Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement.  
 

Scoping Statement 
 

4.2 The duty to cooperate Scoping Statement was prepared to serve four key functions: 
  

• It ensures that the Council has formally identified what it considers to be the 
strategic matters that could have a significant impact on two or more planning 
areas. It also allows the Council to identify those authorities and prescribed 
bodies that it will need to engage and work with to seek to address strategic 
matters, and how and when (in broad terms) it intends to do this.  

• Consultation on the Scoping Statement provides the opportunity for other local 
authorities and prescribed bodies to highlight strategic matters that they consider 
relevant to the preparation of the DMP which RBBC has not identified. It also 
allows these bodies to identify whether amendments need to be made to the list 
of local authorities and prescribed bodies that the Council intends to engage with 
on each strategic matter, and how and when it intends to do this.  

• It will form the framework for an agreed approach and commitment from RBBC in 
how it will discharge its DTC on strategic matters and issues as far as they relate 
to the preparation of the DMP. 

• It identifies the issues that each local authority and/or prescribed body may wish 
to consider when responding to RBBC consultations on the DMP. This should 
help ensure that limited resources can be targeted to best effect. However it is 
noted that this does not prevent these bodies commenting on other aspects of 
the emerging DMP. 

 
4.3 Comments on the draft Scoping Statement including its Strategic Matters 

Framework were sought from duty to cooperate bodies between 8 April and 22 May 
2015. As a result of comments and requests received from nearby local authorities 
and DTC “prescribed bodies”, the draft table of Duty to Cooperate Bodies and the 
Strategic Matters on which we will work jointly with them (Annex 1 of the Scoping 
Statement) was updated. The DMP Duty to Cooperate Scoping Report, July 2015 is 
provided at Annex 1 of this Statement. 
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4.4 The Scoping Statement (July 2015)1 includes (at Annex 1) a Framework which lists  

strategic matters (identified by NPPF paragraph 156) and specific cross-boundary 
issues with possible cross-boundary implications relevant to preparation of the 
Development Management Plan, taking account of ‘functional geography’ in line 
with the NPPF.  
 

4.5 This Duty to Cooperate Statement has been prepared as a record of the 
mechanisms and outcomes of the Councils DTC work to date.  This statement 
should be read alongside the earlier scoping statement to provide a continuous 
dialogue of the steps that the Council has taken to cooperate with relevant partners 
on strategic cross boundary matters since the commencement of the Development 
Management Plan preparation up to January 2018 submission of the DMP. 

 
4.6 This Statement highlights the key strategic planning issues identified in each topic 

area, and the key actions taken by the Council and outcomes achieved through 
cooperation between July 2015 and publication of the Proposed Submission DMP in 
January 2018. Submission of the DMP. 

 
4.7 In addition to engagement with the prescribed bodies, the Council has also engaged 

with other stakeholders and organisations as it prepared the DMP evidence base 
and the DMP itself. In particular the Council engaged on an ongoing basis with 
infrastructure providers, including private infrastructure companies, to inform the 
Infrastructure Schedule included in the DMP and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
that supports it.   

 
4.8 The Council has also carried out formal consultations on the emerging draft and 

draft final DMP at each relevant stage of Local Plan preparation, in line with the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012   and 
Reigate and Banstead adopted Statement of Community Involvement and has 
published a DMP “Consultation StatementDMP “Consultation Statement” setting out 
the process and results of these formal consultations. This is one of the Submission 
Documents required to accompany the DMP at submission for examination.  

 

                                                           
1 Format of the Scoping Framework follows the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) ‘Duty to Cooperate 
Statement guidance, August 2015. 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/contents/made
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/203/adopted_statement_of_community_involvement_october_2013
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5. Co-operation regarding strategic issues 
 

5.1 As detailed in Section 4, the 2015 Scoping exercise determined the strategic 
issues on which the Council agreed that it needs to cooperate with prescribed 
bodies, in preparing the DMP. The Council officers and councillors (where 
relevant) have actively engaged with these organisations at every relevant 
stage, with some engagement being on-going and regular through partnership 
or joint working groups.   
 

5.2 On-going cooperation with the Council’s prescribed bodies is continuing. 
beyond the publication of the Proposed Submission Development Management 
Plan (Regulation 19). This includes preparation of Statements of Common 
Ground with the key prescribed bodies, including Highways England as 
strategic Highways Authority for the area, and inquiries regarding potential to 
accommodate unmet housing need within the wider Housing Market Area 
(HMA). These will be submitted to the Examiner with the DMP. be available 
during the examination process.  

 
5.3 Annex 1 of the Scoping statement contains a matrix indicating the organisations 

with whom RBBC has common issues.  This has formed the basis for both 
formal consultations particularly when agreeing Duty to Cooperate Scoping 
Statements and when responding to other plans. It has also formed the 
framework for understanding who the Council we need to work with in order to 
secure effective outcomes. Depending on the issue, some cooperation has 
taken place as part of formal and regular working groups whilst the majority 
have required a more targeted and issue-specific approach.  
 

5.4 A summary table of the ongoing, active engagement by the Council with its 
DTC partners from the outset of preparing the Development Management Plan, 
including outcomes is provided at Annex 4. Under each heading below, further 
detail is provided for the key strategic issues of the DMP.   
  

Housing 
 

5.5 The provision of sufficient housing is of particular importance as part of 
complying with the duty to co-operate both in terms of both the legal and 
soundness test. The NPPG is clear that the assessment of need is the first 
stage in developing a spatial strategy. It states (Reference ID: 3-045-20141006) 
that:  

‘Local authorities should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to 
assess their full housing needs. However, assessing need is just the first stage 
in developing a Local Plan. Once need has been assessed, the local planning 
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authority should prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to 
establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely 
economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over the plan 
period, and in so doing take account of any constraints such as Green Belt, 
which indicate that development should be restricted and which may restrain 
the ability of an authority to meet its need.’  

5.6 At the time of the RBBC Core Strategy examination, the Council’s Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) were confirmed as being between 600 and 
640 homes per year, of which approximately 330-370 dwellings would be 
required each year to accommodate natural change, the remainder being 
available to cater for net in-migration. The adopted Core Strategy housing 
target for RBBC is an annual average of at least 460 homes per year for the 
period 2012-2027.  

5.7 On the basis of the OAHN ‘components’ this means that an annual average of 
90-130 homes per year is likely to be available to cater for net in-migration into 
the borough.  It is worth noting that origin and destination statistics from the 
2011 Census indicate that in-migration into Reigate & Banstead is primarily 
from adjacent London Boroughs and East Surrey authorities, and that the 
borough experiences a net out-migration to North West Sussex authorities.  

5.8 As the Council has an up-to-date Core Strategy and housing target, and is 
currently focused on preparing the ‘subsidiary’ Development Management Plan 
DPD, we have not undertaken a review of our OAHN or Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment - this will be undertaken as part of the Core Strategy review 
programmed for 2019.   

5.9 Previous correspondence from RBBC to Crawley Borough Council in 2014 
outlined that our Core Strategy does not make specific quantified allowances 
for in-migration from individual boroughs, and this position has not changed. 
This is due to the complexities of the housing market area within which the 
borough sits and the inability to control where those who purchase market 
housing in the borough originate from.  
 

5.10 The Council’s latest Housing Monitor confirms our housing delivery position. In 
the first years of the Core Strategy plan period (2012-2017) the borough has 
seen delivery of 2417 net new homes, an overprovision on our annual average 
target of 117 (or 23 units per year).  However, the housing trajectory included in 
Annex 7 of the DMP outlines that it is likely that with current delivered housing, 
committed development and programmed development (as set out in the 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 2017 and the DMP), that 
by 2027 around 7220 units will have been delivered.  Whilst this will be in 
excess of the minimum 6900 housing target that was set at the Core Strategy 
stage, this will still not accommodate the full OAN of RBBC (9600).    
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5.11 Therefore, RBBC does not consider that it can sustainably accommodate any 
unmet need arising from neighbouring authorities and has advised relevant 
local authorities of this when they have asked. RBBC recognises that this 
matter will require ongoing co-operation. However in the meantime the Council 
considers it essential to get a new Local Plan in place in a timely manner that 
can deliver the sustainable development that RBBC needs.  

5.12 During DTC meetings with other local authorities RBBC has been asking 
whether they can accommodate our unmet housing need and further formal 
clarification has been sought  .  As part of the Regulation 19 stage. we will be 
formally requesting confirmation and will update the statement with these 
responses.  The following authorities have advised us that they cannot take our 
housing need:  

• Tandridge District Council  
• Crawley Borough Council  
• Horsham District Council  
• Mole Valley District Council  
• Epsom and Ewell Borough Council  
• London Borough of Croydon 
• London Borough of Sutton 

 

Table 1 Co-Operation Housing Development 

Year Consulted on Reason for 
consulting 

Who was 
consulted 

2015 

 

Sustainable Urban 
Extensions 
Constraints 
Assessment 

Constraints 
assessment of 
proposed Sustainable 
Urban Extensions 

All neighbouring 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies. Green Belt Review  Green Belt review of 

proposed Sustainable 
Urban Extensions 

SHLAA/ Preferred Site 
Options/ Site 
Allocations 

Housing sites 

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed housing 
policies and housing 
sites 

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed housing 
policies and housing 
sites 
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Regulation 18 DMP  Proposed housing 
policies and housing 
sites.  
Housing evidence.  

All neighbouring 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

2017 
HELAA Methodology  Assessment 

methodology housing 
sites 

All neighbouring 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies. 

Draft Theme 1 and 2 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed housing 
policies 
 
 

Draft Theme 3 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed housing 
sites 
 
 

All neighbouring 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP  

Proposed housing 
policies and housing 
sites 

2018 

 

Notification of the 
publication of the 
Regulation 19 DMP.  

Proposed housing 
policies and housing 
sites.  
Housing evidence.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Traveller accommodation needs 

5.125.13 In 2012, the Surrey boroughs and districts agreed a joint methodology 
for undertaking a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments (GTAA). 
Following this, RBBC prepared a Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment in 2013 in accordance with this methodology.   

5.135.14 In 2016, following the change to the definition of Traveller in the 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 2015, RBBC updated the GTAA to take 
account of this change.  All Surrey authorities and neighbouring authorities 
were invited to join RBBC in preparing the updated methodology which would 
then inform individual assessments.  Elmbridge and Tandridge were both at the 
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appropriate stage in the plan making process so joined with RBBC in preparing 
the updated methodology. 

5.145.15 Neighbouring authorities and all Surrey authorities were consulted on 
both the methodology and the individual RBBC GTAA.   

5.155.16 PPTS identifies that local planning authorities should set pitch targets 
for Gypsies and Travellers and plot targets for Travelling Showpeople, which 
address the likely permanent and transit site accommodation needs of 
Travellers in their area, working collaboratively with neighbouring local planning 
authorities.  

5.165.17 As part of the updated GTAA all the neighbouring Local Authorities 
were interviewed to explore issues relating to cross boundary working.  The key 
topic areas relevant from these interviews are; whether transit sites are needed, 
travellers’ relocation preference and the potential impact of sites adjacent to 
borough boundaries.   
 

5.175.18 To be consistent with the guidance outlined in the Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites (2015), the methodology also sought stakeholder engagement 
with: 
• Brighter Futures for Gypsy Roma Travellers 
• Surrey Gypsy Traveller Communities Forum 
• Showmen’s Guild 
• Friends, Families and Travellers2 
• Gypsy Council3  
• Housing Authorities operating in RBBC 
• RBBC Housing Department 
 

5.185.19 Some comments identified that given the road networks (M23 and M25) 
which run through the area, that there may be a need for transit provision 
across the County.   The 2013 GTAA recommended that there was not any 
need for the Council to consider transit provision due to very low numbers of 
unauthorised encampments. Information obtained during the stakeholder 
interviews and data in the Traveller Caravan Count confirm that there are still 
very low numbers of encampments and that there are effective processes 
already in place to deal with them. As such it is recommended that the Council 
should continue using a management approach to dealing with encampments 
as opposed to an infrastructure approach.  

                                                           
2 Friends, Families and Travellers were invited to take part in the stakeholder engagement, but they 
felt that they could not offer any assistance on this occasion.  
3 Gypsy Council were invited to take part in the stakeholder engagement, but they failed to respond.  
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5.195.20 However, it should also be noted that there is the possibility that 
changes to PPTS in 2015 could result in increased levels of travelling and 
levels of unauthorised encampments should be continually monitored while the 
changes associated with PPTS (2015) develop. If a need is identified in the 
future for a transit site, further joint work would be required with neighbouring 
authorities to explore options for providing this. 

5.205.21 From the stakeholder interviews and interviews with the Travellers in 
the Borough there was no identifiable demand for movement into or out of 
RBBC.  

5.215.22 There is also an understanding of where sites in adjacent Local 
Authorities are situated and this is taken into account when identifying sites.   

5.225.23 In terms of providing sites, we consider that every attempt should be 
made by each respective council to meet the identified local need. Whilst we 
fully appreciate the difficulty in identifying suitable and deliverable traveller 
sites, we have not relied solely on the call for sites process to identify possible 
options for meeting our own need. We have proactively explored all 
opportunities for meeting the need identified in our GTAA. This includes making 
permanent some of our temporary permissions (including insetting from the 
Green Belt where appropriate), requiring our larger site allocations to bring 
forward an element of traveller provision and considered the use of Council 
owned land to provide sites. 

5.235.24 It is understood that all adjacent Local Authorities (apart from Crawley 
Borough Council) cannot meet their need, or don’t think they will be able to 
meet their need (albeit they are at varying stages of assessment).  As RBBC 
cannot meet its own need, we are not able to accommodate any neighbouring 
authorities.  We have also asked neighbouring Local Authorities if they can 
accommodate any of our unmet need and they have confirmed they cannot.   
 

5.25 The Regulation 19 includes a Traveller Site Land Allocation Assessment, an 
updated Green Belt review which includes narrative on exceptional 
circumstances to justify removal of the proposed Traveller sites from the Green 
Belt and inclusion of two Traveller sites in the Sequential Test.  The policy and 
site identification process has been discussed with neighbouring authorities so 
they are aware of the robust approach that has been taken.  

5.26 During DTC meetings with other local authorities RBBC has been asking 
whether they can accommodate our unmet Traveller need and further formal 
clarification has been sought at the Regulation 19 stage. The following 
authorities have advised us that they cannot take this need:  

• Tandridge District Council  
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• Crawley Borough Council  
• Horsham District Council  
• Mole Valley District Council  
• Epsom and Ewell Borough Council  
• London Borough of Croydon 
• London Borough of Sutton 

 

Table 2 Co-Operation Gypsy & Traveller 

Year Consulted on Reason for consulting Who was 
consulted 

2016 

 

Regulation 18 DMP Proposed approach to 
identification of Traveller sites. 

All neighbouring 
authorities, 
Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies 

2017 

 

Draft Theme 3 
Regulation DMP 

Proposed Gypsy and Traveller 
policies and site allocations  

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP 

Proposed Gypsy and Traveller 
policies and site allocations 

2018 

 

Notified of the 
publication of the 
Regulation 19 DMP. 

Proposed Gypsy and Traveller 
policies and site allocations  
 
Green Belt Review and 
sequential test – including 
reference to Gypsy and 
Traveller Sites 

 
 

Employment 
5.245.27 National Planning Practice Guidance says that local planning 

authorities should assess their development needs working with other local 
authorities in the relevant Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) in line with 
the Duty to Cooperate as employment needs are rarely constrained precisely 
by local authority administrative boundaries.  

5.255.28 The borough’s economic market area and its economic links and 
relationships with surrounding areas was examined through the preparation of 
the Core Strategy, including through the Economic Market Area Assessment 
(2008) and update to the Economic Evidence base (2011) and within the 
context of the Duty to Cooperate.  
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5.265.29 The work carried out for the Core Strategy determined that the 
borough’s FEMA was primarily the Gatwick Diamond area (i.e. incorporating 
Mole Valley, Tandridge, Epsom and Ewell, Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex), 
reflecting the influence of Gatwick airport. However, analysis of the borough’s 
FEMA also recognised the strong influence of London on the borough’s 
economy generally (particularly in terms of commuting), but also more localised 
relationships with Sutton and Croydon.  

5.275.30 RBBC has continued to proactively engage these members in ongoing 
discussions regarding employment land/ emerging employment policies.  

Table 3 Co-Operation Employment 

Year Consulted on Reason for Consulting Who was 
consulted 

2015 

 

Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations  

Employment land Adjoining 
authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed 
bodies 

Strategic Employment 
Needs/ Site Allocations  

Strategic employment 
provision 

Draft Regulation 18 DMP Proposed employment 
policies/ approaches 
and allocations 

2016 

 

Draft Regulation 19 DMP  Proposed employment 
policies/ approaches 
and site allocations  

Regulation 18 DMP  In addition employment 
evidence papers 

All neighbouring 
authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities, 
Surrey 
authorities and 
prescribed 
bodies.  

RBBC appointed Chilmark 
Consulting Ltd. to prepare 
a Strategic Employment 
Site Economic Assessment 
for the proposed HOR9 
Strategic Employment site.  

Proposed methodology 
and draft reports 

Neighbouring 
authorities and 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities  

2017 

 

Draft theme 1 & 2  
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed employment 
policies/ approaches  
 

All neighbouring 
authorities, 
Surrey 
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Draft theme 3 Regulation 
19 DMP  

Proposed site 
allocations 

authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed 
bodies 

 

Draft Regulation 19 DMP Proposed employment 
policies/ approaches 
and site allocations 

2018 

 

Notification of the 
publication of the 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed employment 
policies/ approaches 
and site allocations.  
Employment evidence.  

 

Retail, Leisure and other Commercial 
Development  

5.285.31 In 2011, RBBC appointed Roger Tim & Partners to undertake a 
borough-wide Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment to provide an overview of 
current retail and leisure provision in the borough and assess the health of the 
borough’s town centres; establish whether there is a need for additional retail 
and leisure floorspace to 2027; and to provide advice on the future role and 
regeneration of the borough’s town centres to inform policy approach in the 
then emerging Core Strategy and Development Management Plan.  

5.295.32 Recognising that shopping catchments do not reflect administrative 
boundaries, the report calculated the retail need based upon the market share 
of destinations within the borough only. Roger Tim & Partners recommended 
this approach as it gives more confidence over the scale of floorspace that 
should be directed to the centres in the borough itself, rather than the need to 
apply a judgment to the quantitative need for the whole study area that could be 
accommodated in destinations outside the borough.  

5.305.33 The report identified the need for the following retail floorspace and this 
was used to inform Core Strategy policies.  
• Banstead Village centre: 1,300sqm comparison floorspace and 1,200sqm 

convenience floorspace 
• Redhill and Reigate town centres: 19,350sqm comparison floorspace and 

7,020sqm of convenience floorspace 
• Horley town centre: 3,870sqm comparison floorspace and 2,340sqm 

convenience floorspace 

5.315.34 Given the changing retail context since 2011, to inform the DMP, Peter 
Brett Associates were appointed by RBBC in 2016 to undertake an updated 
Retail Needs Assessment. Peter Brett & Partners calculated the quantum of 



 

25 
 

retail floorspace required based on an assessment of available expenditure 
within the borough.  

5.325.35 To inform the preparation of this report, adjoining authorities, Surrey 
authorities and Gatwick Diamond authorities were consulted on the draft 
methodology and draft report. No comments were received.  

5.335.36 The Retail Needs Assessment identified the need for: 
• Banstead Village centre: 1,100sqm comparison floor space – Peter Brett 

Associations felt that this could be met through improved performance and 
minor extensions.  

• Horley town centre: 800sqm comparison floorspace – Peter Brett Associates 
felt that this could be accommodated as part of mixed use developments, as 
well as minor extensions to existing floorspace.  

• Reigate town centre: 2,500sqm comparison floorspace – Peter Brett 
Associates felt that this could be accommodated through the sites in the 
emerging DMP, minor extensions and improved performance of existing 
floorspace.  

• Redhill town centre: 7,500sqm comparison floorspace – Peter Brett 
Associates felt that this could be met through the sites in the emerging 
DMP, improved performance, better asset management and minor 
extensions.  

• Peter Brett Associates identified no need for additional convenience 
floorspace.  

5.345.37 Given the approach identified by Peter Brett Associates (i.e. delivering 
the identified need through proposed sites in the emerging DMP, minor 
extensions, improved performance and better asset management) RBBC has 
been able to accommodate its identified retail needs.  

5.355.38 The Council has engaged with adjoining authorities, Surrey authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond authorities and prescribed bodies on proposed retail policies/ 
approaches and allocations.  

 

Table 4 Co-Operation Retail, Leisure and Other Commercial Development 

Year  Consulted on   Reason for consulting Who was 
consulted   

2015 
 

Preferred site options/ site 
allocations/ site boundaries/ 
any emerging cross boundary 
leisure DMP matters  

 Adjoining 
authorities 
and Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities  
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2016 
 

RBBC appointed Peter Brett 
Associates to undertake a 
retail needs assessment of 
the borough.  
 

Proposed methodology 
and draft report 

Adjoining 
authorities, 
Surrey 
authorities 
and Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authorities 

Draft Regulation 18 DMP  
 

Proposed policies/ 
approaches retail, leisure 
and other commercial 
development. 
Proposed site allocations.  

Adjoining 
authorities, 
Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities 
and 
prescribed 
bodies 

Regulation 18 DMP In addition retail evidence 
2017 
 

Theme 1 & 2 of Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed policies/ 
approaches retail, leisure 
and other commercial 
development. 

Theme 3 of Draft Regulation 
19 DMP  

Proposed site allocations.  

Draft Regulation 19 DMP Proposed policies/ 
approaches retail, leisure 
and other commercial 
development.  
Proposed site allocations. 

2018 
 

Notified of the publication of 
the Regulation 19 DMP. 

In addition retail evidence.  

 
 
 
Green Belt 

5.365.39 The adopted 2014 Core Strategy outlines the Council’s policy approach 
to Green Belt. This includes: 
• Consideration of the purposes of the Green belt to inform the identification 

of land for sustainable urban extensions in the broad areas of search 
identified in Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
- Land east of Redhill; 
- Land east of Merstham; 
- Land south west of Reigate; and 
- Rural Surrounds of Horley4 

                                                           
4 In Reigate & Banstead, land beyond the Green Belt is currently designated as the Rural Surrounds 
of Horley. In addition to policy CS3, in paragraph 5.2.13, the Core Strategy commits to a review of the 
Rural Surrounds of Horley designation through the DMP process.  
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• Addressing boundary anomalies throughout the borough 
• Reviewing washed over villages and areas of land inset within or currently 

beyond the Green Belt throughout the borough 

5.375.40 The Council have undertaken additional work around exceptional 
circumstances.  This is being consulted on as part of the Regulation 19 
publication.   

5.385.41 The Council has consulted widely on the emerging approach in the 
DMP in order to understand concerns from prescribed bodies and neighbouring 
authorities with regards to issues such as transport impact, flood risk and health 
and education impact.  

Table 5 Co-Operation Green Belt 

Year Consulted on Reason for consulting Who was 
consulted 

2015 
Sustainable Urban 
Extensions 
Constraints 
Assessment 

Constraints assessment of 
proposed Green Belt land 
release.  

Adjoining 
authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed 
bodies.  

Green Belt Review Green Belt review 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed Sustainable Urban 
Extensions and Green Belt 
policies/ approach.  

Gypsy and 
Traveller Sites 
Green Belt Review 

Green Belt review Adjoining 
authorities, 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
authorities, 
Surrey 
authorities and 
prescribed 
bodies.  

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed Sustainable Urban 
Extensions and Green Belt 
policies/ approach. 

Regulation 18 DMP In addition, Green Belt evidence 

2017 
Theme 1 and 2 
Draft Regulation 19 
DMP 

Proposed Green Belt policies/ 
approach 

Theme 3 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed Sustainable Urban 
Extensions 

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP 

Proposed Green Belt policies/ 
approach and Sustainable 
Urban Extensions. 

2018 
Notification 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed Green Belt policies/ 
approach and Sustainable 
Urban Extensions. 
Green Belt evidence.  
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Flood Risk 

5.395.42 To inform the emerging DMP, there have been ongoing conversations 
with the Environment Agency regarding potential flood risk, in particular around 
Horley and Redhill/ Earlswood. The table below details the consultation 
undertaken with both the Environment Agency and other bodies.  

5.405.43 Following comments from the Environment Agency, a joint Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Level 1 was commissioned with Tandridge 
District Council and Mole Valley District Council.  A subsequent RBBC Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was also prepared. The SFRA was carried 
out in close liaison with the Environment Agency, as well as SCC (in their role 
as the Lead Local Flood Authority), Natural England and other prescribed 
bodies and relevant Local Authorities.  The SFRA mapping includes data from 
the Environment Agency released in Autumn 2017. 

5.415.44 In an email sent in December 2017, the Environment Agency confirmed 
that they had reviewed the Proposed Submission DMP (Regulation 19) 
document that we had informally consulted them on and they had no 
outstanding concerns or comments on any topics within their remit (a letter of 
confirmation is included in Annex 6). They confirmed support for the 
Development Management Plan and the strategic approach to flood risk 
management including an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.  

5.425.45 There has also been discussion with the Environment Agency 
regarding their upcoming projects in the Horley area.  They have requested that 
3 locations are protected from development for the next 2- 3 years, until the 
Barstow Flood Alleviation Scheme has identified a preferred option/s.  The 
protected areas comprise the following (see Annex 7 for a map of locations):  

1) Bonehurst Bridge and A23 section for possible new channel taking Cross 
Oak Lane Ditch away from Burstow Stream at Bonehurst Bridge. 

2) Main Burstow and Haroldslea Stream floodplain south of Smallfield Road. 
This parcel of land could potentially be adapted to increase flood storage  

3) Smallfield and Weatherhill Stream – this land may be part of the Smallfield 
FAS that requires additional storage. 

 Table 6 Co-Operation Flood Risk 

Year Consulted on Reason for 
consulting 

Who was consulted 

2015 
Sustainable Urban 
Extensions  

Identification of 
proposed 

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities, 
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Preferred Site Options/ 
Site 

Sustainable Urban 
Extensions. 

Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies  

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP  

Proposed flooding 
policies and site 
allocations. 

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies 

Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan  

Understand 
infrastructure 
required over the 
plan period.  

Surrey County Council, 
West Sussex County 
Council and the 
Environment Agency 

2016 
• Draft Regulation 18 

DMP 
•  Regulation 18 DMP 

Proposed flooding 
policies and site 
allocations.  

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies 

2017 
Theme 1 and 2 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed flooding 
policies. 

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  Theme 3 Draft 

Regulation 19 DMP 
Proposed site 
allocations.  

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP  

Proposed site 
allocations and 
flooding policies.  

RBBC, TDC and MVDC 
appointed JBA 
Consulting to undertake 
a Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment.  

Consultation was 
carried out during 
the preparation of 
the report. 

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities 
and Gatwick Diamond 
authorities 

RBBC appointed JBA 
Consulting to undertake 
a Level 2 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment. 
Prepared in line with the 
guidance and input of 
the Environment 
Agency and Surrey 
County Council. 

Consultation was 
carried out during 
the preparation of 
the report. 
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Infrastructure Delivery 
Schedule 
 

Understand 
infrastructure 
requirements over 
the plan period.  

Surrey County Council, 
West Sussex County 
Council and the 
Environment Agency 

2018 
Notified of the 
publication of the 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed flood risk 
policies, site 
allocations.  
Flooding evidence.  

Environment Agency, 
adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.   

 

Climate Change 
5.44 It is worth highlighting that whilst climate change is an issue that knows no 

borders there are no obvious cross boundary issues that will arise from a future 
Local Plan. Given the Government’s likely transferral of responsibility for 
various energy and water standards to be met by Building Regulations instead 
of the Planning system, there is a reduced potential for any strategic cross 
boundary issues. 

5.45 Never the less, climate change adaptation and mitigation is a thread that runs 
throughout the DMP, building on policies in the Core Strategy. Climate change 
mitigation is covered in CCF1 and this has been consulted on with adjoining 
authorities, Surrey authorities, Gatwick Diamond authorities and prescribed 
bodies as part of the informal consultation on the draft Regulation 19 document. 

 

Heritage  
5.46 Historic England (formally English Heritage) has extensively been involved in 

the formulation of the heritage policies of the DMP.  In response to our informal 
consultation on Theme 1 and 2 in Summer 2016, they commented that: 

“Having looked at them both I am pleased to say that I can see nothing in them 
that we need to comment on or causes us concern at this stage.  It is important 
in our view that all sections of a local plan are read together rather than in 
isolation, and our previous exchanges regarding drafting of the heritage and 
other sections of the plan gives me confidence that the requirements of the 
historic environment are being taken into account in the preparation of the 
planning framework for Reigate and Banstead Borough.”   

5.47 With regard to Theme 3 (site allocations) Historic England noted that 
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“potential heritage assets affected by site allocations and development 
proposals are indicated were appropriate within the document. However, this is 
a flagging-up exercise at this stage and we would expect to see, in accordance 
with advice in the NPPF, a more thorough and comprehensive assessment of 
potential impacts on the historic environment generally and specific assets in 
the formal consultation version of the plan. On or near sites with affected assets 
opportunities for conservation or enhancement of the assets should be 
identified or sought as part of the site development, and harm to assets should 
be avoided or mitigated where appropriate. Historic England would strongly 
advise that the Council’s own conservation staff are closely involved throughout 
the preparation of the Local Plan, as they are often best placed to advise on 
local historic environment issues and priorities, sources of data and, 
consideration of the options relating to the historic environment, in particular the 
requirement to set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of 
the historic environment (NPPF para 126).” 

 
5.48 In line with these comments from Historic England, the Conservation Officer 

carried out some further assessment of the proposed site allocations, to 
complement the input that they have already had throughout the Local Plan 
preparation process.  They then provided additional wording where appropriate 
for the site allocations, to provide further detail on any pertinent heritage assets 
and what mitigation, if necessary, would be required.  The Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) has also been updated to reflect these additions.   
  

5.49 An email was sent to Historic England in February 2018 to confirm what 
changes had been made to the DMP.  Historic England subsequently confirmed 
that they endorsed both the approach adopted and the description of the likely 
effects of the plan’s proposed policies on the affected heritage assets and the 
historic environment generally and they had no additional matters to raise at 
this stage.  This email is included in Annex 9. 
 

5.495.50 In addition, RBBC has consulted more widely with adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, Gatwick Diamond authorities and prescribed bodies on 
proposed heritage policies/ site allocations (which could cause heritage 
impacts).  

Table 7 Co-Operation Heritage 

Year Consulted on Reason for consulting Who was 
consulted 

2015 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP Heritage Policies 

Draft heritage policies. English Heritage 

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed heritage 
policies and site 

English Heritage, 
adjoining 
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allocations. authorities, Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies. 

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed heritage 
policies and site 
allocations. 

Regulation 18 DMP In addition heritage 
evidence. 

2017 
Theme 1 and 2 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed heritage 
policies. 

Theme 3 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed site 
allocations. 

Draft Regulation DMP Proposed heritage 
policies and site 
allocations. 

2018 
Notification Regulation 
19 DMP 

Proposed heritage 
policies and site 
allocations. 
Heritage evidence.  

2018 
Subsequent 
correspondence was 
sent to Historic England 
explaining the changes 
that has been made  

  

 
 

Natural Environment 
5.505.51 Natural England, the Environment Agency, Surrey Nature Partnership 

and Surrey Wildlife Trust have been actively involved in the preparation of the 
DMP.  

5.515.52 Discussions with Natural England on the draft DMP Regulation 19 
document were progressed in mid-2017.  However, in November 2017 further 
comments were received from Natural England, taking into account recent 
national case law, which will require some supplementary work to be 
undertaken to support the HRA, particular with regard to air quality and 
European designated sites, and this is currently in preparation.  This is being 
undertaken in liaison with Natural England.   

5.53 The consideration of the impact on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC 
is being jointly undertaken with Tandridge District Council and Mole Valley 
District Council.   Additionally RBBC are undertaking further work to address 
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wider concerns from Natural England, including potential impact on the 
Ashdown Forest Special Protection Area and Special Area for Conservation. 

5.54 An updated Habitats Regulation Assessment has been prepared which seeks 
to address Natural England’s concerns.  The Council have actively engaged 
with Natural England, including seeking feedback on a revised version of the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment prior to submission.  The submission version 
has been prepared in accordance with the further comments received. 

5.525.55   As set out in their Regulation 19 representation Natural England are 
satisfied that if the further work requested is completed as discussed, it will be 
sufficient to address this outstanding concern. The additional work that has 
been commissioned by the Council will be shared with Natural England as soon 
as available.  An update will be provided on this matter through a Statement of 
Common Ground as soon as the issue is addressed.    

5.535.56 In addition, RBBC has consulted more widely with adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, Gatwick Diamond authorities and prescribed bodies on 
proposed policies/ approaches and site allocations which could have an impact 
on the natural environment.  

Table 8 Co-Operation Natural Environment 

Year Consulted on Reason for consulting Who was consulted 

2015 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Natural environment 
proposed policies/ 
approaches and proposed 
site allocations.  

Natural England, 
Environment Agency, 
Surrey Nature 
Partnership, Surrey 
Wildlife Trust, 
adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Regulation 18 DMP 

2017 
Theme 1 and 2 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Natural environment 
proposed policies/ 
approaches.  

Theme 3 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed site allocations. 

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP 

Natural environment 
proposed policies/ 
approaches and proposed 
site allocations. 

2018 
Notification 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Natural environment 
proposed policies/ 
approaches and proposed 
site allocations. 
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Safeguarded Lane (Redhill Aerodrome) 

5.545.57 The Council has engaged with Tandridge District Council regarding this 
potential long-term development site which straddles the two local authority 
areas. The majority (approximately two-thirds) of the land being promoted for a 
sustainable new village is in Tandridge district. This land is not included in the 
proposed submission Development Management Plan as an allocation for 
development, but is proposed to have its current Green Belt designation 
removed, and the land “safeguarded” to meet housing needs after the end of 
this plan period (i.e. pos-2027). It is not therefore included as a site allocation 
policy, but DMP Policy MLS2 “Safeguarded land for development beyond the 
plan period” protects it as if it were still designated Green Belt until a Local Plan 
review is completed. This is in order to avoid the need to amend Green Belt 
boundary at the end of this Local Plan period.   

5.555.58 Tandridge’s Regulation 18 Local Plan Garden Village Local Plan 
consultation 2017, included four potential sites for a new Garden Village; 
whichever is selected needing to start delving housing within Tandridge’s 
current plan period, i.e. by 2033. The consultation did not delineate this 
Aerodrome land, but rather marked a broad area. In October 2017, the Council 
formally responded to Tandridge’s consultation.  Whilst the proposed new 
access from the M23 would form the primary link to the strategic road network 
into the site, which would be located within Tandridge District, this would 
improve access from the strategic road network to East Surrey Hospital. The 
site, being promoted by Thakeham Homes under the Healthy New Towns 
initiative would, amongst other benefits, greatly improve access to East Surrey 
Hospital and the A23 from the M23.  

5.565.59 Highways England, as Highways Authority for the strategic road 
network and Surrey County Council as highways authority for the local road 
network have both raised issues of concern regarding potential highways 
impacts. The proposed site allocation policy requirements deal with some of 
these issues, and discussions are ongoing to resolve other concerns.  

5.575.60 The Council has also met with Tandridge District Council and East 
Surrey Clinical Commissioning Group to discuss the health implications and 
potential solutions and benefits of this proposed site for development. 

5.585.61 Due to the size of this potential proposed new settlement and the many 
strategic matters that it involves, the Council will continue to work with 
Tandridge District Council and other duty to cooperate partners. Should both 
authorities support selection of this site to meet longer term housing needs, this 
site could potentially be progressed through a joint Area Action Plan allocation. 
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5.595.62 Annex 8 provides correspondence relating to the potential M23 spur 
road. 

 
Infrastructure: Education 
Surrey County Council 

5.605.63 Surrey County Council is the local education authority for Reigate and 
Banstead borough.  

5.615.64 RBBC started ongoing conversations with Surrey County Council in 
Spring 2015 regarding school place planning to support the Development 
Management Plan (although this joint working of Surrey County Council and its 
boroughs and district planning authorities is continuous). As detailed in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, the Council annually provides details of planned 
location and quantum of housing development to the Education Authority who 
undertakes modelling of the future population growth arising from natural 
population growth supplemented by planned housing developments. The 2017 
SCC school place modelling and SCC’s School Organisation Plan has informed 
the Development Management Plans’ Annex 6 Infrastructure Schedule, and 
relevant site allocation policies.  

5.625.65  This joint working is ongoing and iterative and is undertaken by 
meetings, emails and telephone conversations. Surrey County Council has 
been involved in the preparation of and / or consulted on: 

Table 9 Co-Operation Surrey County Council (Education) 

Year Document Reason for Consulting 

2015 

 

Sustainable Urban Extensions 
Constraints Assessment 

 

Constraints assessment proposed 
sustainable urban extensions 

Draft Regulation 18 DMP Proposed site allocations: direction 
of future population growth and 
proposed school allocations 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan Understand education needs over 
the plan period.  

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 DMP 
 

Proposed site allocations: direction 
of future population growth and 
proposed school allocations  
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Regulation 18 DMP Proposed site allocations: direction 
of future population growth and 
proposed school allocations 
Education evidence.  

2017 
• Theme 3 Draft Regulation 19 

DMP 
• Draft Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed site allocations: direction 
of future population growth and 
proposed school allocations 

Draft Infrastructure Delivery 
Schedule Annex 6 of Regulation 
19 DMP 

Understand education needs over 
the plan period 

2018 
Notification of Regulation 19 
DMP 

Proposed site allocations: direction 
of future population growth and 
proposed school allocations 
Infrastructure Delivery Schedule 

 

Other Bodies 

5.635.66 RBBC have also engaged with other bodies in order to raise/ discuss/ 
invite comments on cross-boundary education provision/ future demand.  

Table 10 Co-Operation Other Bodies 

Year Consulted on Reason for 
consulting 

Who was consulted 

2015 

 

Site Allocations and 
Sustainable Urban 
Extensions  

Outlining the 
location and 
quantum of 
housing growth 
and proposed 
school allocations 

Adjoining authorities and 
West Sussex County 
Council 

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP  

Adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, Gatwick 
Diamond authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  
 
 

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP  

Outlining both the 
direction of future 
growth and 
proposed school 
allocations 

Regulation 18 DMP 
 

In addition 
education 
evidence.  

2017 
Theme 3 Draft 
Regulation 19 
DMP  

Outlining both the 
direction of future 
growth and 
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• Draft Regulation 
19 DMP  

proposed school 
allocations 
 

2018 
Notification of 
Regulation 19 DMP  

 

 

Infrastructure: Health 
5.645.67 The borough of Reigate and Banstead is covered by the Clinical 

Commissioning Group areas of East Surrey Clinical Commissioning Group and 
Surrey Downs Clinical Commissioning Group (north of the M25). Additionally, 
Crawley Clinical Commissioning Group commissions primary health care 
services from one medical centre in the borough, Crawley CCG surgery 
(Clerklands) in Horley.  

5.655.68 RBBC have had ongoing discussions with East Surrey Clinical 
Commissioning Group, Surrey Downs Clinical Commissioning Group Health 
and Wellbeing Network, and Surrey Council’s Adult Social Care Service. These 
discussions have also informed the Infrastructure Delivery Scheme.  

5.665.69 In addition, RBBC has consulted more widely with adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, Gatwick Diamond authorities and prescribed bodies on 
proposed health policies/ approaches and site allocations including healthcare.  
 

Table 11 Co-Operation Health 

Year Consulted on Reason for 
consulting 

Who was consulted 

2015 

 

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP  

Direction of future 
population growth and 
proposed healthcare 
allocations.  

East Surrey Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group, Surrey 
Downs Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group, Surrey 
County Council, 
neighbouring 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities, Gatwick 
Diamond authorities 

2016 
Draft Regulation 18 
DMP  

Direction of future 
population growth and 
proposed healthcare 
allocations. 

Regulation 18 DMP  In addition Health 
Needs Evidence 
Paper.  
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2017 
• Theme 3 Draft 

Regulation 19 DMP  
• Draft Regulation 19 

DMP  

Direction of future 
population growth and 
proposed healthcare 
allocations. 

and prescribed 
bodies.  

2018 
Notification of the 
Regulation 19 DMP  

5.675.70 At the Regulation 18 stage in 2017, West Sussex County Council and 
Crawley Borough Council raised concerns regarding lack of space within 
Crawley to expand to accommodate its growing secondary school population, 
and potential impacts on school place planning in Reigate and Banstead. At a 
meeting with West Sussex CC Planning and Transport Studies Officers on 3 
Nov 2017, the Principal Planning Officer confirmed that the education issues 
they raised at Regulation 18 stage is no longer an issue of concern for them.  
 
Infrastructure: Transport  

5.685.71 RBBC have been actively involved in discussions with Surrey County 
Council, Highways England as local and strategic highways authorities for the 
area respectively, and with West Sussex County Council as the adjoining 
County Council.  

5.695.72 In addition to these discussions, RBBC has more widely with adjoining 
authorities, Gatwick Diamond authorities, Surrey authorities and prescribed 
bodies consulted on a number of documents to inform transport policies, site 
allocations, and the Infrastructure Schedule of the emerging DMP.  

Table 12 Co-Operation Transport 
Year Consulted on Reason for 

consulting 
Who was 
consulted 

2015 

 

Site Allocations and 
Sustainable Urban 
Extensions 

Direction of growth Adjoining 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

Draft Regulation 18 DMP  Proposed transport 
policies and direction 
of growth 
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2016 

 

Surrey County Council 
undertook strategic 
transport modelling 
assessment taking into 
account sites identified for 
development in the 
emerging Regulation 18 
DMP. This took into 
account cross boundary 
impacts. This report 
informed into the draft 
Regulation 18 DMP and 
final Regulation 18 DMP.   

Cross-boundary 
transport impacts of 
proposed 
development.  

Adjoining 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

Draft Regulation 18 DMP Proposed site 
allocations and 
transport policies. 

Regulation 18 DMP In addition transport 
policies.  

2017 

 

Surrey County Council 
undertook a revised 
transport assessment in 
2017 to inform the 
emerging Regulation 19 
DMP.  
Again, this report took into 
account cross-border 
issues.  
Comments raised at 
Regulation 18 stage were 
taken into account. 

Cross-boundary 
transport impacts of 
proposed 
development. 

Meetings held 
with officers of 
Surrey County 
Council, Reigate 
& Banstead 
Borough Council, 
West Sussex 
County Council 
and Highways 
England. 
 

Draft theme 1 and 2 
Regulation 19 DMP  

Proposed transport 
policies.  

Adjoining 
authorities, Surrey 
authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies.  

Draft theme 3 Regulation 
19 DMP 

Proposed site 
allocations 

Draft Regulation 19 DMP  
 

Proposed transport 
policies and site 
allocations.  

2018 

 

Notification of the 
publication of the 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed transport 
policies and site 
allocations.  
Transport evidence.  
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HOR9: Proposed Strategic Employment Site 

5.705.73 RBBC have actively engaged with Surrey County Council, Highways 
England and West Sussex County Council regarding the proposed HOR9 
Strategic Employment site. In addition to the consultation noted above, a 
number of meetings have been held regarding the potential impact of the 
proposed Strategic Employment Site on the local and strategic road network. A 
Statement of Common Ground is being prepared with Highways England for 
the DMP submission and examination. 
 

Infrastructure: Utilities and Services 
5.715.74 As well as the “prescribed bodies” for the duty to cooperate, the Council 

has continuously engaged and co-operated with other organisations and 
agencies that deliver services and infrastructure. This includes water 
companies, wastewater companies, energy providers, broadband and 
telecommunication providers, and Network Rail to ensure that the planned 
development is supported by the infrastructure needed. Many of these are 
organisations are “specific consultation bodies” for the purposes of Local Plan 
preparation, and as such, have been invited to make representations at 
Regulation 18 stage (2016), and have been advised of the publication of the 
Development Management Plan (January 2018). Their comments have been 
taken into account in the preparation of the DMP, principally through the 
Infrastructure Schedule, Policies INF1, INF2 and INF3 and the site allocation 
policies.  

5.725.75 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.  

5.735.76 Engagement on the issue of ensuring supply and planning 
infrastructure improvement keeps up with housing growth is a two-way process. 
The DMP planned development is informing the infrastructure providers’ 
investment plans, and the current infrastructure and planned upgrades are 
informing the DMP site allocation policies and Infrastructure Schedule.  

5.745.77 As “specific consultees” these bodies have also been consulted and 
informed the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule.  
 

Infrastructure: Community & Cultural 



 

41 
 

Infrastructure and Other Local Facilities  
5.755.78 RBBC has consulted widely with adjoining authorities, Gatwick 

Diamond authorities, Surrey authorities and prescribed bodies on proposed 
community and cultural infrastructure and other local facilities.  

Table 13 Co-Operation Community & Cultural Infrastructure and Other Local 
Facilities 

Year Consulted on Reason for 
consulting 

Who was consulted 

2015 

 

Emerging cross 
boundary matters 

 Adjoining authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies. 

Draft Regulation 18 
DMP 

Proposed policies/ 
approach and site 
allocations. 

Adjoining authorities, 
Surrey authorities, 
Gatwick Diamond 
authorities and 
prescribed bodies. 

2016 
• Draft Regulation 18 

DMP  
• Regulation 18 DMP 

2017 
Theme 1 and 2 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed policies/ 
approach 

Theme 3 Draft 
Regulation 19 DMP 

Proposed site 
allocations 

Draft Regulation 19 
DMP  

Proposed policies/ 
approach and site 
allocations 

2018 
Notification of 
Regulation 19 DMP   

Proposed policies/ 
approach and site 
allocations. 

 
 

Annex 1 – Duty to Cooperate Scoping 
Statement 
 

 

 

 

 



 

42 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

43 
 

 
 
 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Development Management Plan: 
 
Duty to Cooperate  
Scoping Statement  
 

 

July 2015 

 

 

 

 



 

44 

 
Contact details 
 
 
Email:   LDF@reigate-banstead.gov.uk 
 
Telephone:  01737 276178 
 
Address:  Planning Policy Team 
   Planning, Economic Prosperity and Parks 
   Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
   Town Hall 
   Castlefield Road 
   Reigate 
   Surrey 
   RH2 0SH 
 
Website:  www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/planning 
  

mailto:LDF@reigate-banstead.gov.uk
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/planning
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 The ‘Duty to Cooperate’ is a legal requirement set by section 110 the Localism Act 2011 
for local authorities as they prepare Local Plans. The Government requires constructive 
and active engagement with relevant bodies, as part of an on-going process, to fully 
maximise effective working on the preparation of Plans, in relation to strategic matters. 

 
1.2 Strategic matters are, by definition, larger than local issues, driven by the actions of 

people, businesses and services, which extend beyond administrative boundaries.  The 
Government’s ‘duty to co-operate’ was introduced as a mechanism by which strategic 
issues are taken into account, through the local plan-making process.  

 
1.3 The publication of the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 

2012), National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) (March 2014), and the public 
examination of other local authority local plan documents, have all emphasised the 
importance of the Duty.  In particular, the following key messages are emerging: 

 
• The duty is not a process driven ‘tick box’ exercise. Instead, local planning 

authorities should focus on the outcomes, maximising the effectiveness of 
their plans. 

• The duty extends to the preparation of evidence base documents which 
support the Local Plan – not just the plan itself. 

• Consultation alone is not sufficient and a lack of response to a statutory 
consultation should not automatically be taken as another local authority or 
prescribed body agreeing that there are no strategic matters, or that they 
have been sufficiently addressed. 

• The duty is a legal requirement throughout the Local Plan preparation 
process. Once submitted the preparation of the plan formally stops. The 
duty cannot be applied retrospectively. 

• The requirement for constructive and effective engagement also applies 
beyond the process of preparing a Local Plan e.g. the requirement for 
monitoring and continued joint working should be identified and 
implemented. 

• Having an adopted Local Plan is not sufficient justification for a local 
authority to refuse to work with and engage constructively with another 
local authority1, particularly where there is evidence to suggest that a 
strategic matter exists.  

 
 

 
 
_____________________________ 
 

1  Local planning authorities are required under section 13 of the 2004 Planning Act to keep under review the matters that 
may be expected to affect the development of their area or the planning of its development. These matters include 
physical, economic, social and environmental characteristics, size, composition and distribution of the population, and 
communications, transport and traffic.  
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1.4 In implementing the duty to cooperate, the NPPG recommends that local planning 

authorities ‘scope’ the strategic matters of the Local Plan document at the beginning of the 
preparation process taking account of the ‘functional geography’ of each specific matter, 
and identify those local authorities and prescribed bodies that need to be constructively 
and actively engaged.  The NPPG also recommends that consideration is given to 
preparing joint-evidence base documents, Local Development Documents, and aligning 
the examination of Local Plan documents. 
 

2. The Purpose of this Statement 
 

2.1 The Council has prepared this Statement as part of its work on the Reigate & Banstead 
Development Management Plan (DMP). It has been produced to assist the Council in 
demonstrating that it has fulfilled the duty to cooperate to and ensure that the 
effectiveness of its plan is maximised. 

 
2.2 The Statement serves four key functions: 
  

• It ensures that the Council has formally identified what it considers to be the strategic 
matters that could have a significant impact on two or more planning areas. It also 
allows the Council to identify those authorities and prescribed bodies that it will need 
to engage and work with to seek to address strategic matters, and how and when (in 
broad terms) it intends to do this.  

• Consultation on the Statement has provided the opportunity for other local authorities 
and prescribed bodies to highlight strategic matters that they consider relevant to the 
preparation of the DMP which RBBC has not identified. It has also allowed these 
bodies to identify whether amendments need to be made to the list of local authorities 
and prescribed bodies that the Council intends to engage with on each strategic 
matter, and how and when it intends to do this.  

• It will form the framework for an agreed approach and commitment from Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) in how it will discharge its duty to cooperate on 
strategic matters and issues as far as they relate to the preparation of the DMP. 

• It identifies the issues that each local authority and/or prescribed body may wish to 
consider when responding to RBBC consultations on the DMP. This should help 
ensure that limited resources can be targeted to best effect. However it is noted that 
this does not prevent these bodies commenting on other aspects of the emerging 
DMP. 

 
It should be noted that preliminary discussions have already been held with a number of 
nearby local authorities and prescribed bodies prior to the former scoping paper and this 
final statement being produced.  A record has been kept of these discussions. 
 

3. Consultation on the Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 
 

3.1 In order to inform the preparation of this final statement, and to comply with NPPG 
recommendations, the Council prepared a Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement (dated 
April 2015), inviting comments for a period of 4 weeks from 8th April 2015 to 6th May 2015, 
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from those bodies as defined in paragraph 3.2 below.  The consultation period was 
extended to 22nd May 2015 to allow additional time for responses to be submitted.   

 
3.2 As part of the consultation the Council sent a covering letter and electronic / hard copy of 

the Scoping Statement to all: 
 
• Nearby local authorities where one or more strategic issues have been identified as 

being of potential relevance.  
• Prescribed ‘duty to cooperate’ bodies as defined in the Town & Country Planning 

(Local Planning)(England)(Regulations) 2012 as amended, and as summarised in 
paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 below. 

 
3.3 Although the Scoping Statement set out specific questions and topics related to strategic 

matters, respondents were also asked to address the following more general questions in 
their feedback: 
 
1. Has the Council correctly identified the strategic matters and those which could have 

significant impact on at least two planning areas as part of the preparation of its 
Development Management Plan document? 
 

2. Has the Council correctly identified the relevant authorities, prescribed bodies, and 
other Consultees that it needs to proactively engage and work with to maximise the 
effectiveness of its planning policies in regards to each strategic matter? 

 
3. Where there are existing processes in place to consider/address strategic matters and 

those which could have a significant impact, are these sufficient? 
 
4. Do you support the Council’s intended approach and timetable for engaging with the 

identified local authorities, prescribed bodies, and other consultees? 
 

3.4 Respondents were also asked that if they considered that the Council had not identified a 
strategic matter or identified the relevant authorities etc., then justification for an 
alternative approach should be provided e.g. evidence as to why the Council should 
engage with other authorities/bodies on a strategic matter. 
 

3.5 The comments received by the end of the consultation period have been collated, 
analysed, and incorporated into this final statement on the Council’s Duty to Cooperate for 
the DMP.  A summary table is provided at the end of this document in Annex 2, which lists 
the Duty to Cooperate Bodies and the Strategic Matter topic areas on which comments 
were received from them, in response to the Scoping Statement consultation.  This table 
also shows that comments were not received from all of those bodies contacted.  The 
table at Annex 1 lists the Duty to Cooperate Bodies and the Strategic Matters on which 
they are being consulted, and has been updated from the previous version in the Scoping 
Statement to reflect the comments and requests received to the consultation.  
 

3.6 It should be noted that both the scoping statement and this final statement only cover how 
the Council will engage with those bodies that fall within the scope of the Duty to 
Cooperate. The Council will also continue to engage with other stakeholders and 
organisations as it prepares the DMP and the DMP evidence base. In particular the 
Council will engage with infrastructure providers as it updates its Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan.  The Council will also consult on the emerging draft and draft final DMP in line with 
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its adopted Statement of Community Involvement and publish a consultation statement 
setting out the process and results of the public consultation. 

 
4. Legislative Framework & National Guidance 
 
4.1 Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 makes a number of amendments to the Planning 

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the effect of which is to place a legal duty on local 
planning authorities to co-operate with one another, county councils, and other prescribed 
bodies, to maximise the effectiveness within which certain activities are undertaken as far 
as they relate to a ‘strategic matter’. 
 

4.2 Paragraph 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (as amended) states that 
‘certain activities’ include: 
 

• the preparation of development plan documents; 
• the preparation of other local development documents; and 
• activities that can reasonably be considered to prepare the way for the preparation 

of the above two points. 
 

4.3 For the purpose of the Government’s duty to cooperate, ‘strategic matters’ relate to 
‘sustainable development or the use of land that has or would have a significant impact on 
at least two planning areas, including (in particular) sustainable development or use of 
land for, or in connection with, infrastructure that is strategic and has or would have a 
significant impact on at least two planning areas’. Strategic matters also include 
sustainable development or use of land in a two-tier area if the development or use is a 
county matter e.g. minerals, waste, education, or has or would have a significant impact 
on a county matter. 

 
4.4 The duty imposed on local planning authorities requires the Council to engage 

constructively, actively and on an on-going basis in any process by means of which the 
activities listed above are undertaken. The engagement required by local authorities will 
vary depending on the nature of the issues being addressed. These can range from 
consulting on an issue through to the development of a joint local development document. 

 
4.5 Government policy on the duty to cooperate is set out in paragraphs 178 to 181 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012). Additional guidance is also 
provided through the NPPG and by the Government’s Planning Advisory Service.  
Paragraph 178 of the NPPF states: 
 
“Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative 
boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic priorities set out in paragraph 
156. The Government expects joint working on areas of common interest to be diligently 
undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities”. 
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4.6 Strategic priorities (in accordance with paragraph 156 of the NPPF) which local planning 

authorities should seek to deliver as part of the Local Plan are: 
 
• the homes and jobs needed in the area;  
• the provision of retail, leisure and other commercial development;  
• the provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, 

water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change management, and the 
provision of minerals and energy (including heat);  

• the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local 
facilities; and  

• climate change mitigation and adaption, conservation and enhancement of the natural 
and historic environment, including landscape. 

 
4.7 The NPPF states at paragraph 181 that as part of the examination process of a plan, local 

planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively 
cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts. This could be by way of plans 
or policies prepared as part of a joint committee, a memorandum of understanding, or a 
jointly prepared strategy which is presented as evidence of an agreed position. 

 
4.8 Guidance from the Government’s Planning Advisory Service (PAS) states that failure to 

meet the duty to cooperate will: 
 
• lead to less sustainable development and/or plans being found ‘unsound’;  
• reduce the ability to deliver infrastructure and inward investment; and  
• undermine confidence in the ability of councils to deliver growth and development. 

 
4.9 PAS guidance goes on to state that the duty to cooperate is the first matter that the 

Planning Inspectorate (PINS) will look at during the examination of the Local Plans. They 
will need to see sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the duty has been undertaken 
appropriately for the plan being examined. The evidence presented should be: 
 
• succinct;  
• flow from the issues that have been addressed jointly; and  
• highlight the practical policy outcomes that have resulted. 
 

4.10 Furthermore, a ‘tick box’ approach or a collection of correspondence will not be sufficient.  
Local authorities will need to show how the duty is being taken forward on an on-going 
basis through the Authority’s Monitoring Report (AMR). 
 

5. The Planning Policy Context 
 
The Borough of Reigate & Banstead 
 

5.1 The borough of Reigate and Banstead is located in the eastern part of the county of 
Surrey, within the prosperous South East region.  The borough covers approximately 
12,900 hectares, and  adjoins several other Districts, Boroughs, and Counties, stretching 
from the outer edge of London in the north (where it adjoins the areas of the London 
Boroughs of Sutton and Croydon, and Epsom and Ewell Borough to the North West), to its 
border within West Sussex to the south (where it adjoins Crawley Borough).  
Neighbouring local authorities within Surrey border the west (Mole Valley District), and the 
east (Tandridge District) boundaries of the borough. 
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5.2 The borough benefits from a rich green fabric with around 69% of the borough (8,888 

hectares) designated as Metropolitan Green Belt.  Predominantly open countryside, 
Reigate and Banstead is traversed by the North Downs escarpment – including the Surrey 
Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty – and the Greensand Ridge.  The borough also 
contains Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Nature Reserves, and is home to part of 
the internationally designated Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment, a Special Area of 
Conservation, as well as Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings. 

 
5.3 The borough’s main built up areas are centred on four key settlements: the village of 

Banstead in the north, the central towns of Redhill and Reigate, and the town of Horley in 
the south.  These four distinctive towns house the majority of the borough’s population, 
whilst there are a range of smaller settlement areas throughout the rest of the borough. 

 
5.4 The borough has the largest population of all the Surrey districts and saw the largest 

population growth during the period of 2001 to 2009.  In mid-2009, the population was 
estimated to be 136,100, and in 2012, this figure had risen to 140,400 residents.  The 
government predicts that the population could rise from this figure to 158,100 in 2022, and 
to 165,700 residents by 2027, being an increase of 18% between 2012 and 2027.  
Coupled with a predicted increase in the ageing population, as well as a decline in 
household sizes, pressures for new housing development are high.  

 
5.5 The borough is very accessible, and benefits from its location economically and otherwise, 

in relation to the M23/A23 corridor linking London to the south coast, and its proximity to 
both the M25 and Gatwick Airport.  There are also excellent rail links provided by London 
to Brighton train services.  More than 27,000 people commute into the borough, whilst 
34,000 residents commute out, making Reigate and Banstead a net exporter of labour. 

 
5.6 Reigate and Banstead is a relatively affluent and prosperous area, with low levels of 

unemployment compared to regional and national averages, and a buoyant local 
economy.  Economic activity is concentrated predominantly in the central urban areas of 
Redhill and Reigate.  The borough sits at the heart of the Coast to Capital Local 
Enterprise Partnership area and within the Gatwick Diamond sub-region.  As a result of 
this strategic location, and the high quality of the local environment, the borough has 
attracted a number of major national and international companies, with a total of around 
900,000sqm in commercial premises.  A large proportion of the population is well qualified 
and works in high level managerial positions and professions, and across much of the 
borough, education and qualification levels are also above average. 

 
5.7 However, this picture of general affluence masks more localised pockets of deprivation.  

For example, parts of the Merstham area, situated in the central part of the borough, falls 
within the top 20% most deprived areas of the country and are ranked third most deprived 
in Surrey, whilst in Preston, situated in the north area of the borough, 35% of the 
population has no qualifications, compared with a borough average of 20%.  the Council’s 
regeneration activities have focused on improving access to services and supporting 
people to improve their quality of life in these areas.  Significant regeneration projects 
have also been taking place in Redhill and Horley, with the revitalisation of Redhill town 
centre, and the long term provision of 2,600 new homes with associated services in 
Horley.    
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5.8 In common with much of the county of Surrey, average house prices in Reigate and 

Banstead are significantly above the regional and national averages; according to Land 
Registry information at the end of 2010, the average price was £371,000, more than 12% 
higher than the previous year.  Of the 11 Surrey districts, Reigate and Banstead has the 
sixth highest house prices, with a market affordability ratio which is significantly higher 
than the national average, but lower than the Surrey average.  

 
5.9 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. 

 
5.10 Reigate and Banstead generally falls within a two-tier system of local governance, 

although in the south of the borough, is situated one Parish Council (Salfords and Sidlow), 
and one Town Council (Horley Town Council).  Surrey County Council provides public 
services such as education, highways, and social services, as well as being the minerals 
and waste planning authority.   

 
The Reigate and Banstead Local Plan 
 
5.11 The Council’s Core Strategy was adopted recently in July 2014 and provides the strategic 

policies and spatial plan for the borough up until 2027.  It sets out the objectives for the 
borough, and contains policies covering a range of issues including jobs and economy, 
regeneration, housing, environmental protection, the Green Belt, and infrastructure.  It 
also sets out how much growth will take place over the plan period, and where this will 
occur.  As well as the delivery of employment and retail floor space, 6,900 homes will be 
provided over the plan period. The priority set out in the Core Strategy is to focus 
development within the existing urban area, although it is acknowledged that some of the 
planned new homes will need to be provided as sustainable urban extensions. 

 
5.12 The Core Strategy was based on an extensive evidence base, which is available on the 

Council’s website.  The evidence base includes a Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA) which has been updated for 2014, an Economic Evidence Base 
(July 2011), a Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment (September 2011), the Reigate and 
Banstead Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (May 2012), a Transport Assessment 
(February 2013), and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2012 (which has been updated and 
published recently in March 2015).  Also of note is the Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (February 2013).  

 
5.13 Following adoption of the Core Strategy, the Council’s focus is now on the preparation of 

the Development Management Plan. This will set out the detailed policies for managing 
development to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy, and will include land 
allocations for different types of development, including housing, employment, and 
travellers sites.   

 
5.14 Consultation was initially carried out on DMP ‘Issues and Options’ in December 

2010/January 2011. This consultation sought initial views on the key planning issues in 
the borough, and the options for addressing them. Following the consultation, work on the 
DMP was put on hold until the Core Strategy had been adopted.  
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5.15 It is planned to consult on a DMP ‘Preferred Options’ draft in Autumn 2015. 
 
6. Defining Reigate & Banstead Borough’s Duty to Cooperate Bodies 
 
6.1 In order to maximise the effectiveness of its plan making, the Localism Act 2011 places a 

duty on the Council to co-operate with other Local Planning Authorities on cross-boundary 
strategic planning issues that could significantly impact on both their planning areas. 

 
6.2 Examples, from other local authorities are that the duty has been interpreted to mean that 

all neighbouring boroughs and districts that share a border should be engaged with as 
part of each consultation stage. In the case of Reigate & Banstead, authorities that share 
the border include the London Boroughs of Croydon and Sutton, the Mayor of 
London/Greater London Authority, the District Councils of Tandridge and Mole Valley, and 
the Borough Councils of Crawley and Epsom & Ewell. 

  
6.3 Whilst the NPPF states that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues 

that cross administrative boundaries, this does not necessarily mean that only those local 
authorities that adjoin the borough should be engaged, since this may result in the Council 
not addressing certain cross-boundary strategic issues which impact on authorities further 
afield. Therefore, in the process of ensuring that the Council proactively engages and 
works with the appropriate local authorities, each of the identified strategic planning issues 
has been explored in Section 7 of this Statement, and authorities listed for engagement 
are those considered to be pertinent to each identified issue.   

 
6.4 As part of its plan-making preparation and the duty to cooperate, the Council is also 

required to cooperate with a list of bodies which has been prescribed by the Government2. 
They comprise:  
 

• Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs)3 (NHS East Surrey & NHS Surrey Downs) 
• Historic England (formerly English Heritage) 
• Environment Agency  
• Highway Authority (Surrey County Council)  
• Highways England (formerly Highways Agency)  
• Integrated Transport Authorities (there is no ITA covering Reigate & Banstead) 
• Marine Management Organisation (not relevant to Reigate & Banstead)  
• Natural England  
• The Civil Aviation Authority  
• The Homes and Communities Agency  
• The Mayor of London  
• The National Health Service Commissioning Board (NHS England) 
• The Office of Rail and Road (formerly The Office of Rail Regulation)  
• Transport for London 

 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 

2 Regulation 4 Part of 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
3 Established under Section 14D of the National Health Service Act 2006 
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6.5 In addition to those planning authorities and prescribed bodies listed above, the Council is 

required to proactively engage with other partnerships as part of the preparation of the 
Reigate and Banstead Local Plan.  These include: 
 

• Local Enterprise Partnership – Coast to Capital 
• Local Nature Partnership – Surrey4 

 
6.6 In preparing the DMP, the Council only intends to proactively engage and work with those 

prescribed bodies and organisations whose remit covers strategic matters that will be 
addressed as part of the DMP. As the Council prepares its plan, it may be the case that 
additional local authorities and/or prescribed bodies need to be engaged with as a 
strategic matter emerges.  The list of local authorities/bodies will therefore be subject to 
regular review. 

 
Existing Mechanisms  
 

6.7 The Council has a strong history of engagement and partnership working with other 
authorities, stakeholders and public bodies.  
 

6.8 Partnership working and co-operation on key issues is embedded in the way plans are 
prepared by RBBC, and across Surrey. There are a range of strategic partnerships and 
working groups in operation that provide forums for discussion on strategic matters and 
issues.  These are set out in the table below: 

 
Partnership/Working Group Authorities/Organisations Involved 

East Surrey Local Plan Working Group 
 

Elmbridge BC, Epsom & Ewell BC, Mole 
Valley DC, Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Tandridge DC 

Surrey Leaders Group  Surrey County Council, Elmbridge BC, 
Epsom & Ewell BC, Mole Valley DC, 
Guildford BC, Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Runnymede BC, Spelthorne BC, Surrey 
Heath BC, Tandridge DC, Waverley BC, 
Woking BC 

Surrey Planning Working Group (PWG) Same as Surrey Leaders Group above 
The Surrey Planning Officers 
Association (SPOA) 

Same as Surrey Leaders Group above 

Surrey Health & Wellbeing Board Surrey CC, Clinical Commissioning Groups 
(various groups from Hampshire and 
Surrey), Mole Valley DC, Reigate & 
Banstead BC, Surrey Police, Healthwatch 
Surrey, Surrey & Sussex Area Team – NHS 
England. 

 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 

4 Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships are not subject to the requirements of the duty.  But local planning 
authorities and the public bodies that are subject to the duty must cooperate with Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature 
Partnerships and have regard to their activities when they are preparing their Local Plans, so long as those activities are relevant to 
local plan making. 
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Partnership/Working Group Authorities/Organisations Involved 

Surrey Hills AONB Board Guildford BC, Waverley BC, Mole Valley 
DC, Reigate & Banstead BC, Tandridge DC, 
Surrey County Council, Natural England, 
The National Trust 

Public Sector Board Reigate & Banstead BC, Surrey County 
Council 

Transport for Surrey Surrey CC, all 11 Surrey Local Authorities, 
Association of Train Operating Companies 
(ATOC), Heathrow Airport Ltd, 
Confederation of Passenger Transport 
Nominees, Highways England, Surrey 
Connects, Surrey Police, SPOA, Network 
Rail, Gatwick Diamond Initiative, Surrey 
Community Action 

Transport for Redhill and Reigate  Reigate & Banstead BC, Surrey CC, Surrey 
Police, Highways England, East Surrey 
Rural Transport, Metrobus, Southern, 
Network Rail, Eastit, East Surrey College, 
East Surrey Hospital, Reigate College, 
Surrey Chamber of Commerce 

Gatwick Diamond Surrey CC, West Sussex County Council, 
Epsom & Ewell BC, Mole Valley DC, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, Crawley BC, 
Horsham DC, Tandridge DC, Mid Sussex 
DC, Coast to Capital LEP, Surrey Connects, 
Local businesses 

Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Committee 

Surrey CC, West Sussex County Council, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, Mole Valley DC, 
Tandridge DC, Epsom & Ewell BC, Mid 
Sussex DC, Crawley BC, Horsham DC 

Gatwick Officers Group Surrey CC, West Sussex County Council, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, Mole Valley DC, 
Tandridge DC, Epsom & Ewell BC, Mid 
Sussex DC, Crawley BC, Horsham DC 

Gatwick Green Space Partnership Surrey CC, West Sussex CC, Crawley BC, 
Horsham DC, Mole Valley DC, Reigate & 
Banstead BC, Horley Town Council, London 
Gatwick Airport, Arcadia (charitable 
foundation). 

Coast to Capital The board features business 
representatives from the private sector, 
higher education representatives, and public 
sector representatives from West Sussex 
CC, Surrey CC, LB of Croydon, Mid Sussex 
DC, and Brighton & Hove City Council 

Surrey Future 
 

The board includes senior management 
from Spelthorne BC, Reigate & Banstead 
BC, Mole Valley DC, Surrey CC, Enterprise 
M3 LEP, Gatwick Diamond Initiative, Surrey 
Connects, and Coast to Capital LEP 
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Partnership/Working Group Authorities/Organisations Involved 
The Surrey Floods and Drainage 
Working Group 

All 11 Surrey Local Authorities, including 
Reigate & Banstead BC, Surrey CC, 
Environment Agency, and Thames Water 

Upper River Mole Strategy Working 
Group 

Surrey CC, Environment Agency, Reigate & 
Banstead BC, Surrey Flood Risk 
Partnership Board & Working Group 
(including members from SCC, EA, Thames 
Water, and all 11 Surrey Local Authorities), 
Thames Water, Highways England 

Leatherhead & Middle Mole Strategy 
Working Group  

Surrey CC, Environment Agency, Reigate & 
Banstead BC, Mole Valley DC, Elmbridge 
Borough Council, Thames Water, Sutton & 
East Surrey Water, Gatwick Airport, 
Forestry Commission, Surrey Wildlife Trust  

 
 

6.9 Particular mention should be made of the Gatwick Diamond, which was set up in 2003, 
and is now a well established public/private partnership, providing a forum within which 
local authorities can debate the strategic issues which link their communities together. 
The Gatwick Diamond does not have any formal boundaries but is broadly defined by a 
diamond-shaped area stretching between London and Brighton and extending west to 
Horsham and east to East Grinstead.  Reigate and Banstead lies in its central area. 

 

 
 

The Gatwick Diamond 
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6.10 Reigate and Banstead has signed a Memorandum of Understanding5 with other Gatwick 

Diamond Authorities.  A Local Strategic Statement6 was prepared in 2011, which provides 
a broad strategic direction for the Gatwick Diamond and establishes areas for inter-
authority cooperation on strategic issues.  Currently work is being undertaken to take 
forward an update on these documents. 

 
6.11 Surrey Authorities have also recognised the value in progressing more formalised joint 

working across the County, and following a meeting in March 2014, reached a resolution 
to move forward with a joint partnership and Local Strategic Statement, to enable county 
wide priorities and opportunities to be identified, in order to assist in meeting the duty to 
cooperate.  A draft Memorandum of Understanding, Terms of Reference for a Surrey 
Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Partnership (consisting of Surrey Councils’ Leaders), 
and a paper describing the scope, goals, and timetables for the Local Strategic Statement 
were endorsed by RBBC in November 2014. 
 

6.12 Representatives from Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities and Surrey Authorities are also 
involved in the Strategic Spatial Planning Liaison Group, along with representatives from 
the wider South East area and London. This group meets quarterly to discuss Duty to 
Cooperate issues and considers high-level strategic issues to compliment the Duty to 
Cooperate obligations of individual authorities.  Together these mechanisms will provide 
the strategic framework within which the Development Management Plan is prepared, 
along with the Coast to Capital Strategic Economic Plan, which identifies three key priority 
areas, including enhancing business support and skills, accelerating research and 
innovation, and investing in transport, flood defences, and resilience. 
 
New Mechanisms 
 

6.13 RBBC will use these existing mechanisms as the starting point for engagement in relation 
to strategic matters. In some instances, these may be sufficient however, it is recognised 
that other mechanisms may also need to be established. The mechanisms the Council 
proposes to employ are set out in section 7 of this Statement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
5 http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6245/local-strategic-statement-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf 
6 http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6246/local-strategic-statement.pdf 
 

http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6245/local-strategic-statement-memorandum-of-understanding.pdf
http://www.gatwickdiamond.co.uk/media/6246/local-strategic-statement.pdf
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7. Strategic Issues & Cross-Boundary Implications 
 

7.1 Satisfying the duty-to-cooperate when preparing the Development Management Plan 
requires the identification of strategic matters with possible cross-boundary implications 
that may arise during its preparation. This includes issues which may occur during 
‘associated activities’ such as the preparation of evidence base documents. 
 

7.2 This Statement identifies a number of strategic matters with possible cross-boundary 
implications which may need addressing as part of the preparation of the Development 
Management Plan. These have been identified below, categorised under the strategic 
priorities identified in paragraph 156 of the NPPF. 
 

7.3 As well as describing in broad terms the strategic matters, the assessment identifies the 
planning authorities and other duty to cooperate bodies that could be impacted by the 
strategic matter, and with whom the Council will need to proactively engage and work with 
to seek to address the strategic matter. This engagement will allow for discussion of the 
Council’s proposals in the context of wider strategic issues (including the strategic policy 
position of neighbouring authorities).  It also explains how and when (in broad terms) this 
engagement will take place. It should be noted that the Council may also engage with 
other organisations as it prepares the DMP that fall outside the definition of ‘duty to 
cooperate’ bodies, and the remit of this statement. 
 

7.4 The table at Annex 1 of this document summarises the strategic matters (using the NPPF 
para. 156 definitions) and the local authorities and prescribed bodies that the Council will 
proactively engage and work with. 

 
Homes and Jobs needed in the area 
 
Strategic Matter:  Housing 
What are the issues requiring co-operation? 
Background 
 
The adopted Core Strategy has established the amount of housing provision in the 
Borough over the plan period of 2012-2027.  It requires the delivery of an annual 
average of 460 homes per year, equating to at least 6,900 homes over the period.  Of 
this total amount, a target provision of 1,500 affordable homes (equating to an annual 
provision of 100) is to be delivered.  The Inspector’s report7 (January 2014) following 
the public examination of the Core Strategy, states that the total housing provision 
figure would meet the full numeric need arising from the existing population, and 
allow some continued migration into the borough from other parts of the housing 
market (and wider) area, but it would only cater for part (approximately 40%) of the 
level of in-migration included in the Borough’s objectively assessed need (which 
requires a total annual average of between 600 and 640 dwellings). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________ 
7 http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/Images/RBBCCSReportFINAL_tcm9-55956.pdf 
 
However, despite the shortfall in housing provision, the Inspector concluded that the 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/Images/RBBCCSReportFINAL_tcm9-55956.pdf
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amount proposed was sound, given the constraints within the Borough, which include 
the presence of Green Belt, high risk areas of flooding, and landscape designations. 
 
The Core Strategy gives priority to the allocation and delivery of land for development 
in sustainable locations in the urban area, with at least 5,800 homes anticipated to be 
delivered in the urban area.  In particular, over the first 10 years of the plan period, 
the CS focuses on regeneration in the following identified urban priority areas: 
 

• Redhill town centre 
• Horley town centre 
• Horley North East and North West sectors 
• Preston regeneration area 
• Merstham regeneration area 

 
Other regeneration areas as identified by the Council and its partners may come 
forward over the plan period, as well as sites within the more general built up areas of 
Redhill, Reigate, Horley, and Banstead, and other sustainable locations in the 
existing urban area.  The majority of growth in the northern and central parts of the 
borough over the first 10 years will be delivered through growth in Redhill and smaller 
scale urban intensification. 
 
The Council will also allocate land beyond the current urban area for sustainable 
urban extensions, based on an assessment of the potential within the following broad 
areas of search (in order of priority): 
 

• Countryside beyond the Green Belt adjoining the urban area of Horley 
• East of Redhill and East of Merstham 
• South and South West of Reigate 

 
Scope of the DMP 
 
Through the Development Management Plan, land will be allocated for housing 
development, and policies included to inform the development of these sites (for 
example relating to design, amenity, and sustainability). It should be noted that the 
DMP will not include a review of the overall scale of housing growth planned for the 
Borough.  It is recognised, however, that whilst not an issue that will be dealt with 
directly through the DMP, the potential expansion of Gatwick Airport and its impact on 
housing growth would require an early review of policies and potentially the overall 
spatial strategy, as acknowledged within the Council’s Core Strategy document. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
To inform the DMP, the Council will be undertaking the following technical work:  
 
- Updates to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  The most 
recent SHLAA is dated December 2014; it is anticipated that an updated SHLAA will 
be published to accompany the DMP Preferred Options consultation. 
 
- A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
will build on the previous technical work and will look in detail at the suitability of 
individual sites in terms of site boundaries, and other physical constraints.  
Engagement with relevant adjoining authorities and a number of other prescribed 
bodies has already commenced as part of this assessment and will continue as 
findings emerge. 
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- A detailed Green Belt Review, which will also help inform the identification of land 
for sustainable urban extensions. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The key strategic matters in relation to housing that the Council has identified are:  
 

• The location and potential strategic impacts of new housing growth within the 
borough’s urban areas 

• The location and potential strategic impacts of new housing growth within 
sustainable urban extensions 

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Nearby local authorities in the event that potential housing sites are identified 
in proximity to that authority, or which have strong connections with that 
authority. 

• Elmbridge Borough Council  
• Runnymede Borough Council 
• Environment Agency 
• The Mayor for London / GLA 
• Highways England 
• Highways & Education Authority (Surrey County Council) 
• Natural England 
• Historic England 
• Transport for London 
• The Homes and Communities Agency 
• Coast to Capital LEP 
• Local Nature Partnership – Surrey 
• NHS Surrey Downs Clinical Commissioning Group 
• NHS East Surrey Clinical Commissioning Group 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on the SUEs Constraints Assessment: Spring-Autumn 2015 
• Engagement on Green Belt Review in relation to SUE locations: Spring-

Autumn 2015 
• Engagement on work beyond the evidence base, to include the identification 

of preferred site options, and the finalisation of site allocations: Spring-Autumn 
2015 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms   
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Strategic Matter:  Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation 
What are the issues requiring co-operation? 
Background 
 
In accordance with the Government’s planning policy for traveller sites (March 2012), 
the Council is required as part of its plan-making process, to assess and plan for the 
needs of the travelling community. 
 
Government guidance states that working collaboratively with neighbouring 
authorities, pitch targets for Gypsies and Travellers, and plot targets for Travelling 
Showpeople, which address the likely permanent and transit site accommodation 
needs in their area, should be set. Paragraph 9(b) of the Government’s planning 
policy for traveller sites emphasises the duty to cooperate on planning issues that 
cross administrative boundaries. 
 
Within the Borough, there is a recognised need for the provision of accommodation 
for Gypsies, Travellers, and Travelling Showpeople across the wider area.  The Core 
Strategy seeks to ensure that sufficient sites are made available, however, it notes 
that is probable, given the need to ensure that sites are suitable, affordable and 
deliverable, and some of the environmental constraints that exist in these areas, that 
there will be a need to consider some limited alterations to Green Belt boundaries to 
accommodate required sites. 
 
To assess the needs of the travelling community, the Council has worked with the 
other boroughs and districts in Surrey and representatives of the travelling community 
to produce a joint methodology for the assessment of the need for new pitches/plots. 
Published in April 2012, the Surrey methodology ensures consistency in approach 
when undertaking Traveller Accommodation Assessments (TAA) and allows each 
local planning authority the ability to apply agreed assumptions to identify future 
accommodation needs. 
 
A Gatwick Diamond Local Authority Members’ meeting, held on 16th April 2013, 
established that it was agreed amongst members that the evidence base is shared 
and examined on a collaborative basis, and whilst each authority looks to address 
any needs for sites within its own boundaries, local authorities as a whole should 
work together to gain a greater understanding of the need for transit accommodation. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The DMP will identify a local target for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
sites and make provision for a five year supply of specific deliverable sites and broad 
locations for growth for years six to ten.  
 
A sequential approach will be taken to identifying suitable sites, with possible sites 
within the urban area considered first, then all countryside not within the Green Belt, 
then sites in the Green Belt.  Other criteria to assess the suitability of sites for 
allocation in the DMP are set out in the Core Strategy and include site integration 
within the context of the local area and local community, highway access, whether 
the site would provide a satisfactory residential environment, flood risk constraints, 
access to local infrastructure, healthcare and local schools, and any impacts on the 
visual amenity and character of the area. 
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DMP Evidence Base 
 
In February 2013, the Council published its TAA, which was informed by close 
partnership working with adjoining authorities in Surrey, Surrey County Council, 
neighbouring London authorities, as well as members of the travelling community. 
The assessment identified the need for a total of 52 pitches and 13 plots for Gypsies 
and Travellers over the period 2012 – 2027. This equates to an annualised 
requirement of 3.5 pitches and 0.8 plots.  The Council is updating the TAA as part of 
its work on reviewing the evidence base supporting the Core Strategy, and site 
allocations within the DMP. Neighbouring authorities were contacted in early 2014 as 
part of this update to establish potential cross-boundary migration and identify 
whether any households had expressed a desire to move into Reigate & Banstead. 
 
The Council will be producing a Gypsy and Traveller SHLAA during 2015, which will 
seek to identify potential sites, and broad locations.  This will be published alongside 
the DMP preferred options in Autumn 2015. 
 
The Council is also undertaking a Green Belt Review to inform the DMP, which will 
assess the potential for Green Belt boundary alterations to accommodate Traveller 
sites. 
  
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The provision of sites is a key issue across the wider area with movements between 
boroughs and districts. The Council will therefore seek to work with neighbouring 
authorities to address the need for new pitches across the area. The Council will 
expect all other authorities to make similar efforts to meet needs arising from within 
their local authority areas including considering possible reviews of the Green Belt 
given that each neighbouring local authority experiences a similar level and number 
of constraints. 
 
Therefore, in relation to Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation, the key matters to be 
dealt with under the Duty to Cooperate are: 
 

• The future Gypsy/Traveller pitch/plot requirement of the Borough. 
• The location of new Gypsy/Traveller pitch/plots, in the event that these are 

sited near to the borough boundary. 
• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 

requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate & Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements 

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Gatwick Diamond Authorities (including Surrey County Council) 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton   
• Guildford Borough Council 
• Elmbridge Borough Council 
• Runnymede Borough Council 
• Spelthorne Borough Council 
• Surrey Heath Borough Council 
• Waverley Borough Council 
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• Woking Borough Council 
• The Mayor for London / GLA 
• Surrey County Council (Highways Authority) 
• Natural England (if any matters arise in relation to potential impacts on the 

Special Area of Conservation) 
 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on the Traveller Accommodation Assessment during Spring-

Autumn  2015 
• If sufficient sites cannot be identified from the work for the Gypsy and 

Traveller SHLAA and Call for Sites work to provide sufficient pitches/plots, the 
Council will seek to work with neighbouring local authorities to establish if they 
can assist in making provision, on an on-going basis 

• Engagement on Green Belt Review in relation to Gypsy & Traveller site 
locations: Spring-Autumn 2015 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms. 

 
Strategic Matter:  Employment Land 
What are the issues requiring co-operation? 
Background 
 
Reigate and Banstead occupies a strong strategic location for business.  In very 
general terms, the north of the borough looks towards London, whilst the southern 
part of the Borough is located at the centre of the Gatwick Diamond Economic Area.  
The borough is located at the heart of the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership, and falls within the area of Surrey Connects, the economic partnership 
for Surrey. 
 
Different parts of the Borough fulfil different economic roles.  The North Downs area 
is characterised by a small number of stand-alone headquarter office sites with only a 
limited amount of other commercial activity, whilst Redhill and Reigate town centres 
provide the focal point for office activity, particularly in the financial and business 
services sector, with several successful industrial sites located nearby. Industrial 
estates in Salfords are characterised by larger industrial and warehouse units, whilst 
Horley is home to a range of smaller office and industrial premises. The southern part 
of the borough is characterised by a higher presence of transport, storage and 
communications businesses.  The borough’s economy will continue to be influenced 
by its location in the Gatwick Diamond and its proximity to Gatwick Airport, which is 
recognised as a key driver in the sub-regional and national economy. 
 
The Core Strategy recognises the different economic roles within the Borough, and 
seeks to capitalise on these, and to ensure that the best use is made of employment 
land across the borough.  In the majority of cases, redundant industrial space is likely 
to be appropriate for re-use or redevelopment for alternative employment generating 
uses.  Small businesses make a vital contribution to the borough’s economy, so it is 
particularly important to secure the conditions and facilities that allow these 
businesses to survive and grow. 
 
The Core Strategy aims to plan for a range of types and sizes of employment 
premises to cater for the needs of established, growing, and start-up businesses, 
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ensuring flexibility to meet changing needs.  It focuses on making the best use of 
employment land, particularly within town centres (in particular, raising the profile of 
Redhill as a commercial centre) and industrial areas, and ensuring that any new 
employment development outside these areas reflects wider policy priorities and is 
located in accordance with sustainability principles.  The Core Strategy also sets out 
the broad amount and distribution of employment floor space likely to be required 
over the plan period for different parts of the borough; the figures include headroom 
for some additional provision, reflecting the need for flexibility, on-going regeneration 
activities, and the growth aspirations of the Gatwick Diamond. 
 
The Core Strategy also recognises the impact of Gatwick Airport on the borough, and 
includes a policy to support the development of the airport within the existing airport 
boundary and legal limits.  However, it is acknowledged that should any growth of the 
airport beyond that already planned be agreed (i.e. a second runway), the potential 
implication on the borough will necessitate a review of local policies. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Development Management Plan will implement the policies of the Core Strategy 
by including policies relating to employment provision, identifying site allocations and 
employment area boundaries, and addressing in more detail the provision of 
additional employment generating floor space.   
 
To inform this work existing allocations will be reviewed to determine whether their 
continued designation can be supported.   
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
The Council will be preparing an audit of existing employment areas – building on the 
Update to the Economic Evidence Base paper published in July 2011 – which will 
inform the designation of sites in the DMP. 
 
Work has also been commissioned to assess the rationale and demand for strategic 
employment land provision and understand what opportunity might exist – from a 
business and commercial perspective – for the borough to contribute to this. It should 
be noted, however, that no conclusions have yet been reached about whether any 
such site could be delivered sustainably and no policy provision has been made for 
such development at this stage. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation?  
 
In relation to Employment Land, the key matters to be dealt with under the Duty to 
Cooperate are: 
 

• The location and potential strategic impacts of employment land and 
employment areas within the Borough in the event that these are in proximity 
to the borough boundary or have strong connections to a nearby local 
authority 

• The potential for designation of strategic employment land, and any cross 
boundary / strategic impacts associated with this. 

• The implications of a second runway at Gatwick in terms of potential new 
requirements for employment land to accommodate new businesses and 
those that may be displaced by the runway development.  
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Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Nearby local authorities, including Gatwick Diamond Authorities, in the event 
that potential employment sites are identified in proximity to that authority, or 
which have strong connections with that authority 

• The Mayor for London / GLA 
• Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership 
• Highways Authority (Surrey County Council) 
• Highways England 
• Transport for London 
• Historic England (if any matters arise in relation to potential impacts on 

heritage assets) 
• Natural England (if any matters arise in relation to potential impacts on the 

Special Area of Conservation) 
Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  

• Engagement on work beyond the evidence base, to include the identification 
of preferred site options, and the finalisation of site allocations: Spring-Autumn 
2015 

• Engagement on strategic employment needs, and potential site allocations 
(should this emerge as an option), to Autumn 2015 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms 

 
Retail, Leisure, and other Commercial Development 
 
Strategic Matter: Retail 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
Reigate and Banstead includes four identified town centres – Banstead, Redhill, 
Reigate, and Horley, with Redhill being the primary town centre, and Redhill/Reigate 
the prime focus for large scale leisure, culture, and retail developments over the plan 
period within the Core Strategy.  The Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment Update 
(2011) identified that both Redhill and Reigate face competition from larger centres 
and centres of a similar size, including Croydon, Guildford and Crawley, Horsham, 
Epsom, and Dorking.  
 
The main challenge across the wider area is maintaining a balanced hierarchy of 
centres to meet regional, sub-regional, and local needs.  This means for the Council 
specifically, ensuring that town centres within the Borough continue to thrive, but that 
development and growth aspirations do not unduly compromise the vitality and 
viability of nearby town centres.  In particular, the main strategic challenge is in 
relation to growth in Redhill and its impact on nearby town centres. 
 
Redhill is identified in the Council’s Corporate Plan 2011-15 as the borough’s growth 
and transport hub.  Redhill town centre, already a comparison and convenience 
goods shopping and leisure destination, is clearly at the heart of the transport hub, 
and has the potential to become better connected, and as a primary shopping centre, 
caters for both local and borough wide needs.  The Core Strategy plans to maintain a 
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constant retail market share across the borough as a whole, but in the short term, to 
frontload the floor space requirements, and to direct the majority of this retail growth 
to Redhill.   
   
The Core Strategy establishes retail floor space figures over the plan period, with an 
additional 25,800 sqm of comparison floor space and 11,700 sqm of convenience 
floor space needed to 2027 across the borough.  Of these total amounts, 15,480 sqm 
of comparison retail, and 7,020 sqm of convenience floor space will be 
accommodated within the current Redhill town centre boundary, with potential for an 
extension to the town centre boundary in the longer term, subject to realisation of 
wider regeneration objectives and further testing.  In the other town and local centres 
more limited growth will ensure these centres retain a constant market share of both 
comparison and convenience floor space. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Development Management Plan will implement the Core Strategy policy goals by 
including town centre boundaries and local centre boundaries, opportunity areas 
within town centres, shopping frontages, and policies to guide development in town 
and local centres. 
 
In line with national policy, a sequential approach and an assessment of impact will 
be applied to proposals for retail and leisure uses outside identified centres. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
Work is to be undertaken on the following areas: 
 

• Establishing town centre primary shopping area, primary frontage, and 
secondary frontage definitions 

• Establishing town centre boundary definitions 
• Retail impact assessment threshold evidence base, for both town and local 

centres 
• Local Centre designation evidence base 
• Retail site identification/allocations – to support the level of growth envisaged 

 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
Therefore, in relation to Retail, the key matters to be dealt with under the Duty to 
Cooperate are: 
 

• Whether any cross boundary issues arise from the location of retail floor 
space and town centre boundaries.  
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Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities and prescribed bodies: 
 

• Nearby local authorities, including Gatwick Diamond Authorities, in the event 
that potential retail sites are identified in proximity to that authority, or which 
have strong connections with that authority 

• Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton 
• The Mayor for London / GLA 
• Natural England (if any matters arise in relation to potential impacts on the 

Special Area of Conservation) 
Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  

• Engagement on work for the evidence base, to include the identification of 
boundaries, opportunity areas, preferred site options, and the finalisation of 
site allocations: Spring-Autumn 2015 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms 

 
Strategic Matter: Leisure (and other Commercial) Development 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
(Note that commercial development is included in the ‘Employment Land’ section 
above). 
 
The Core Strategy plans for the provision of leisure and entertainment activities 
(which may include cinemas, restaurants, bars/pubs, theatres, health and fitness 
centres, hotels, as well as cultural activities) in town centres to promote their 
attractiveness and vibrancy, and as discussed above, Redhill is the prime focus for 
large scale leisure, culture, and retail developments over the plan period.  The 
Development Management Plan will set out the amount and type of leisure provision 
required in the town centre. 
 
Elsewhere in the Borough, in regeneration areas, the Council plans to deliver 
enhanced recreation and leisure provision for the two new neighbourhoods in Horley 
(the North East and North West sectors), to include outdoor sports provision and a 
new leisure centre.  In Preston, one of the main regeneration schemes centres 
around the provision of leisure centre/community facilities;  a new leisure and 
community centre (Tadworth Leisure and Community Centre), and replacement 
Phoenix Youth Centre are currently being built to replace the Banstead Leisure 
Centre, Tattenhams Community Centre, and Phoenix Youth Centre.  Works began in 
June 2014, with completion of the scheme due in late summer 2015. 
 
In terms of outdoor sports facilities, the Open Space, Sport and Recreation 
Assessment (August 2011), identifies that borough wide, there is a current deficit of 
outdoor sport facilities, with a need for 28 ha by 2027.  Sport England standards 
mean that for indoor sport facilities, there is a need for more sites, particularly health 
and fitness stations, in the south of the Borough. 
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The Core Strategy seeks to encourage proposals that would improve the range of 
and enhance the accessibility of leisure (and community) facilities in the borough, and 
resist the loss of existing leisure (and community) facilities.   
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The DMP will explore opportunities for the provision of leisure and community uses 
through site allocations, including in sustainable urban extensions, and town centres. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
Currently, it is not anticipated that any new evidence work will be undertaken for the 
purposes of the DMP.  
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The Council currently has no evidence to suggest that there are any strategic across 
boundary issues requiring cooperation relating to the provision of leisure 
development.  However, matters that could emerge might be: 
 

• How any new leisure development requirements might be accommodated in 
Reigate and Banstead Borough 

• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 
requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate and Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements?   

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
In the event that strategic cross boundary issues do emerge it may be necessary to 
engage with the following local authorities and prescribed bodies: 
 

• Nearby local authorities, including Gatwick Diamond Authorities 
• Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton 
• The Mayor for London / GLA 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on any emerging matters through the DMP preparation process: 

Spring-Autumn 2015 
• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 

correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms, in particular East Surrey Local Plan 
Working Group and PWG 
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Infrastructure 
 
Strategic Matter: Transport 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
The Core Strategy seeks to locate future development in areas of the borough that 
are highly accessible, to manage demand, improve the efficiency of the network (by 
enhancing public interchange facilities in Redhill and Horley town centres and 
promoting Redhill/Reigate as a transport hub), and improve transport choice.  It also 
seeks to deliver improvements to the road network to meet all street users’ needs, 
enhance accessibility along key corridors, and accommodate the forecast increase in 
journeys. 

 
The Council will continued to work closely with Surrey County Council to understand 
and plan for the impacts of growth proposed in the Core Strategy in relation to the 
transport network, promote travel options which reduce dependency on the car, as 
well as station improvements at Redhill to facilitate rail capacity increases.  Transport 
schemes from SCC’s Local Transport Scheme are incorporated into the Council’s 
IDP.  The Council has also recently responded to consultations by Network Rail and 
SCC regarding the Wessex Route Study, which plans for service improvements to 
the North Downs Line, and Brighton Main Line, between the period of 2019 to 2043. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Development Management Plan will provide detailed policies to help implement 
the Core Strategy policy on travel options and accessibility. It will include detailed 
policies in relation to development access, parking provision and standards, and 
enhancements to pedestrian/cycle access for new developments. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
builds on previous technical work, and will examine in detail the suitability of 
individual sites in terms of site boundaries, and other physical constraints.  The 
implications for the transport network of potential SUE locations will be explored as 
part of this work.  
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
  
Therefore, in relation to Transport, the key matters to be dealt with under the Duty to 
Cooperate are: 
 

• The transport implications arising from proposed development sites on the 
wider transport network, including in other authorities, and the identification of 
measures to manage, mitigate or avoid those implications 
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Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Nearby local authorities, including Gatwick Diamond Authorities and the 
Mayor for London/GLA, in the event that potential development sites are 
identified in proximity to that authority, or which have strong transport 
connections with that authority. 

• Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership 
• Surrey County Council – Highway Authority 
• West Sussex County Council (adjoining Highway Authority) 
• Highways England 
• The Office of Rail and Road 
• Transport for London 
• Civil Aviation Authority 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement (particularly with County and other Local Authorities) on work to 

understand the transport implications of new development, particularly, but 
not confined to, Sustainable Urban Extensions: Spring-Autumn 2015. 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms, in particular East Surrey Local Plan 
Working Group, PWG, Transport for Surrey, and Transport for Redhill and 
Reigate. 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP to inform the 
DMP, by written correspondence, Autumn 2015 onwards. 

 
Strategic Matter: Telecommunications 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
The Council’s IDP Addendum (March 2015) reports that super-fast broadband 
(funded by Surrey County Council, BT and BDUK) has been provided to 75% of the 
county of Surrey (including Tadworth and Walton on the Hill within the borough), and 
is expected to reach more than 99% of Surrey by the end of 2014. 
 
The Council is not aware of any likely need to provide significant new infrastructure 
within the Borough, that could lead to strategic cross boundary issues, for the 
purposes of the DMP.  
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Strategic Matter: Waste Management 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Surrey County Council is the waste planning authority.  The Surrey Waste Plan 2008 
forms part of the Borough’s Development Plan, and includes site allocations and 
safeguarding areas in the borough that are required to be shown on the Policies Map. 
The SWP identifies Copyhold Works, Redhill, and Land at Earlswood Depot and 
Sewage Treatment Works, Redhill, as sites within the borough where development 
related to waste treatment/management is considered suitable. It also contains 
policies that recognise the possibility that other waste related development may need 
to be located in the countryside. 
 
Following consultation on the Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement, Surrey County 
Council has provided further information regarding Copyhold Works, Redhill, which is 
also identified within its Aggregates Recycling Joint Development Plan Document as 
a safeguarded site for rail aggregate use and aggregates recycling, where planning 
permission was granted in May 2014 for development involving the recycling of 
construction, demolition, and excavation waste, and the production of recycled and 
secondary aggregates.  Surrey County Council has also indicated that it will be 
seeking to address the imbalance it considers is present between the west and east 
of the county in terms of site allocations for waste management use and permitted 
waste treatment facilities, which are more prevalent in the west, in its review of the 
Surrey Waste Plan in 2016.  
 
The Core Strategy seeks to minimise waste production in the borough, and lists 
Earlswood Depot as an infrastructure priority, due to a requirement for upgrading the 
processing facilities.  The Council’s IDP Addendum (March 2015) reports that a 
planning application for development of a materials bulking facility for solid waste, 
was granted permission by SCC in February 2014, and has been implemented. 
 
The Council is not aware of any likely need to provide significant new infrastructure 
within the Borough, that could lead to strategic cross boundary issues for the 
purposes of the DMP, although the need to engage with Surrey County Council in 
relation to future planning for allocated waste sites is recognised. 
 
Strategic Matter: Water Supply 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Sutton & East Surrey Water provide the water supply to the borough, and all or part 
of the LB of Sutton, LB of Croydon, Elmbridge, Epsom & Ewell, Mole Valley, 
Tandridge, and Crawley.  The Core Strategy seeks to provide an adequate water 
supply throughout the plan period, and identifies water treatment works at a reservoir 
outside the borough as an infrastructure priority.  The Council’s IDP Addendum 
(March 2015) reports that phase 2 of the works is complete, with phase 3 to be 
undertaken in 2020 to 2023, and associated new trunk main projects planned for the 
period 2015 to 2025. 
 
The Council is not aware of any likely need to provide significant new infrastructure 
within the Borough that could lead to strategic cross boundary issues.  
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Strategic Matter: Wastewater 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Thames Water provides wastewater services to the borough, and planned upgrade 
works to the water treatment facility at Merstham were completed in May 2013. 
 
Following consultation on the Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement, Crawley 
Borough Council has provided information on capacity at its Crawley Wastewater 
Treatment Works, which Thames Water has confirmed has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate new homes in Crawley up to 2021.  Further upgrades may be required 
during the later part of Crawley’s Local Plan period, to take into account potential for 
Gatwick to increase discharges.  The expansion of the treatment works is constrained 
due to its location within safeguarded land for airport expansion. 
 
If any implications for wastewater in adjoining authorities are identified as a result of 
development in the borough, the Council will discuss these matters with the relevant 
authority (which would fall outside the remit and time period for production of the 
DMP). 
 
In conclusion, the Council is not aware of any likely need to provide significant new 
infrastructure within the Borough that could lead to strategic cross boundary issues, 
in relation to the DMP. 
 
Strategic Matter: Flood Risk 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2012) has been carried out to support the Core 
Strategy, which concludes that in terms of fluvial flood risk, Redhill Town Centre, 
parts of Earlswood and Merstham, and the areas in and around Horley remain the 
most severely affected parts of the borough.  The northern part of the borough is 
unaffected by fluvial flooding but surface water flooding is common in this area and 
may have implications for flood risk downstream, in adjoining boroughs. 
 
The Sequential Test has been carried out for areas defined as locations for growth 
within the Core Strategy; this demonstrates that where these locations fall outside of 
Flood Zone 1, there are no reasonably available locations for growth in areas with a 
lower probability of flooding that would be appropriate to accommodate the proposed 
level of growth.  The Core Strategy identifies two infrastructure priority schemes 
relating to flood risk within the Low Weald (south) of the borough, where it adjoins 
Crawley and Tandridge; these are drainage and flood prevention measures to allow 
the development of the North East and North West sectors in Horley, and flood plain 
compensation measures. 
 
Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy, in order to achieve sustainable development, 
seeks to ensure that development is located to minimise flood risk, through the 
application of the Sequential Test and where necessary the Exception Test, taking 
account of all sources of flooding including fluvial, surface water, sewer and pluvial 
flooding, and reservoir failure, and manage flood risk through the use of SUDS and 
flood resistant/resilient design features, and where necessary provide floodplain 
compensation. 
 
 
 



 

72 

Surrey County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority for Surrey, and has the role 
of managing flood risk from surface water, groundwater and ordinary watercourses 
across the county.  The Environment Agency provides the overall strategic overview 
role in flood risk management with specific responsibility for fluvial and tidal flooding.  
Both organisations have been consulted on the preparation of the Council’s IDP 
Addendum (March 2015), and the EA has provided further information to the Council 
regarding the latest schemes in the borough, and highlighting that the borough is at 
significant risk from other sources of flooding such as surface water. 
 
Localised flood events have occurred during since the SFRA produced in 2012.  
Horley suffered from flooding over winter 2013/14 in many locations, and from a 
number of different sources.  Flooding also occurred in January 2015.  The 
Environment Agency has made provision to address flood risk by making a number of 
bids for funding from Defra for Grant in Aid.  Two related flood alleviation schemes 
are identified within the IDP Addendum schedule for West Horley, and the Burstow 
River Catchment, to the south of Horley.  The Environment Agency is working in 
conjunction with Surrey County Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, 
to develop these schemes to provide further clarity over potential options and 
beneficiaries.  As a consequence the Agency is currently advocating that no 
development should take place within flood zones 2 and 3 to ensure locations for 
potential flood risk interventions, i.e. flood storage areas are not compromised. 

 
Redhill suffered from isolated surface water flooding during the winter 2013/14, and 
has historically suffered from fluvial flooding.  The Redhill Brook is culverted through 
much of Redhill town centre and that, linked with the surface water drainage 
arrangements, presents the greatest risk to flooding. A scheme is presently being 
investigated to consider the potential to increase flood storage upstream of Redhill 
town centre, and further details of this project will be known by June 2015.  This 
scheme is also identified within the IDP Addendum. 
  
A potential cross boundary consideration to the increase of flood risk in the borough 
is the possibility of a new runway development at Gatwick Airport.  Parts of the 
borough lie downstream of the Airport on the River Mole (and tributaries), and whilst 
the recent Airports Commission Consultation documents acknowledged that 
substantial and ongoing mitigation would be needed to mitigate downstream risk of 
fluvial flooding on the River Mole, the Council is concerned that the report concluded 
that the efficacy of proposed measures would not be known until ‘well into the 
detailed design period and possibly not until the airport was operational’, which 
suggests a considerable and ongoing degree of risk to communities downstream of 
the airport. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
As has been discussed in previous sections, site allocations will be made through the 
Development Management Plan, and will be informed by the use of the sequential 
test and the SFRA, in respect of fluvial flooding.  A sequential approach will also be 
applied to ensure that land for development is directed to areas at least risk of 
flooding from other sources such as surface water flooding and reservoir failure. 
Development on unallocated sites are required by the Core Strategy to meet the 
sequential test and where necessary the Exception Test and to take account of the 
risk of flooding from all sources. 
 
In relation to the regeneration work in Redhill, a flood risk assessment has been 
carried out for the town centre and the Sequential Test has been applied to all of the 
proposed development sites in this area. This has concluded that it would not be 
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possible to locate the development proposed for these sites in areas at lower risk of 
flooding. For sites in Redhill town centre where the Exception Test is required it has 
been demonstrated that the proposed development would provide wider sustainability 
benefits to the community that outweigh the flood risk, owing to the regeneration 
benefits arising from the development. It has therefore been demonstrated that the 
first two requirements of the Exception Test have been met. The remaining 
requirement of the Exception Test is to demonstrate that the development will be 
safe, without increasing flood risk elsewhere and where possible would reduce flood 
risk overall. Developers will be required to meet this requirement through the 
application of policies in the DMP. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
builds on previous technical work, and will examine in detail the suitability of 
individual sites in terms of site boundaries, and other physical constraints.  The flood 
risk implications of potential SUE sites will be explored as part of this work. 
 
Flood risk associated with housing sites is also identified through the SHLAA, and as 
required will be considered on a site by site basis. 
 
The IDP will continue to be updated at regular intervals, with reported progress of 
flood alleviation schemes, and whether any new schemes are coming forwards. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
Therefore, in relation to Flood Risk, the key matters to be dealt with under the Duty to 
Cooperate are: 
 

• The impact of new development, particularly arising from site allocations, on 
flooding within Reigate and Banstead and beyond its boundaries. 

• Whether any additional water course capacity, flood defence, or storage 
capacity, should be provided within or outside of the borough? 

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities, and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Environment Agency 
• Surrey County Council (as Lead Local Flood Authority) 
• West Sussex County Council (adjoining Lead Local Flood Authority) 
• Nearby local authorities, including Gatwick Diamond Authorities and the 

Mayor for London/GLA, in the event that potential development sites are 
identified where development may have flood risk implications for that 
authority, either fluvial or surface water. 

• Natural England 
• Local Nature Partnership – Surrey 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on emerging site allocations, including SUEs Spring – Autumn 

2015 
• Engagement on work beyond the evidence base, to include the identification 

of preferred site options, and the finalisation of site allocations: Spring-Autumn 
2015 
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• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP, by written 
correspondence: Autumn 2015 onwards. 

 
Strategic Matter: Minerals 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Surrey County Council is the minerals planning authority.  The Surrey Minerals Plan 
forms part of the Borough’s Development Plan, and includes site allocations and 
safeguarding areas in the borough that are required to be shown on the Policies Map. 
The SMP identifies Chilmead Farm, Nutfield Marsh, as an area of search for possible 
future silica sand production. 
 
Following consultation on the Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement, Surrey County 
Council has provided further information regarding Copyhold Works, Redhill, which is 
also identified within its Aggregates Recycling Joint Development Plan Document as 
a safeguarded site for rail aggregate use and aggregates recycling, where planning 
permission was granted in May 2014 for development involving the recycling of 
construction, demolition, and excavation waste, and the production of recycled and 
secondary aggregates.  This will also be shown on the Policies Map accompanying 
the DMP. 
 
Minerals can only be worked where they are found, however the Council is not aware 
of any strategic cross boundary issues that will impact on the DMP in relation to this 
issue.   
 
Strategic Matter: Energy (including heat) 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
National policy requires that local authorities have a positive strategy to promote 
energy from low carbon sources and identify such opportunities.  In addition to 
requiring new housing to meet the minimum of Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4, 
Policy CS11 of the Core Strategy provides a local context to national policy 
requirements by giving strategic direction to enable the opportunities for 
decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy to be fully investigated.  
Therefore, where a major development is planned that generates, is within, or 
adjacent to an area of significant heat density, it will be expected that the potential to 
create, or connect to, a district heating network is fully investigated.  Where a district 
heat network exists or is planned, or where there is potential to utilise waste heat, the 
Council may require - where feasible and viable - development in these areas to be 
designed to facilitate its use and connect to it. 
 
The government has recently withdrawn the Code for Sustainable Homes and 
introduced a number of national technical standards. It also intends to incorporate  
higher energy efficiency requirements (equivalent to Code Level 4) into the Building 
Regulations.  However, this will not happen until late 2016.  
 
The Council is not aware of any likely need to provide significant new infrastructure in 
relation to energy within the Borough for the purposes of the DMP that could lead to 
strategic cross boundary issues.  
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Health, Security, Community and Cultural Infrastructure, and other Local 
Facilities 
 
Strategic Matter: Health 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
Overall, the population of Reigate & Banstead enjoys good health, but statistics show 
that obesity is a problem in more deprived parts of the borough. Most residents live 
long and active lives, and therefore, the borough has an increasingly elderly 
population which will need particular care in the future.  The Core Strategy seeks to 
ensure that the Council will continue its work with partners such as Surrey County 
Council, health providers, and neighbouring authorities to deliver improved health 
facilities and access to healthier lifestyles by the identification of suitable sites for 
specialist housing, and encourages provision of housing for the elderly and those with 
special mobility. 
 
The IDP Addendum (March 2015) provides an estimation of the potential future need 
for GP provision in the borough, arising from both natural population growth and new 
development, over the plan period. However it should be noted that no formal 
confirmation of this has been received from the NHS or CCGs. 
 
The provision of acute hospital healthcare within the borough is of a cross boundary 
nature; Epsom General Hospital (managed in a Trust with St. Hillier Hospital), 
situated within the area of Epsom & Ewell Borough Council, is highly likely to provide 
coverage within the area of Reigate and Banstead BC. 
   
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Development Management Plan will implement the Core Strategy requirements 
through policies such as housing mix.  
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
builds on previous technical work, and will examine in detail the suitability of 
individual sites in terms of site boundaries, and other physical constraints.  The health 
provision implications of potential SUE sites will be explored as part of this work. 
 
The IDP will continue to be updated at regular intervals, with reported progress of GP 
provision, and whether any new health related schemes are coming forwards. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The Council does not envisage that there will be any cross boundary strategic 
matters relating to the provision of health services.  However, matters that could 
emerge might be as follows: 
 

• How health services requirements related to population growth could be 
accommodated within Reigate and Banstead 

• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 
requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate and Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements? 
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Who do they need to be discussed with?   
In the event that strategic cross boundary issues do emerge it may be necessary to 
engage with the following local authorities and prescribed bodies: 
 

• Gatwick Diamond Authorities (including Surrey County Council) 
• NHS East Surrey Clinical Commissioning Group 
• NHS Surrey Downs Clinical Commissioning Group 
• National Health Service Commissioning Board (NHS England) 
• London Borough of Croydon 
• London Borough of Sutton 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on emerging site allocations, including SUEs, in particular with 

health service providers, to understand the service requirements associated 
with these: Spring – Autumn 2015 

• In the event that health infrastructure needs are identified that cannot be 
accommodated within the borough, engagement with stakeholders to assess 
how these needs can be met elsewhere: Spring-Autumn 2015. 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms. 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP, by written 
correspondence: Autumn 2015 onwards. 

  
Strategic Matter: Security 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
The Council does not currently have any evidence to suggest that there will be any 
cross boundary strategic matters relating to the provision of security services 
associated with the preparation of the DMP.  
  
Strategic Matter: Education 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
Several universities serve the Gatwick Diamond area, but there are no universities 
within Reigate & Banstead. There is a good choice of high quality state schools and 
outstanding independent schools, and a number of further education colleges, 
including East Surrey College and Reigate College. The University of Brighton, 
working with the Gatwick Diamond Initiative, is extending further and higher 
education provision across the Gatwick Diamond area more directly in line with the 
needs of businesses in the area.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the County Council, the Gatwick Diamond 
Initiative, adjoining authorities and further education and higher education institutions 
(such as East Surrey College) to improve access to education facilities and 
opportunities in the borough over the plan period, and the Core Strategy seeks to 
redress the balance of skills present in the local communities of the borough, by 
improving access to education facilities and skills learning in its most deprived areas, 
such as Preston and Merstham. 
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The Core Strategy identifies various infrastructure priority schemes relating to 
education provision, primarily in relation to population growth and regeneration areas. 
Within the Redhill/Reigate area, new primary and secondary schools are identified, in 
addition to the need for expansion of the existing primary schools, and for the Horley 
regeneration area, the provision of 2 new 1-form entry primary schools and 
enhancement of the Oakwood Secondary School. 
 
The IDP Addendum (March 2015) brings current/future education provision within the 
borough up to date, with information provided on education schemes in the Redhill 
East and Banstead/Tadworth area, taken from the Surrey County Council School 
Organisations Plan April 2014.  In particular, a new 6 FE secondary school with 
space to expand to a 10 FE is required in the Redhill East area, with a site search 
currently underway to identify a suitable 6 acre site, whilst a small amount of surplus 
capacity in the Banstead/Tadworth area currently still exists for primary entry.  The 
document also reports on schemes that have been progressed in the 
Redhill/Merstham and Horley areas.  
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
Sites will be explored for their suitability for allocation to provide education provision, 
only in the case that Surrey County Council identifies a site need and asks the 
Council to allocate land for this purpose. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
The Council will continue to update the IDP with any progress on education schemes, 
as appropriate, in consultation with Surrey County Council. 
 
A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
builds on previous technical work, and will examine in detail the suitability of 
individual sites in terms of site boundaries, and other physical constraints.  The 
education provision implications of potential SUE locations will be explored as part of 
this work. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
In terms of cross-boundary issues, the catchment areas of some schools cross the 
borough’s boundaries – for example, between Tandridge and Redhill/Horley, and 
Epsom & Ewell & Banstead.  Similarly in this regard, following consultation on the 
Scoping Statement, Crawley Borough Council has stated that residents in the north 
west of its borough may consider secondary schools within the southern part of 
RBBC.  As described above, higher and further education provision is also likely to 
have a far wider catchment area.       

 
Therefore, in relation to education provision, the key matters that will require 
consideration under the Duty to Cooperate are: 
 

• How any new schools might be accommodated within Reigate & Banstead? 
• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 

requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate and Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements (either through new schools or the 
expansion of existing schools)? 
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Who do they need to be discussed with?   
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities, and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• East Surrey Authorities (Epsom & Ewell BC, Mole Valley DC, Tandridge DC) 
• Crawley Borough Council  
• Surrey County Council (as Education Authority) 
• West Sussex County Council (adjoining Education Authority) 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement with SCC to understand requirements for education provision, 

and whether there is the need for the identification/allocation of new sites: 
Spring-Autumn 2015. 

• Engagement with relevant neighbouring authorities on emerging site 
allocations, including SUEs, if strategic cross boundary issues emerge in 
relation to education provision: Spring – Autumn 2015. 

• In the event that education infrastructure needs are identified that cannot be 
accommodated within the borough, engagement with stakeholders to assess 
how these needs can be met elsewhere: Spring-Autumn 2015. 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms, in particular East Surrey Local Plan 
Working Group, and PWG. 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP, by written 
correspondence: Autumn 2015 onwards. 

 
Strategic Matter: Community & Cultural Infrastructure 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
The Core Strategy seeks to encourage proposals that would improve the range of 
and enhance the accessibility of community and cultural facilities in the borough, and 
resist the loss of existing leisure related facilities.   
 
As has been discussed in previous sections, Redhill is the prime focus for large scale 
leisure, and culture related developments over the plan period.  Elsewhere in the 
Borough, in regeneration areas, the Council plans to deliver sites for a faith centre to 
support the North West Sector and a community hall for the North East Sector, and 
schemes for a new library and Young People’s Centre within Horley Town Centre. 
Regarding Merstham, a community hubs facility will include a library, youth centre, 
community rooms, and an internet café, where works are anticipated to start in Spring 
2015 and completed by Spring 2016.  In Preston, one of the main regeneration 
schemes centres around the provision of leisure centre/community facilities;  a new 
leisure and community centre (Tadworth Leisure and Community Centre), and 
replacement Phoenix Youth Centre are currently being built to replace the Banstead 
Leisure Centre, Tattenhams Community Centre, and Phoenix Youth Centre.  Works 
began in June 2014, with completion of the scheme due in late summer 2015. 
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The DMP will explore opportunities for the provision of community and leisure uses 
through site allocations, including in sustainable urban extensions, and town centres. 
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DMP Evidence Base 
 
The Council will continue to update the IDP at regular intervals, in order to monitor 
provision within the Borough. 
  
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The Council does not envisage that there will currently be any cross boundary 
strategic matters relating to the provision of community and cultural facilities. 
 
However, matters that may emerge during the DMP preparation process could be as 
follows: 
 

• How any new community and cultural development requirements might be 
accommodated in Reigate and Banstead Borough? 

• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 
requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate and Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements?   

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
In the event that strategic cross boundary issues do emerge it may be necessary to 
engage with the following local authorities and prescribed bodies:  
 

• Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership 
• Gatwick Diamond Authorities (including Surrey County Council) 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton 
• The Mayor for London / GLA 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• In the event that cross-boundary issues related to community and cultural 

infrastructure provision are identified, engagement with stakeholders: Spring-
Autumn 2015. 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms, in particular East Surrey Local Plan 
Working Group, and PWG. 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP, by written 
correspondence: Autumn 2015 onwards. 

 
Strategic Matter: Other Local Facilities 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
 
The Council envisages that the only potential cross boundary strategic matter within 
this category is the provision of cemetery space.  The borough is experiencing an 
increasing shortage in burial space which is particularly acute in the north of the 
Borough.  Currently, a review is being undertaken to determine whether there are any 
suitable sites within the borough that can meet the need for cemetery space provision 
– options for delivery are to be considered as part of the Development Management 
Plan and site allocation work. 
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Therefore, in relation to cemetery provision, the key matters that will require 
consideration under the Duty to Cooperate are: 
 

• How any new cemetery development requirements might be accommodated 
in Reigate and Banstead Borough? 

• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting that 
requirement, or conversely, any need for Reigate and Banstead to assist in 
meeting other authorities’ requirements?   

Who do they need to be discussed with?  
In the event that strategic cross boundary issues do emerge it may be necessary to 
engage with the following local authorities and prescribed bodies:  
 

• Gatwick Diamond Authorities (including Surrey County Council) 
• London Borough of Croydon  
• London Borough of Sutton 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement with relevant neighbouring authorities on any emerging site 

allocations in relation to cemetery provision: Spring – Autumn 2015. 
• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 

correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms. 

• Work with stakeholders to review and update the Council’s IDP, by written 
correspondence: Autumn 2015 onwards. 

 
Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation, Conservation and 
Enhancement of the Natural and Historic Environment, including 
Landscape 
 
Strategic Matter: Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
The Council’s approach in line with national policy, in mitigating impact on the 
environment through the promotion of schemes for energy obtained from low carbon 
sources, has already been discussed in the energy section above. 
 
Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy sets out the requirements for sustainable 
development across the borough.  These requirements include ensuring that 
neighbourhoods are supported by effective infrastructure and transport options; 
protecting and enhancing the green fabric contributing to the borough’s green 
infrastructure network; minimising the need to travel whilst increasing the 
opportunities to walk, cycle, or use public transport; and minimising the use of natural 
resources and contributing to a reduction in carbon emissions by re-using existing 
resources, maximising energy efficiency, minimising water use, reducing the 
production of waste, and encouraging renewable energy production.  Development 
should be designed to minimise pollution, including air, noise and light, and reflect the 
need to adapt to the impacts of climate change (for example, higher temperatures, 
increased flooding, increased pressure on water resources, impacts on ecology and 
built heritage, and impacts on ground conditions.  The policy also stipulates that 
development should be located to minimise flood risk – this issue has been discussed 
in detail in the Flood Risk section above 
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Policy CS11 of the Core Strategy regarding sustainable construction, requires new 
housing to be constructed to a minimum of Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4, or 
future nationally described standards (justified by local evidence if required), and 
relevant non-residential development of new or replacement buildings, or extensions 
to existing structures, to a minimum of BREEAM ‘very good’ standard.  The Council 
will work with developers and other partners to encourage and promote the 
development of decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy as a means to 
assist future development meet zero-carbon standards affordably.    
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Development Management Plan will include policies to guide the design of 
renewable energy schemes and minimise their impact on amenity, policies on 
development within areas of flood risk and the use of the SFRA to inform site 
allocations (discussed in the Flood Risk section above), and policies on water 
efficiency. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
The Council is currently developing a Green Infrastructure (GI) Strategy. The strategy 
will define the strategic direction for developing and managing a multi-functional 
network of green spaces across the borough, linked together by green corridors, 
facilitating the delivery of a wide range of national and local policies and strategies. 
This network will include parks, commons, natural and semi-natural green spaces, 
areas used for recreation, sport and play, churchyards, allotments and green roofs 
and walls - linked by corridors, including hedgerows, urban planting, public rights of 
way or watercourses. 
 
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
Climate change is undeniably a greater than local issue. However it will only be 
addressed in general terms through the DMP through the introduction, as required, of 
criteria-based policies.  The potential strategic cross boundary issues in relation to 
the Green Infrastructure Strategy are discussed in the section below – there are not 
considered to be any strategic issues related to the GI in terms of climate change 
mitigation, and adaptation. 
  
It should be noted that the potential expansion of Gatwick Airport is not an issue that 
will be dealt with directly through the DMP.  The Core Strategy acknowledges that 
should there be any future growth of the airport, an early review of policies and 
potentially the overall spatial strategy would be required. 
 
Therefore, the Council does not consider that there are any strategic cross boundary 
issues that will impact on the DMP in relation to the issue of climate change 
mitigation, and adaptation. 
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Strategic Matter: Conservation and Enhancement of the Natural and Historic 
Environment, including Landscape 
What are the issues requiring co-operation?  
Background 
 
The Core Strategy sets out in detail the valued landscapes and natural environment 
of the borough.  The four main settlements of the borough are set within a wider 
green fabric comprising a range of types of green space, which include the Surrey 
Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment 
Special Area of Conservation, Areas of Great Landscape Value (AGLV), Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCIs) 
and Local Nature Reserves (LNRs), countryside, and land falling within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt (which covers approximately 70% of the borough, and most 
of the green fabric).   
 
Some of these designations extend across borough boundaries; the Surrey Hills 
AONB extends into neighbouring local authority areas such as Tandridge and Mole 
Valley, the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC extends into Mole Valley. 
 
The Historic Environment 
 
In both urban and rural parts of the borough, historic buildings, townscapes, 
landscapes, and other historic features have an important role in defining the local 
sense of place, character and distinctiveness.  In addition to being of value in their 
own right they often bring associated social and cultural benefits. Heritage assets 
include both national and locally listed buildings, conservation areas (such as in 
Reigate), scheduled ancient monuments and historic parks and gardens.  The Core 
Strategy seeks to conserve and enhance the historic significance and contribution of 
these assets to the quality of place, through the sensitive location and design of new 
development, with the sensitive restoration and re-use of heritage assets at risk being 
particularly encouraged. 
 
As part of its on-going work, the Council will keep under review its conservation 
areas, maintain an up-to-date list of heritage assets, and monitor the scale of change 
and development within areas of conservation or special character, and the impact of 
such development upon historic assets such as listed buildings.   
  
Surrey Hills AONB 
 
A large part of the higher North Downs is designated as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty.  Parts of the North Downs outside the AONB also currently have the 
local designation of Areas of Great Landscape Value, in recognition of their 
landscape quality and their role in buffering the AONB. 
 
The Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan guides the future management and 
enhancement of the area and is a material consideration in determining planning 
applications in and around the AONB.  The plan has recently been reviewed and 
following consultation with the six AONB local authorities (Guildford BC, Mole Valley 
DC, Reigate & Banstead BC, Tandridge DC, Waverley BC, and Surrey CC), a revised 
plan has been published covering the period from 2014 to 2019. 
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Following a comprehensive landscape character assessment of the AONB and AGLV 
land in 2007, the Surrey Hills AONB Board formally requested, in October 2013, that 
Natural England consider modifying the AONB boundary.  Natural England formally 
agreed in February 2014 to progress a modification order, which is anticipated will 
take around 2-3 years to complete. The aim will be to generate a consensus on the 
land to be included in the AONB, amongst the relevant six AONB local authorities, 
and therefore will form a future cross boundary issue for cross working, once the 
Natural England review has been progressed.   
 
The Core Strategy seeks to protect the Surrey Hills AONB, as well as the AGLV, 
which forms an important buffer to the AONB. 
 
The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC 
 
This is protected by European ‘Natura 2000’ designation under European Directive 
on the Conservation of Natural Habitats of Wild Fauna and Flora (92/42/EEC), due to 
the presence of rare box scrub as well as chalk grassland and yew woodland. 
 
The Core Strategy has been assessed under the Habitats Regulations (2010) to 
determine its potential impact on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC and 
other Natura 2000 sites. This assessment has concluded that the Core Strategy - 
alone and in combination with other plans and projects - will have no adverse impact 
on the integrity of Natura 2000 sites. Specific measures are proposed as part of the 
Core Strategy to avoid or mitigate the potential impacts of visitor recreational 
pressure on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. These include a combination 
of site management activities around frequently visited locations within the SAC, 
proposals for diverting visitors to alternative space in the vicinity of the SAC and joint 
working with other local authorities, organisations and government agencies to avoid 
possible effects through the management of recreational pressures. 
 
Other Areas of Biodiversity Importance 
 
The Core Strategy seeks to protect Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance, Local Nature Reserves, and areas of Ancient Woodland, 
for their biodiversity value, and where appropriate enhance these.   
 
Scope of the DMP 
 
The Historic Environment: the Development Management Plan will include more 
detailed policies regarding the protection and enhancement of the historic 
environment, to secure appropriate and sensitive design of new development. 
 
Surrey Hills AONB: the DMP will provide more detailed policy to protect the AONB. It 
is unlikely that that AONB boundary review will be progressed in time to incorporate 
the findings into the DMP. 
 
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC: further information will be provided regarding 
the visitor impact mitigation measures proposed in the Core Strategy, through the 
Council’s GI Strategy (see below).  Where specific site allocations need to be made 
these will be progressed through the DMP. 
 
Other areas of biodiversity importance: DMP policies will include biodiversity 
protection, and further clarify designation boundaries.  The Council does not consider 
that there are any strategic cross boundary issues regarding biodiversity sites. 
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Other areas (including AGLVs and common land): as with the other green space 
designations, the Core Strategy seeks to protect the landscape character of the 
countryside outside the current (or revised) AONB boundary, through criteria based 
policies in the DMP including, if and where appropriate, new local landscape 
designations.  In those areas of countryside allocated for development, policies will 
be included in the DMP in relation to the design and siting of development to 
minimise the impact on landscape character.  Additionally, the borough’s commons 
will be maintained and enhanced for the benefits of farming, public access, and 
biodiversity. 
 
DMP Evidence Base 
 
The Council is currently developing a Green Infrastructure (GI) Strategy. The strategy 
will define the strategic direction for developing and managing a multi-functional 
network of green spaces across the borough, linked together by green corridors, 
facilitating the delivery of a wide range of national and local policies and strategies. 
This network will include parks, commons, natural and semi-natural green spaces, 
areas used for recreation, sport and play, churchyards, allotments and green roofs 
and walls - linked by corridors, including hedgerows, urban planting, public rights of 
way or watercourses. 
 
The GI Strategy will bring a range of benefits to the borough, in particular to areas of 
regeneration, by improving biodiversity and connectivity of habitat, enhancing 
sustainable transport linkages between town and countryside, improving the 
attractiveness of the borough, and helping the borough to adapt to the effects of 
climate change.  It will also provide an important contribution to avoiding the effects of 
development on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC by enabling visitor 
management practices at the SAC (such as monitoring and managing visitor 
numbers, and educating visitors on the importance of the designated area), and 
providing alternative open spaces for local residents for recreation. 
 
A Sustainable Urban Extensions Constraints Assessment will be undertaken, which 
builds on the previous technical work, and which looks in detail at the suitability of 
individual sites and consider impact on the natural and historic environment. 
 
A Landscape Character Assessment is also being undertaken for all of Surrey which 
will inform the production of the DMP 
    
What are the issues requiring cooperation? 
 
The Council does not consider that at present there are any strategic cross boundary 
issues regarding the Surrey Hills AONB specifically arising from the DMP, particularly 
given that any matters arising are likely to have been addressed by the recent review 
of the AONB Management Plan.  Similarly, there are not considered to be any 
strategic cross boundary issues relating to biodiversity sites, or countryside falling 
outside of the Surrey Hills AONB.    
 
Regarding the historic environment, the Borough has a wealth of heritage assets, 
however once again it is not envisaged that there will be any strategic cross boundary 
issues arising regarding the conservation and enhancement of these, requiring 
consideration under the Duty to Cooperate for the Development Management Plan. 
 
The Council does consider that in terms of strategic cross boundary issues, there will 
be issues arising regarding the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC, in particular 
as the GI Strategy is developed. 
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Therefore, in relation to Conservation and Enhancement of the Natural and Historic 
Environment, including Landscape, the key matters that will require consideration 
under the Duty to Cooperate are: 
 

• The location and potential strategic impacts of new housing growth and any 
consequent pressures on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. 

• The location and potential strategic impacts of the provision of alternative 
open spaces on the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. 

• Whether there will be any need for other authorities to assist in meeting the 
provision of alternative open spaces in order to reduce visitor pressure on the 
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC, or conversely, any need for Reigate 
and Banstead to assist in meeting other authorities’ requirements? 

 
Who do they need to be discussed with?  
Due to the issues identified above, it is considered appropriate to proactively engage 
with the following local authorities, and Prescribed Bodies: 
 

• Epsom & Ewell Borough Council 
• Crawley Borough Council 
• Mole Valley DC 
• Tandridge DC 
• Guildford Borough Council 
• Surrey CC 
• Environment Agency 
• Natural England 
• Local Nature Partnership – Surrey  
• Historic England 

Potential methods and timescales for engagement?  
• Engagement on the Green Infrastructure Strategy: Spring-Autumn 2015 
• Engagement on the SUEs Constraints Assessment: Spring-Autumn 2015 
• Engagement on work beyond the evidence base, to include the identification 

of preferred site options, and the finalisation of site allocations: Spring-Autumn 
2015 

• Methods of engagement to include sharing information via email updates and 
correspondence, bi-lateral meetings to discuss any emerging sites/issues, 
regular updates via existing mechanisms  

 
 

8. Future Reporting 
 

8.1 In evidencing that the Council has met its duty, it is currently envisaged that this 
information will be clearly set out in: 

 
• the Development Management Plan itself with a section on the Duty to Cooperate 

and an overview of the engagement undertaken; 
 
• the Authority’s Monitoring Report (AMR) published annually. 
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ANNEX 1 – SUMMARY TABLE OF STRATEGIC MATTERS & DUTY TO COOPERATE BODIES 
 

 

Homes and Jobs Retail, 
Leisure & 
Other 
Commercial 
Development 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate 
change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, 
conservation 
and 
enhancement 
of the natural 
and historic 
environment 
 

 

H
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Em
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ent Land 
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(N
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(N
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M
inerals 
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(N

/A
) 
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(N
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O
ther local facilities 

C
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(N

/A
) 

C
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enhancem

ent of 
natural &

 historic 
 

LB Croydon       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

LB Sutton       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Epsom & 
Ewell BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Crawley BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Mid-Sussex 
DC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Mole Valley 
DC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  
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Tandridge 
DC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Horsham 
DC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Elmbridge 
BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Guildford 
BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Runnymede 
BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Surrey 
Heath BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Spelthorne 
BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Waverley 
BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Woking BC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  
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Homes and Jobs Retail, 
Leisure & 
Other 
Commercial 
Development 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, 
conservation 
and 
enhancement of 
the natural and 
historic 
environment 
 

 

H
ousing 

G
ypsy &

 
Travellers 

Em
ploym

ent 
Land 

R
etail 

Leisure &
 other 

com
m

ercial 
developm

ent 

Transport 

Telecom
m

unicati
ons (N

/A
) 

W
aste 

M
anagem

ent 
(N

/A
) 

W
ater Supply 

(N
/A

) 

W
astew

ater (N
/A

) 

Flood R
isk 

M
inerals (N

/A
) 

Energy (N
/A

) 

H
ealth 

Security (N
/A

) 

Education 

C
om

m
unity &

 
cultural 
infrastructure 

O
ther local 

facilities 

C
lim

ate change 
(N

/A
) 

C
onservation &

 
enhancem

ent of 
natural &

 historic 
environm

ent 

Greater 
London 
Authority 

      N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Surrey CC       N/A  N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

West Sussex 
CC       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

NHS East 
Surrey CCG       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

NHS Surrey 
Downs CCG       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Historic 
England       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Environment 
Agency       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Highways 
England       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  
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Natural 
England       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Civil Aviation 
Authority       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Homes & 
Communities 
Agency 

      N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

NHS England       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Office of Rail 
& Road       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Transport for 
London       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Integrated 
Transport 
Authority 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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 Homes and Jobs Retail, 
Leisure & 
Other 
Commercial 
Development 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, 
conservation 
and 
enhancement of 
the natural and 
historic 
environment 
 

 H
ousing 

G
ypsy &

 
Travellers 

Em
ploym

ent Land 

R
etail 

Leisure &
 other 

com
m

ercial 
developm

ent 

Transport 

Telecom
m

unicatio
ns (N

/A
) 

W
aste 

M
anagem

ent 
(N

/A
) 

W
ater Supply 

(N
/A

) 

W
astew

ater 
(N

/A
) 

Flood R
isk 

M
inerals 

(N
/A

) 

Energy 
(N

/A
) 

H
ealth 

Security 
(N

/A
) 

Education 

C
om

m
unity &

 
cultural 
infrastructure 

O
ther local 

facilities 

C
lim

ate change 
(N

/A
) 

C
onservation &

 
enhancem

ent of 
natural &

 historic 
environm

ent 

Coast to 
Capital LEP       N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  

Local 
Nature 
Partnership 
(Surrey) 

      N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A  N/A    N/A  
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ANNEX 2 – SUMMARY TABLE OF DUTY TO COOPERATE BODIES & STRATEGIC MATTERS ON WHICH COMMENTS 
WERE RECEIVED FOR SCOPING STATEMENT CONSULTATION 

 

 

Homes and Jobs Retail, 
Leisure & 
Other 
Commercial 
Developme
nt 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, 
conservation and 
enhancement of the 
natural and historic 
environment 
 

 

H
ousing 

G
ypsy &

 
Travellers 

Em
ploym

ent Land 

R
etail 

Leisure &
 other 

com
m

ercial 
developm

ent 

Transport 

Telecom
m

unicatio
ns 
(N

/A
) 

W
aste 

M
anagem

ent 
(N

/A
) 

W
ater Supply 

(N
/A

) 

W
astew

ater 
(N

/A
) 

Flood R
isk 

M
inerals 

(N
/A

) 

Energy 
(N

/A
) 

H
ealth 

Security 
(N

/A
) 

Education 

C
om

m
unity &

 
cultural 
infrastructure 

O
ther local 

facilities 

C
lim

ate change 
(N

/A
) 

C
onservation &

 
enhancem

ent of 
natural &

 historic 
environm

ent 

LB 
Croydon                     

LB Sutton RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Epsom & 
Ewell BC                     

Crawley 
BC                     

Mid-
Sussex 
DC 

                    

Mole 
Valley DC                     

Tandridg
e DC                     
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Horsham 
DC                     

Elmbridg
e BC                     

Guildford 
BC                     

Runnyme
de BC                     

Surrey 
Heath BC RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Spelthorn
e BC                     

Waverley 
BC RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Woking 
BC RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 
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Homes and Jobs Retail, Leisure 
& Other 
Commercial 
Development 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, conservation 
and enhancement of the 
natural and historic 
environment 
 

 

H
ousing 

G
ypsy &

 
Travellers 

Em
ploym

ent 
Land 

R
etail 

Leisure &
 

other 
com

m
ercial 

developm
ent 

Transport 

Telecom
m

uni
cations (N

/A
) 

W
aste 

M
anagem

ent 
(N

/A
) 

W
ater Supply 

(N
/A

) 

W
astew

ater 
(N

/A
) 

Flood R
isk 

M
inerals (N

/A
) 

Energy (N
/A

) 

H
ealth 

Security (N
/A

) 

Education 

C
om

m
unity &

 
cultural 

 

O
ther local 

facilities 

C
lim

ate 
change (N

/A
) 

C
onservation 

&
 

enhancem
ent 

of natural &
 

historic 
environm

ent 

Greater 
London 
Authority 

                    

Surrey CC                     

West Sussex 
CC                     

NHS East 
Surrey CCG RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

NHS Surrey 
Downs CCG NO RESPONSE RECEIVED 

Historic 
England                     

Environment 
Agency                     

Highways 
England RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Natural 
England                     
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Civil Aviation 
Authority RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Homes & 
Communities 
Agency 

NO RESPONSE RECEIVED 

NHS England                     

Office of Rail 
& Road RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Transport for 
London NO RESPONSE RECEIVED – HOWEVER, COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY GLA REQUESTING TFL BE CONSULTED ON HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT LAND 

Integrated 
Transport 
Authority 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 

RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE; RBBC IS NOT WITHIN THE REMIT OF MMO 
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 Homes and Jobs Retail, Leisure 
& Other 
Commercial 
Development 

Infrastructure Health, security, community and 
cultural infrastructure, and other 
local facilities 

Climate change 
mitigation and 
adaptation, 
conservation and 
enhancement of the 
natural and historic 
environment 
 

 H
ousing 

G
ypsy &

 Travellers 

Em
ploym

ent Land 

R
etail 

Leisure &
 other 

com
m

ercial 
developm

ent 

Transport 

Telecom
m

unicatio
ns (N

/A
) 

W
aste 

M
anagem

ent 
(N

/A
) 

W
ater Supply 

(N
/A

) 

W
astew

ater 
(N

/A
) 

Flood R
isk 

M
inerals 

(N
/A

) 

Energy 
(N

/A
) 

H
ealth 

Security 
(N

/A
) 

Education 

C
om

m
unity &

 
cultural 
infrastructure 

O
ther local 

facilities 

C
lim

ate change 
(N

/A
) 

C
onservation &

 
enhancem

ent of 
natural &

 historic 
environm

ent 

Coast to 
Capital LEP RESPONSE RECEIVED – NO COMMENTS TO MAKE 

Local Nature 
Partnership 
(Surrey) 
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Annex 2 – Surrey Strategic Planning and 
Infrastructure Partnership – Memorandum 
of Understanding and terms of reference 
 
Memorandum of Understanding (‘the Memorandum’) 

 
1. Introduction 

 
Surrey Leaders have agreed to meet for the purposes set out in the Terms of 
Reference for the Surrey Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Partnership dated [  
]. 

This Memorandum sets out the basis on which Surrey Leaders have agreed to 
work together for those purposes, and in particular to help meet the requirements 
of the Duty to Cooperate through a programme of work undertaken irrespective of 
plan making timetables at individual authorities. 

Under section 33A of the Act (amended by section 110 of the Localism Act 2011) 
and in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) it is a 
requirement under the Duty to Cooperate for local planning authorities, county 
councils and other named bodies to engage constructively, actively and on an on- 
going basis in the preparation of development plan documents and other local 
development documents. This is a test that local authorities need to satisfy at the 
Local Plan examination stage, and is an additional requirement to the test of 
soundness. The Duty to Cooperate applies to strategic planning issues of cross 
boundary significance. The Districts and Boroughs within Surrey are currently all at 
various stages of Local Plan preparation. However, they all have common 
strategic issues and as set out in the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
‘local planning authorities should make every effort to secure the necessary 
cooperation on strategic cross boundary matters before they submit their Local 
Plans for examination.’ The statutory requirements of the Duty to Cooperate are 
not a choice but a legal obligation. Whilst the obligation is not a duty to agree, 
cooperation should produce effective and deliverable policies on strategic cross 
boundary matters in accordance with the government policy in the NPPF, and 
practice guidance in the NPPG. 

 
2. Working in partnership 

 
The Memorandum sets out a framework for joint working between the local 
authorities which are represented by the Leaders of each authority who have each 
signed it (‘the Signatories’). It sets out where cooperation will take place and  
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identifies key outcomes. The Memorandum will be reviewed regularly to ensure it 
is compliant with the statutory duty and the NPPF, and is otherwise fit for purpose 
and up to date 

It is essential that in producing evidence and seeking to deliver outcomes Districts 
and Boroughs work together in an effective way. It is particularly essential that 
when evidence on a cross boundary basis is required by an individual 
District/Borough (or grouping) other Districts and Boroughs will respond positively 
and in a timely manner. Periodically the Signatories may agree to action to be 
taken to a common timeframe. 
The Signatories will cooperate on the basis that amended evidence bases do not 
invalidate existing tested plans (see NPPG paragraph 30 ref ID 3-030-20140306). 
Whilst this applies to housing need assessments and 5-year housing supplies it is 
considered that this is the main area where there is a real potential for shifts in the 
evidence base. 

3. Evidence Base 
 
The local authorities in Surrey have identified key strategic areas of evidence 
gathering and technical work that require joint working and could be subject to 
separate arrangements for combined working/commission. This evidence base will 
be set on an agreed common methodology.  This includes: 

• Identification of all housing need5, including agreement on Housing Market 
Areas and agreement to prepare an up to date Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. 

• Economy and employment needs and opportunities 
 

• Strategic infrastructure with strong links to work with Enterprise M3 LEP and 
Coast to Capital LEP on their strategic economic plans and funding 
bids/programmes 

• Development of strategic growth options across the County (principally 
housing integrated with jobs and required infrastructure/services) 

• Constraints such as, AONB, Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of 
Conservation and flooding. 

• Green Belt designation 
 
As a matter of principle before undertaking any technical studies the Districts and 

                                                           
5 Housing need includes Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
accommodation 
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Boroughs will explore with other authorities where there is scope for joint studies 
using a common methodology. 

4. Housing Market Areas 
 
Government policy places much emphasis on housing delivery as a means for 
ensuring economic growth and addressing the current national shortage of 
housing. Consequently, it is critical at Local Plan Examinations to ensure that local 
authorities are exploring all possible means to meet the objectively assessed 
housing need in their housing market area. Paragraph 47 of NPPF is very clear 
that ‘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 in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out 
in this framework…’. District and Boroughs are already co-operating on work in 
this regard and will continue to make that commitment. 

 
There are already several Strategic Housing Market area Assessments (SHMAs) 
underway or completed. These would form a good basis to understand the degree 
of consensus from a technical point of view of Housing Market Areas (HMAs) in 
the County and adjoining authorities. This exercise should be completed in late 
2014 once all districts and boroughs have an up to date SHMA. 

5. Infrastructure 
 
It is considered that this should be split between strategic infrastructure identified 
at a LEP level and local infrastructure that each authority will continue to pursue 
working in partnership as appropriate. The sound work done to date by Surrey 
Future is key and it is valuable that work has been done to map infrastructure in 
Surrey and collaborate with the LEPs on bidding for funding. For credibility and 
collaboration this will need to connect closely with existing local plans and 
infrastructure delivery plans. The local authorities will continue to co-operate and 
work in partnership on infrastructure primarily through Surrey Future. 

6. Other strategic issues 
 
The local authorities and other partners have acknowledged that there are other 
strategic matters that they could work in partnership to address. Paragraph 178 of  
the NPPF stresses that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues 
that cross administrative boundaries such as 

• provision of retail, leisure and other commercial uses; 
• the provision of health, security, community, water supply, 

waste management and cultural infrastructure; 
• the provision of minerals and energy 
• climate change mitigation and adaptation; and 
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• green infrastructure 
 
Where relevant, the local authorities will work together to address these matters if 
it  is considered beneficial to do so. 

7. Working arrangements 
 
The work set out in this Memorandum will be led on a day to day basis by the lead 
planning officer for each of the local authorities in Surrey through the Surrey 
Planning Officers Association (SPOA). SPOA will meet monthly and will liaise with 
the Surrey economic development officers and Planning Working Group as 
necessary.  Work  will be commissioned, where appropriate, singly, jointly or 
severally by the local authorities which are represented by the signatories to this 
Memorandum though the appropriate procurement processes of the lead authority 
and arrangements to  finance any work commissioned will be made through a 
separate agreement. 

SPOA will report, through the Chair, to the Surrey Chief Executives and thereafter 
to the Joint Leaders Board. This governance structure will be formalised and 
protocols put in place for reporting and for administration.  
 

8. Limitations 
 
The purpose of the Memorandum is to facilitate joint working of the local 
authorities which are represented by the Signatories as set out in the Terms of 
Reference.. The Memorandum does not seek to restrict or fetter the discretion of 
any of the authorities in the exercise of its statutory functions and powers, or in its 
response to consultation or determining planning applications. 

9. Signatories 
 

Leaders  
Elmbridge  
Epsom and Ewell 
Guildford 
Mole Valley 
Reigate and Banstead 
Runnymede  
Spelthorne 
Surrey County Council 
Surrey Heath  
Tandridge 
Waverley  
Woking 
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Surrey Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Partnership – Terms 
of Reference 

SURREY STRATEGIC PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE PARTNERSHIP 
 
Terms of Reference 

 
1. Objectives 

 
1.1 The Signatories to a Memorandum of Understanding dated [ ] have 

agreed to meet for the purposes set out in these terms of reference to 
provide a vehicle for cooperation and joint working between local 
authorities within Surrey. 

 
1.2 The Signatories will address matters relating to: (i) the Duty to Cooperate to 

comply with section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004; 
(ii) infrastructure investment and funding streams; (iii) strategic planning 
interaction with Greater London and other adjoining and relevant 
authorities and (iv) associated planning issues that are of joint interest to 
the member organisations.  In summary: 

 
• To identify and co-operate on spatial planning issues that impact on 

more than one local planning area across Surrey; and 
• To support better integration and alignment of strategic spatial, 

infrastructure and investment priorities across Surrey. 
 
1.3 The Signatories are acting together in accordance with their powers 

under sections 13, 14 and 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act and section 1 of the Localism Act 2011  for the purposes set out 
above by: 

 
• Providing a framework to evidence that the Local Authorities are 

working ‘constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis’ on strategic 
planning matters to support delivery of Local Plans which will be able to 
be assessed as ‘sound’. 

• Being ‘spatially specific’ where there is a strategic focus on 
particular areas within Surrey or overlaps with adjoining areas. 

• Providing a basis for working collaboratively with the GLA/Mayor and 
other authorities on the long term growth of London, particularly in 
relation to the next full review of the London Plan and the Mayor’s 
Long Term Infrastructure Plan. 

• Integrating strategic spatial, economic and infrastructure priorities for 
Surrey with a clear set of (agreed) objectives for delivering ‘sustainable’ 
prosperity in Surrey. This should build on the priorities in Surrey Future, 
the Strategic Economic Plans and local plans and collaboration with the 
LEPs and Surrey Local Nature Partnership. 

• Providing a positive voice for Surrey, setting out its case for 
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investment and why it is important to the national economy. 
Helping to align business/investment priorities of other key 
bodies, 
e.g. Environment Agency, transport operators and utility 
companies. 

1.4 The Signatories will act to deliver cooperation across the Surrey area to 
maximise the effectiveness of plan making, infrastructure delivery, growth 
and a single strategic voice in respect of Greater London planning issues. 

 
1.5 The Signatories will put in place a single agreed framework, in the form of 

a Memorandum of Understanding, within which the Duty to Cooperate 
can be undertaken on an ongoing and rolling programme irrespective of 
individual plan making timetables of individual authorities. 

 
1.6 For the avoidance of doubt, the Signatories cannot exercise any of the 

functions of a planning authority or competent authorities, including 
setting formal planning policy or exerting control over planning 
decisions, nor can they fetter any decisions made by other bodies such 
as the LEPs. 

 
2. Functions 
2.1 The Signatories will : 

• agree frameworks for working effectively at a strategic planning and 
infrastructure level to ensure the best and most appropriate outcomes 
for Surrey through the Duty to Cooperate 

• act together as a vehicle for joint working, liaison and exchange of 
information related to the Duty to Cooperate 

• agree a spatially specific strategic vision for Plan and 
infrastructure delivery 

• retain an overview of, and monitor, the implementation of projects and 
plan making across Surrey and the wider area of influence. 

• identify the sustainable development issues that impact on more than 
one local planning area and agreeing how these should be prioritised 
and managed (covering the whole local plan cycle from plan-making, 
through to delivery and monitoring) 

• support better integration and alignment of strategic spatial and 
investment priorities in the Surrey area, ensuring that there is a clear 
and defined route through the statutory local planning process, where 
necessary 

 
2.2 In carrying out these functions, the Signatories may, subject to the 

necessary procurement arrangements and authorities being put in place by 
the local authorities represented by them: 

 
• act on behalf of member organisations to commission 

studies, surveys and reports 
• provide advice to member and stakeholder organisations, 



 

102  

including making non-binding recommendations for a course 
of action 

 
2.3 Surrey Leaders may review these terms of reference at any point. 

 
3. Meetings of the Signatories 
3.1 The Signatories may invite key stakeholders to attend their meetings as 

may be agreed. Minutes of the outcomes of meetings will be made 
available to the local authorities represented by the Signatories. 

 
3.2 Other communication regarding their activities will be agreed by 

the Signatories. 
 
4. Statutory/Non-statutory Duty to Cooperate Bodies 
4.1 There are a number of public bodies that are subject to the Duty to 

Cooperate. These are set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended by The 
National Treatment Agency (Abolition) and the Health and Social Care 
Act 2012 (Consequential, Transitional and Saving Provisions) Order 
2013. These bodies are currently: 

 
• the Environment Agency 
• the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England 

(known as English Heritage) 
• Natural England 
• the Mayor of London 
• the Civil Aviation Authority 
• the Homes and Communities Agency 
• each clinical commissioning group established under section 14D 

of the National Health Service Act 2006 
• the National Health Service Commissioning Board 
• the Office of Rail Regulation 
• Transport for London 
• each Integrated Transport Authority 
• each highway authority within the meaning of section 1 of the 

Highways Act 1980 (including the Secretary of State, where the 
Secretary of State is the highways authority) 

• the Marine Management Organisation. 
 

4.2 The National Planning Practice Guidance suggests that these bodies play a 
key role in ensuring Local Plans are as effective as possible on strategic 
cross boundary matters. The Signatories will ensure, through provisions to 
invite stakeholders when required or through the work undertaken by the 
Surrey Chief Executives and SPOA, that preparation of a Local Strategic 
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Statement has involved these statutory bodies as far as is proportionate 
given the policy context under consideration. 

 
4.3 Local Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships are not 

subject to the requirements of the duty. But local planning authorities and 
the public bodies that are subject to the duty must cooperate with Local 
Enterprise Partnerships and Local Nature Partnerships and have regard to 
their activities when they are preparing their Local Plans, so long as those 
activities are relevant to local plan making. Local Enterprise Partnerships 
(LEPs) and Local Nature Partnerships (LNPs) are prescribed for this 
purpose in Town and Country Planning (Local Planning (England) 
Regulations as amended by the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012 to include Local 
Nature Partnerships. 

 
4.4 There is existing effective working between Councils, LEPs and LNPs. In 

this context, the Signatories will ensure that they are aware of Strategic 
Economic Plans and the delivery of a strategic approach to encouraging 
biodiversity. The Signatories will ensure, through provisions to invite 
stakeholders when required or through the work undertaken by the Surrey 
Chief Executives and SPOA, that preparation of a Local Strategic 
Statement has involved these bodies as far as is proportionate given the 
policy context under consideration. 

 
4.5 The Signatories will be advised by SPOA via the Surrey Chief Executives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Annex 3 - Partnerships and working groups  
 

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

East Surrey 
Local Plan 
Working 
Group 
 

Elmbridge BC, Epsom & 
Ewell BC, Mole Valley 
DC, Reigate & Banstead 
BC, Tandridge DC 

Sharing of emerging evidence 
in relation to strategic issues  

Sharing knowledge and best 
practice  
 

No specific policy 
is directly 
influenced  
 

Surrey 
Planning 
Working 
Group (PWG) 

Planning Policy 
managers of the Surrey 
boroughs and districts 
and Surrey County 
Council  
 
 
 

Meets every two months. 
 
Brings together the lead 
planning policy officers in 
Surrey to discuss issues of 
common interest. The PWG 
has also set up some 
subgroups to deal with 
particular projects.  
 

Sharing knowledge and best 
practice  
 
A PWG sub-group produced a 
methodology for all Surrey 
districts to use for carrying out 
updated assessments of the 
needs of gypsies and 
travellers (although this has 
now been superseded by the 
more recent joint GTAA 
methodology between RBBC, 
Elmbridge BC and Tandridge 
DC 

No specific policy 
is directly 
influenced  
 

Surrey 
Planning 
Officers 
Association 

Regular Meetings of 
Heads of Planning 
across Surrey  and 
Surrey County Council 

Meetings once a month:  
 
Brings together the Heads of 
Planning across Surrey as well 

Sharing knowledge and best 
practice  
 

No specific policy 
is directly 
influenced  
 



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

(SPOA) to consider cross-
boundary issues and 
common issues.  
 
Commission joint 
studies as needed  
 
 

as the County Council to 
consider issues of mutual 
interest and to commission 
more in-depth work as needed.  
 
Reports to Surrey Chief 
Executives and thereafter to 
Surrey Leaders Group 
 
Liaises with the Surrey 
economic development officers 
and Planning Working Group 
where relevant.   
 

Surrey Hills 
AONB Board 

Guildford BC, Waverley 
BC, Mole Valley DC, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Tandridge DC, Surrey 
County Council, Natural 
England, The National 
Trust 

Regular meetings of the  
Board as well as liaison with 
officers  
 
RBBC and other affected local 
authorities as well as Natural 
England, fund the Surrey Hills 
AONB Office. Its main task is 
to produce and implement the 
Surrey Hills AONB 
Management Plan on behalf of 
the various stakeholders.  
Collaborative work in providing 

A consistent approach to 
policy. In particular, those 
Surrey Authorities with Areas 
of Great Landscape Value 
(AGLV) (a County landscape 
designation) have worked to 
produce a consistent approach 
regarding the retention of the 
AGLV pending a review of the 
AONB boundary.  
 

Policy NHE1 - 
Landscape 
protection  



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

evidence to support the 
proposed review of the Surrey 
Hills AONB boundary.  

Public Sector 
Board 

Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Surrey County Council 

Senior members of the SCC 
Cabinet and RBBC Executive 
on The Board which is a high-
level strategic forum where 
options for improving public 
services and the local 
environment can be explored 
and moved forward 

Mutual interests included 
regeneration of Redhill, 
Horley, Preston, Merstham 
and Banstead  

No specific policy 
is directly 
influenced  
 

Reigate 
Transport 
Challenges 
Group 

Working Group involving 
Surrey County officers 
from Area Highways 
teams, Cycle and Bus 
Transport planners, 
Major Projects, 
Highways England, 
Network Rail 
 

Group meets quarterly with 
aim to share information to 
keep relevant organisations up 
to date on latest position, to 
progress joint projects, and to 
resolve joint issues 

Discussion forum to assist with 
understanding of strategic 
transport issues affecting 
Reigate, and potential 
solutions  

Infrastructure 
Schedule DMP 
Annex 6 

Gatwick 
Officers Group 

 Group of Officers from 
West Sussex County 
Council, Surrey County 
Council, Crawley 
Borough Council and 
authorities adjoining and 

 Gatwick Airport 
Meetings at least twice a year 
to discuss issues such as: 
- Implementation of the 

Gatwick Master Plan, S106 
Agreement, Gatwick Airport 
Commitments and Action 

Ongoing discussions 
regarding potential impacts on 
the borough, Gatwick Airport 
commitments and progress in 
delivering the S106 
agreement.  
 

 DES9: Pollution 
and Contaminated 
Land 
 



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

affected by Gatwick 
Airport.  

 

Gatwick Airport are 
invited to discuss the 
above issues when 
applicable. 

Plans and the Gatwick 
Supplementary Planning 
Document 

- Current and emerging 
issues related to the 
operation, growth and 
development of the Airport 
including future forecasts 
and topics 

- Ongoing issues/ 
consultations/ work being 
undertaken (by local 
authorities, national 
government, the airport and 
other external bodies) which 
could impact upon local 
boroughs/ districts (for 
example, discussions 
regarding noise, transport, 
air quality, flooding etc.). 

Prepare reports and issues to 
be discussed at the Gatwick 
Joint Local Authorities 
meeting.  

Ongoing discussions in 
particular regarding air quality 
along the A23 and in Horley.  
 
Advised of Gatwick Airport 
noise contours for emerging 
policy. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 

Surrey CC, West 
Sussex County Council, 

Meetings are set around 
preparation of the Local 

 No specific policy 
is directly 



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

Epsom & Ewell BC, 
Mole Valley DC, Reigate 
& Banstead BC, Crawley 
BC, Horsham DC, 
Tandridge DC, Mid 
Sussex DC, Coast to 
Capital LEP, Surrey 
Connects, Local 
businesses 

Strategic Statement. 
 
The local authorities in the 
Gatwick Diamond prepared an 
updated Local Strategic 
Statement in2016. This 
statement built on the joint 
working which was already in 
place and sought to provide a 
broad, consistent direction for 
the Diamond on planning and 
economic issues. The 
statement also identified those 
areas where joint working was 
most important and 
established mechanisms 
through which cooperation and 
engagement could occur 
between the authorities. 

influenced 



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

Coast to 
Capital 

The board features 
business 
representatives from the 
private sector, higher 
education 
representatives, and 
public sector 
representatives from 
West Sussex CC, 
Surrey CC, LB of 
Croydon, Mid Sussex 
DC, and Brighton & 
Hove City Council 

Skills gap 
 
Infrastructure investments to 
support economic growth  
 
Delivering homes and 
business space to support the 
economy 

Indirectly influencing 
infrastructure requirements  
 
Potential source of funding 

DMP Infrastructure 
Schedule (Annex 
6) 

Surrey 
Futures 
 

The board includes 
senior management 
from Spelthorne BC, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Mole Valley DC, Surrey 
CC, Enterprise M3 LEP, 
Gatwick Diamond 
Initiative, Surrey 
Connects, and Coast to 
Capital LEP 

Brings together Surrey's local 
authorities and business 
leaders to agree the 
investment priorities to support 
the county's economy. 
 
The initial focus for Surrey 
Future is on the strategic 
physical infrastructure required 
to deliver the economic 
development and spatial 
growth priorities in these plans. 

Indirectly influencing 
infrastructure requirements 
which feed into the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan  

DMP Infrastructure 
Schedule (Annex 
6) 

Surrey Health 
& Wellbeing 

Surrey CC Strategic 
Planning Officer and , 

Seeking to improve 
understanding and formalise 

Improved mechanisms for on-
going engagement and  

No specific policy 
is directly 



 

  

Partnership / 
Working 
Group 

Authorities / 
Organisations 

Involved 
  

Strategic issues relevant to 
this body &  

Mechanism of cooperation 

Outcomes  DMP policy that 
has been 
influenced as a 
result of the 
process  

Board 
including  
Surrey Downs 
Promoting 
Health and 
Wellbeing 
Network 

Clinical Commissioning 
Groups (various groups 
from Hampshire and 
Surrey), Mole Valley DC, 
Reigate & Banstead BC, 
Surrey Police, 
Healthwatch Surrey, 
Surrey & Sussex Area 
Team – NHS England. 

the methods of engagement at 
plan-making and planning 
applications stages between 
Health, Planning and Housing 
 

a clearer mechanism to work 
collaboratively on planning 

influenced  
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Annex 4 - Summary Table of strategic matters and cooperation 
with prescribed bodies 
 
Co-Operation with the Prescribed Bodies (Since 2015) 

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Environment 
Agency 

Flooding and water 
management.  
 
Flood risk, 
particularly 
concerning potential 
development within/ 
around Horley.  
 
Water efficiency 
measures 
 
Waste management 
 
Climate change 
mitigation 

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring – 

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring – Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• SUE Locations (Spring-Autumn 2015)  
• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• IDP (Autumn 2015 onwards) 
• Green Infrastructure Strategy (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan Infrastructure Policies 

Updated Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment.  
Wording amended to reflect different 
sources of flooding.  
Greater clarity provided in policy 
CCF1 and commentary regarding 
requirements for developers.  
Policy CCF2 states that ‘where 
possible, proposals should seek to 
secure opportunities to reduce both 
the cause and impact of flooding’.  
Development required to take into 
account the objectives of the Water 
Framework Directive.  
NHE4 says that development should 
be given to how flood storage can 
increase biodiversity opportunities.  
Proposed allocation NWH2 requires 

CCF1: Climate Change 
Mitigation 
CCF2: Flood Risk 
INF1: Infrastructure 
NHE4: Green/ Blue 
Infrastructure 
Site Specific Allocation 
policies.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

(2016) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Traveller Accommodation Assessment 

Methodology  (2016) 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability  

Assessment Methodology   (2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 

1(2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 

2(2017) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Meetings 
• Emails/ letters 

  

flood storage to reduce downstream 
flood risk/ highway flooding.  
Reference made to the Environment 
Agency’s 6 year capital investment 
programme in explanatory for policy 
CCF2.  
Proposed Sustainable Urban 
Extension site specific policies 
require SuDS.  
Draft green infrastructure policies 
have been shared with the 
Environment Agency.  
 
Email from EA in December 2017 
confirmed that they were content 
with the draft DMP which they had 
been informally consulted on.  This 
was also confirmed by the EA 
response to the Regulation 19 
publication 

Historic 
England 
(formerly 

Conservation of the 
historic environment.  

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 

Reference made to the need for the 
sensitive restoration and re-use for 
heritage assets at risk.  

NHE9: Heritage Assets  
 
 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

English 
Heritage) 

• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 
Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Strategic Employment Needs/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Green Infrastructure Strategy (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2015) 

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment Methodology (2017) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
(2017) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
(2017) 

• Theme 1 & 2 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Reference made to locally listed 
buildings.  
Further details added to the 
explanation section.  
Ongoing discussions with 
Conservation Officer with regards to 
policy formation (as recommended 
by Historic England 30/09/2015 and 
25/10/2017).  
Reference to heritage constraints 
have been noted in specific 
proposed site allocation policies.  
Heritage Strategy undertaken.  
Historic England have confirmed 
they endorse both the approach 
adopted and the description of the 
likely effects of the plan’s proposed 
policies on the affected heritage 
assets and the historic environment 
generally and they had no additional 
matters to raise at this stage 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

 
Natural 
England 

Conservation of 
biodiversity 
 
Landscape protection 
 
Climate change 
mitigation 

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Gypsy and Traveller SHLAA (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• Green Belt Review (Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites) (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Strategic Employment Needs/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

Sustainability Appraisal has been 
undertaken.  
Equality Impact Assessment 
undertaken.  
Additional work on Habitats 
Regulation Assessment being 
progressed  
Reference made to protect and 
enhance public rights of way and 
national trails and where possible 
create links to the wider countryside.   
Consideration has been given to 
agricultural land value and soil 
quality in proposed site allocations 
and in proposed safeguarding sites.   
Proposed policy NHE2 notes that 
development proposals should be 
designed, where possible, to achieve 
a net gain in biodiversity.   
Reference has been made to 

NHE1: Landscape 
Protection 
 
NHE2: Protecting and 
Enhancing Biodiversity 
and Areas of Geological 
Importance 
 
NHE4: Green/ Blue 
Infrastructure 
 
DES8: Construction 
management 
 
DES9: Pollution and 
contaminated land.  
 
 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

• SUE Locations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Green Infrastructure Strategy (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology (2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Theme 1 & 2 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 

Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings 

potential soil contamination in 
proposed policies DES8 and DES9.  
 
Reference has been made to 
protected species in proposed policy 
NHE2.  
The importance of SuDS for 
biodiversity has been reflected within 
the document.  
 

Mayor of 
London 

Housing and 
employment needs.  

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Mayor of London and Transport for 
London have been consulted on 
housing and employment evidence 
as requested (29/04/2015).  

No specific policies have 
been directly influenced.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings 

Civil Aviation 
Authority 

No strategic issues of 
common concern.  
 
CAA act as an 
independent aviation 
regulator and 
provider of air traffic 
services, which are 
not identified issues 
for the DMP.  

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Health Site allocations and SUEs 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

No identifiable outcome.  No specific policies have 
been directly influenced. 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

 
Homes 
England 
(formerly) 
Homes and 
Communities 
Agency 

Housing Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (Spring – Autumn 

2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment Methodology (2017) 

• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2017) 

No identifiable outcome.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced… 
Indirect influence through 
RBBC’s Housing Service  
advice and comment on 
the emerging DMP 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

• Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2018) 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

 
East Surrey 
CCG 

Healthcare Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUEs locations) 

(Spring- Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Health Site allocations and SUEs 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• IDP (Autumn 2015 onwards) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Health Needs 

Technical Paper (2016) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Infrastructure Schedule for 

Infrastructure Schedule for Infrastructure 

Shared planned housing location 
and numbers and housing types 
planned (e.g. older people’s housing, 
affordable housing), as well as latest 
demographic data.   
 
Informed Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and Schedule. 
 
Ongoing 
  

Infrastructure Schedule, 
Annex 6 of the 
Development 
Management Plan 
 
 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Delivery Plan and Development 
Management Plan  

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2017) 

• Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2018) 
 

Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings  

Including joint meeting with East Surrey 
District Council and Tandridge District 
Council in late 2017 

Surrey 
Downs CCG 

Healthcare Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Health Needs 

Technical Paper (2016) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Infrastructure Schedule for 

Infrastructure Schedule for Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan and Development 
Management Plan  

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Shared planned housing location 
and numbers and housing types 
planned (e.g. older people’s housing, 
affordable housing), as well as latest 
demographic data.   
 
Informed Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and Schedule. 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

Management Plan (2017) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

Crawley 
CCG 
 

Healthcare Commission services of one medical centre 
in the south of borough (Horley).  
Cooperation on : 
• Healthcare provision in the Horley area to 

provide for increasing population of the 
area 

• Ongoing discussions by email and 
telephone regarding health provision in 
Horley area 

Ongoing  No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

NHS 
England - 
South (South 
East) 

Healthcare Cooperation on: 
• Commissioning processes for primary 

healthcare 
• Draft Infrastructure Schedule  

Methods:  
Telephone discussions and emails 

Informed Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
and Schedule 
 
Ongoing 

Infrastructure Schedule, 
Annex 6 of the 
Development 
Management Plan 
 

Office of the 
Rail 
Regulation 

The independent 
safety and economic 
regulator for Britain's 
railways and monitor 
of Highways 
England. It is 
responsible for 
ensuring 
that railway operators 

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• SUE Constraints Assessment (Spring – 

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• IDP (Autumn 2015 onwards) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

No identifiable outcome.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

comply with health 
and safety law.  
 
No strategic issues of 
common concern 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Health Site allocations and SUEs 
(Spring-Autumn 2015)  

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment Methodology (2017) 

• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2017) 

• Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2018) 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
•  

Transport for 
London 

Transport  
 
Infrastructure  
 
Public transport 
 

Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

No identifiable outcome.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 
Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Strategic Employment Needs/ Site 
Allocations (Spring- Autumn 2015) 

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment Methodology (2017) 

• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2017) 

• Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2018) 
 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

Integrated 
Transport 
Authorities 

Reigate & Banstead 
is not part of an 
Integrated Transport 
Authority.   

Not applicable.  Not applicable.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

 
No strategic issue of 
common concern.  

Highways 
England 

Transport Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Strategic Employment Needs/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Site Allocations and SUEs (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• IDP (Autumn 2015 onwards) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology (2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 

Ongoing discussions and transport 
assessment work.  
 
Conversations regarding 2016 and 
2017 SCC transport modelling of the 
Development Management Plan with 
both Highways England and Surrey 
County Council.  Approach adapted 
following these discussions.  
 
Further transport assessment has 
been undertaken.  
 
Proposed site allocation HOR9 has 
been amended to reflect the 
findings.  
 
Ongoing work and dialogue, 
including agreement to produce a 
Statement of Common Ground for 
submission t the Inspector of the 
DMP, outlining the areas of 
agreement and remaining 

HOR9: Land west of 
Balcombe Road 
 
TAP1: Access, parking 
and servicing.  
 
Informed Annex 6 of the 
Development 
Management Plan  
“Infrastructure Schedule” 
 
 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

(2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 

(2017) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Ongoing Meetings with HE, and also 

joint meetings with HE and SCC 
regarding modelling the transport impact 
of the Development Management Plan 
 

divergence.  
 
Proposed policy TAP1 has been 
amended to emphasise public 
transport.    

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 

No strategic issues 
for Reigate & 
Banstead Borough 
Council.  

Not applicable.  Not applicable.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Local 
Enterprise 
Partnership  

Infrastructure 
 
Economic 
development 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council is part 
of the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership.  
Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

No identifiable outcome.  No specific policy is 
directly influenced.  



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

(2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Preferred Site Options/ Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Employment Preferred Site Options/ Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Strategic Employment Needs / Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Retail Preferred Site options/ Site 

Allocations/ Boundaries (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Transport Site Allocations & SUEs 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Draft Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2016) 

• Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment Methodology (2017) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
(2017) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
(2017) 

• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 
Development Management Plan (2017) 

• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan (2017) 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

• Draft Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2017) 

• Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan (2018) 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

Surrey 
Nature 
Partnership 

Biodiversity Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUE Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Preferred Site Options/ Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Flood Risk SUE Locations (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Flood Risk Preferred Site Options/ Site 

Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Green Infrastructure Strategy (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Preferred Site Options/ Site Allocations 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Draft Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Regulation 18 Development 

Management Plan (2016) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 

Consulted on Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment Level 1 and Level 2 (as 
requested 13/05/2015).  
Reference to ‘urban’ has been 
removed from Sustainable Drainage 
Systems so as to accommodate 
rural sustainable water management 
policies.  
Reference added to explanation 
section of NHE3 to include 
irreplaceable habitats. 
Reference made to ‘an appropriate 
relationship with the adjoining nature 
reserve’ within proposed Sustainable 
Urban Extension ERM4a and 
ERM4b.   
Reference to protect and respect the 
appearance of the common land 
verge added to proposed 
Sustainable Urban Extension SSW9.  

NHE2: Protecting and 
Enhancing Biodiversity 
and Areas of Geological 
Importance 
 
NHE3: Protecting trees, 
Woodland Areas and 
Natural Habitats 
 
CCF2: Flood Risk 
Explanation   
 
ERM4a: 164 Bletchingley 
Road, Merstham 
 
ERM4b: Land south of 
Bletchingley Road 
 
SSW9: Land at Dovers 
Farm, Woodhatch 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Strategic issues that 
the body has been 

engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
influenced as a result 

(2017) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 

(2017) 
• Theme 1 & 2 of the emerging 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Theme 3 of emerging Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (2017) 
• Draft Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2017) 
• Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan (2018) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  

Local Authorities 
All of the following District, Borough and County Council’s have been consulted during the following informal and formal consultations: 
• Informal consultation pre Regulation 18:  September 2015 
• Informal consultation pre Regulation 18: May 2016 
• Formal Regulation 18 Consultation: August – October 2016 
• Informal consultation: 

o Theme 1 and 2: 4 August – 25 August 2017 
o Theme 3: 6 October 2017 
o Full document: 16 November 2017 

• Formal Regulation 19 publication – January 2018 
 

 
Prescribed 

Body 
Strategic issues 

that the body has 
been engaged on 

Mechanism and methods of cooperation 
used 

Outcome Regulation 19 
Development 

Management Plan policy 
or evidence base that 

has been influenced as a 
result of the process 

Neighbouring Authorities  
 
Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Housing delivery, 
Strategic Business 
Park, Gypsy and 
Travellers, Retail, 
Employment, 
Infrastructure, 
Flooding, burial 
space , Gatwick 
Airport/noise 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 

Methods: 

Liaison with CBC on their approach 
to noise from Gatwick, which 
informed the RBBC approach and 
ensures a joined up approach  
Early understanding (September 
2015) that a Strategic Employment 
location would be a key matter and 
that this could potentially 
accommodate some unmet need for 
business land in Crawley – subject 

DES9 (Pollution and 
Contaminated land) – 
policy approach to noise 
informed by CBC 
approach  
 
TAP2 (Airport car parking) 
 
HOR9 (Horley Strategic 
Business Park) – 



 

  

• Emails/ letters – in particular on noise, 
strategic employment site and housing 
delivery 

• Meetings  
- July 2015 – Meeting with CBC, HDC 

and MSDC to inform them about the 
emerging DMP 

- November 2017 – meeting on 
strategic employment site, and some 
discussion Travellers and SAC 

to further assessment.  Support for 
allocating sites to deliver the Core 
Strategy Housing requirements 
within and around Horley in Area 3 
whilst maintaining the strategic gap.  
Correspondence and meetings 
around these topics have been 
ongoing.  

particularly with regard to 
a landscape buffer to 
reflect approach taken by 
Crawley.   
 
NHE1 – with regard to 
need for a landscape 
buffer 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Strategic 
Employment site, 
Transport, 
Flooding, Gypsies 
and Travellers  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings 

- July 2015 - cross borough local plan 
issues 

- July 2015 – cross borough 
infrastructure planning 

- September 2015 – DMP specific 
- June 2016 - cross borough local plan 

issues 
- November 2017 -  cross borough local 

plan issues  

Was agreed that there is limited 
relationship with LBC and RBBC 
regarding Gypsies and Travellers, as 
per the RBBC GTAA 2017 
 
Flooding – LBCs comments on the 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
have been taken into account  

Reference to need for 
conversation with strategic 
partners in HOR9 (Horley 
Strategic Business Park) 
site allocation. 
 
 

Epsom & Employment, Consulted on: Addition of cross boundary Policy NHE4 (para 3.5.21)  



 

  

Ewell Borough 
Council  

Green 
Infrastructure 
networks, 
community 
facilities/hospital 
provision, Gypsies 
and Travellers     

• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment Methodology 

• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (RBBC report) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 

Methods: 
• Meetings  
- July 2015 – cross borough local plan 

issues  
• Emails/ letters 

considerations with regard to green 
infrastructure 
 
Epsom General Hospital is managed 
in a Trust with St Hillier Hospital in 
Sutton.  Epsom GH provides 
coverage into RBBC.  Likewise 
Surrey Borders provides mental 
healthcare for a wide catchment, 
including RBBC.  
The Council is keeping informed and 
involved in the likely re-building and 
relocation of Epsom hospital and / or 
St Helier hospital in LB of Sutton.  

Mole Valley 
District 
Council  

Gypsies and 
Travellers, cross 
boundary 
infrastructure, 
Flooding, Strategic 
Employment site, 
SAC 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 
 

Joint working on an updated Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment  
 
Joint work on air quality impacts on SACs 
 
Methods: 
• Meetings  
- July 2015 – cross borough local plan 

issues  

Mole Valley provided early 
clarification (September 201) that no 
significant cross boundary impacts 
were identified at that point, other 
than need to carry out appropriate 
transport modelling and retain 
facilities that are used by Mole 
Valley residents. 
 
Raised some concern that 
safeguarded land is proposed if this 
could be used to accommodate 
other authorities outstanding housing 
needs.   
 

Policy MLS2, supported by 
the evidence paper on 
Safeguarded land, sets 
out that allocation of 
Redhill Aerodrome is 
linked to support from 
Tandridge District Council 
and necessary access, 
both of which have not 
been confirmed yet 



 

  

• Emails/ letters 
 

Tandridge 
District 
Council  

Housing delivery, 
Surrey Hills 
AONB/AGLV, 
flooding, Gypsies 
and Travellers, 
economic, retail, 
community 
facilities, transport 
and infrastructure, 
SAC, Strategic 
sites (including 
Redhill 
Aerodrome), 
cemeteries 
 
 
 

Consulted on:  
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 

Joint working to produce the methodology for 
assessing the needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers.  
 
Joint working on an updated Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment  
 
Joint work on air quality impacts on SACs 
 
Methods  
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings:  

- Leader and Chief Executive meeting – 
May 2017 

- Meeting on Redhill Aerodrome with TDC 
(as well as Highways England and DCLG) 
– July 2017 

- Garden Village workshop with TDC (as 
well as MSDC, Sevenoaks, Epsom and 
Ewell, Elmbridge, Mole Valley and 
Croydon) – August 2017 

- More general meetings held in August 
2015, October 2015, February 2017, 
October 2017 and December 2017 

 

Oxted and Caterham BID are not 
designed to rival Reigate/Redhill 
Noted it would be helpful for RBBC 
to set out the order that sites come 
forward  
Concerns regarding transport 
impacts and flood impacts of sites in 
close proximity to TDC border 
(ERM2/3, ERM4 and 5).  TDC do 
appreciate that work has been done 
around these concerns (SFRA Level 
1 and 2, transport assessment) and 
policies and site allocations require 
more details around these areas, 
however they still retain some 
concern.  
As such, there are no further actions 
that can be taken to resolve these 
issues.  

Policy MLS1 sets out the 
order that sites will be 
expected to come forward 
 
Site allocations (ER2/3, 
ERM4a and b, ERM5) 
have been strengthened 
regarding transport and 
flood impacts   



 

  

London 
Borough of 
Sutton 

Housing delivery, 
Gypsies and 
Travellers, Retail, 
Cemetery, 
Transport  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
• Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment Methodology 

Methods  
• Meetings:  
• July 2015 - cross borough local plan 

issues  
• December 2015 – presentation on the 

London Cancer Hub 
• General discussion (including on the 

London Cancer Hub) February 2017, June 
2017, November 2017 
 

• Letters/Emails: 
• August 2016 - Email exchange providing 

clarification on cemetery provision, care 
home provision, office space 
 

London Borough of Sutton did not 
identify any policies or site 
allocations within the DMP which 
they considered would be of a 
strategic nature, and should be 
discussed under DTC.  However, 
RBBC consider that there are some 
connections between the two 
authorities, particularly in terms of 
migration and commuting, which 
they consider should continue to 
inform DTC conversations.  
 
RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
relationship between RBBC and 
LBS.   
 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Wider strategic discussions  
 
Elmbridge 
Borough 
Council  

Housing delivery, 
Gypsies and 
Travellers 

Consulted on:  
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
 
Joint working to produce the methodology for 

Joined up approach on Gypsy and 
Traveller assessments 
 
Reservations that safeguarded land 
is proposed if this could be used to 
accommodate other authority’s 

Policy MLS2, supported by 
the evidence paper on 
Safeguarded land, sets 
out that allocation of 
Redhill Aerodrome is 
linked to support from 



 

  

assessing the needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers. 
 
Methods: 
• Meetings  
- July 2015 – cross borough local plan 

issues  
• Emails/ letters 
  

outstanding housing needs.   
 
Otherwise, no further strategic cross 
boundary issues identified. 
Continuation of current joint working 
and further joint working on a case-
by-case basis.  
 

Tandridge District Council 
and necessary access, 
both of which have not 
been confirmed yet 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council  

Housing delivery, 
Transport, Gypsy 
and Travellers, 
Strategic 
Employment site 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings  
- July 2015 – Meeting with CBC, HDC and 

MSDC to inform them about the emerging 
DMP 

- August 2017 – Discussion around 
Strategic Employment site and transport  

- December 2017 - Discussion around 
Strategic Employment site and transport 

In August 2015 email noted that as 
RBBC are planning to fulfil the Core 
Strategy requirement of up to 200 
homes around Horley through the 
DMP, MSDC don’t have any 
comments or concerns to raise at 
that point. 
 
Some reservations on the 
complementarity of the Horley 
Strategic Employment Site and the 
new employment provisions that 
MSDC is bringing forward. 
 
Statement of Common Ground to be 
prepared prior to the DMP 
examination commencing. 
 
 

HOR9 – Strategic 
Employment Site  

Guildford  Gypsies and 
Travellers, AONB 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 

DMP includes a requirement for 
development proposals within/in 
close proximity to the AONB to have 

Policy NHE1 (para 3.5.9) 



 

  

• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (RBBC report) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

regard to Surrey Hills AONB 
Management Plan   
 
RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
relationship between RBBC and 
Guildford.   
 

Horsham 
District 
Council  

Strategic 
Employment Site, 
Housing, Housing 
delivery, Gypsies 
and Travellers  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings  
- July 2015 – Meeting with CBC, HDC and 

MSDC to inform them about the emerging 
DMP 

- July 2016 – Discussion on Strategic 
Employment site, Housing, Travellers 

- October 2017 – Discussion on Strategic 
Employment Site and Traveller 
assessment. 
 

Wanted to understand about delivery 
of housing, and whether numbers 
can be increased to help 
accommodate Crawley’s need.  
Whilst RBBC are not achieving the 
OAN figure, the housing trajectory 
shows that housing delivery will be 
over the housing target.  
 
Were some reservations about the 
scale of the Strategic Employment 
Site, which has been discussed with 
Horsham a number of times. 
Recent correspondence concluded 
that Horsham District Council have 
no remaining strategic or cross 
boundary issues which they wish to 
maintain with Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council  
 
RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
particular relationship between 
RBBC and Horsham.   

HOR9 – Strategic 
Employment Site  



 

  

 
Runnymede 
Borough 
Council 

Gypsies and 
Travellers, Housing 
delivery 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings - July 2015  

In relation to housing delivery, it was 
agreed that these are strategic 
issues insofar as meeting overall 
housing needs across the wider area 
and ensuring the continued 
coherence of the Green Belt, and 
that we would continue to engage on 
these issues via existing fora such 
as PWG, SPOA.   
 
RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
particular relationship between 
RBBC and Runnymede 
 
There are not strong functional links 
between the 2 local authority areas. 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Spelthorne 
Borough 
Council  

Gypsies and 
Travellers 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
 
Email on potential Gypsy and Traveller cross 
boundary implications  
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

 

RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
particular relationship between 
RBBC and Spelthorne 
 
There are not strong functional links 
between the 2 local authority areas. 
 
 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Waverley 
Borough 
Council  

Gypsies and 
Travellers 

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 

Understanding of RBBC approach to 
Traveller provision – supports joined 
up approach across the Surrey 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 



 

  

• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (RBBC report) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
 

Emails and telephone call regarding approach 
to  Traveller provision and whether RBBC are 
providing a transit site  
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters and telephone call 

 

county  
 
RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
relationship between RBBC and 
Waverley.   
 
There are not strong functional links 
between the 2 local authority areas. 

Surrey Heath 
Borough 
Council 

Gypsy and 
Travellers  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
relationship between RBBC and 
Surrey Heath   
 
There are not strong functional links 
between the 2 local authority areas. 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Woking 
Borough 
Council 

Gypsy and 
Travellers  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment Methodology 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

RBBC GTAA did not highlight any 
relationship between RBBC and 
Woking.   
 
There are not strong functional links 
between the 2 local authority areas. 

No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

Surrey County 
Council 
 

General  Cooperation on: 
• Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement 

(2015) 
• Management Plan (2015) 
• Draft transport policies and parking 

standards Regulation 18 Development 

Ongoing cooperation (meetings and 
ongoing dialogue) with SCC has 
been with officers of each relevant 
service, whilst the County Council’s 
Spatial Planning and Policy Team  

Numerous changes – see 
below  
 
Informed Annex 6 of the 
Development 
Management Plan  



 

  

Management Plan (2015) 
• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 
• Green Belt Review (SUEs Locations) 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• SHLAA/ Employment Preferred Site 

Options/ Site Allocations (Spring-Autumn 
2015) 

• Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Gypsy and Traveller SHLAA (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• Green Belt Review (Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites) (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Preferred Site Options/ Site Allocations 
(Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Strategic Employment Needs/ Site 
Allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 

• Retail Preferred Site Options/ Site 
Allocations/ Boundaries (Spring-Autumn 
2015)  

• IDP (Autumn 2015 ongoing) 
• Health Site allocations and SUEs 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Community and Cultural Infrastructure 

(Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Cemetery Provision (Spring-Autumn 

2015) 
• Draft open space policies Regulation 18 

Development Management Plan (2015) 
• Education provision for new site 

allocations (Spring-Autumn 2015) 
• Green Infrastructure Strategy (Spring-

Autumn 2015) 

works with us to facilitate meetings 
and liaison with the relevant officers  
 

“Infrastructure Schedule” 
 



 

  

• Draft design policies Regulation 18 
Development Management Plan (2015) 

• SUEs Constraints Assessment (Spring-
Autumn 2015) 

• Draft Climate Change, Natural and 
Historic Environment Policies Regulation 
18 Development Management Plan 
(2015) 

• Draft design, landscape and heritage 
policies Regulation 18 Development 
Management Plan (2015) 

 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meetings included:  
- March 2016 – meeting on Reigate Road 

Network 
- April 2016 – discussion on accessibility 

modelling and parking standards  
- November 2016 – regarding education 

and transport (included WSCC) 
- December 2016 – Transport mitigation 
- October 16/March 2017 –  Meeting to 

discuss elderly people  
- July 2017 and August 2017 – Meeting to 

discuss transport modelling 
- September – meeting regarding school 

place planning and planned school 
expansions and new schools 

- September 2017 – Meeting with Highways 
England to discuss strategic and local 
road networks and DMP planned 
development 

- September 2017 – Conference call to 



 

  

discuss policy on elderly people and 
associated site allocations  

- October 2017 – Meeting with SCC, Biffa, 
Developer to discuss Patteson Landfill in 
relation to Policy ERM2/3 

- November 2017 – discussion on transport 
schemes  

- November 2017 – discussion on transport 
studies with West Sussex County Council  

- November 2017 – discussion on strategic 
roads network (included Highways 
England) 

- November 2017 - Transport scheme 
workshop to inform the draft DMP 
Infrastructure Schedule and the Local 
Transport Strategy Forward plan 

Other general meetings 
 

Transport 
 

Various meetings with SCC’s Transport 
Studies Team regarding Strategic Highways 
Assessment of the Development 
Management Plan. 
Meetings have included a half-day  
Transport Workshop, facilitated by SCC 
Spatial Planning Officers on 9 November 
2017, which included transport officers from 
SCC’s road safety, cycling, major projects, 
south-east area highways, and bus transport. 
Identified projects to inform the DMP’s 
Infrastructure Schedule and the draft new 
Local Transport Strategy Forward Plan. 

SCC’s Transport Studies Team 
undertook (in 2016 and 12017 
respectively)  the strategic transport 
modelling of the planned residential 
and non-residential development to 
be included in the draft Regulation 
18 Development Management Plan 
and Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan. 
  
From this modelling, SCC produced 
a Strategic Highways Assessment 
Report on likely impact on the local 
and strategic road network, and 
where mitigation or other 

Site allocation Policy 
“Requirements” 
 
Infrastructure Schedule 
Annex 6 of DMP 
 
Transport modelling 
informed site allocation 
infrastructure 
requirements 
 
Prepared the accessibility 
maps in Annex 4 
 



 

  

interventions would be needed.  
This included a “sensitivity test” 
report 2017 on potential impact of 
the London Cancer Hub.  
 
Findings have been incorporated 
into the proposed site allocation 
policy requirements.  
 
Ongoing work, including meetings 
with Surrey County Council, 
Highways England, and West 
Sussex County Council.  
 
Worked with SCC to produce 
accessibility mapping and transport 
modelling to inform DMP 
 

 
Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cooperation on:  
• Emails and meetings to consider need for 

school expansion and new school 
provision arising from the planned 
housing growth in the draft Regulation 18 
and Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan 

• draft Infrastructure Schedule (Annex 6 of 
the Development Management Plan and 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan) and 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Education 
Section) 

• Discussions regarding likely funding 
sources and delivery for some of the 

 
Comments regarding progress for 
Merstham Library and Reigate 
Library reflected in proposed 
allocations/ town centre opportunity 
sites.   
Proposed policy ORS1 has been 
amended to read ‘the proposal is for 
the expansion of an existing school, 
the need for which clearly outweighs 
the loss of the urban open space’. 
Reference to Surrey Connects has 

Site allocation policies. 
 
Infrastructure Schedule, 
Annex 6 of the 
Development 
Management Plan 
 
RED5: Merstham Library 
 
REI1: Library and Pool 
House  
ORS1: Urban Open Space  



 

  

schools needed in the plan period to 
2027, including use of Community 
Infrastructure Levy 

• Meeting with Surrey County Council 
February 2018 to discuss education 
provision, with regards to site allocation 
Policy ERM2/3 

Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 

Meetings 

been deleted.   
 
 

DES1: Design of new 
development 

Economic Growth 
 

• Cooperation on economic growth as part 
of partnership working (i.e. Gatwick 
Diamond Local Strategic Statement) 

 EMP1: Principal 
Employment Areas 
 

Minerals and 
Waste 
 

• January 2017 – Meeting with SCC waste 
and mineral team  

• Discussion with Planning Officer regarding 
allocation of an existing waste management 
site for housing development.  

• Meeting with SCC waste  and mineral 
team March 2018 to discuss waste plan 
and Site allocation Policy ERM2/3 

 
 

Reference to waste management 
included within proposed policy 
INF1. 
Reference made to appropriate uses 
within principal employment areas 
including waste management.   
Reference to waste storage facilities 
including the Council’s ‘Making 
Space for Waste’ document has 
been incorporated into proposed 
policy DES1. 
 
Further discussion on ERM2/3 
Copyhold site and the implication of 
the adjacent landfill 
 

INF1 Infrastructure  
 
Informed the policy and 
explanation in the site 
allocation ERM2/ERM3 
Copyhold  
 

Housing and Older 
People 

Meetings with the Accommodation with Care 
and Support (Older People) team to discuss 

The importance of suitably sized 
units for older people has been 

DES4: Housing Mix 
 

https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/108941/AwC-and-S-Commissioning-Statement-OP-Executive-Summary-FINAL.pdf
https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/108941/AwC-and-S-Commissioning-Statement-OP-Executive-Summary-FINAL.pdf


 

  

 how the DMP can complement and support 
their approach to Older Persons 
accommodation provision.   
 
Distribution of relevant policies and site 
allocations for teams consideration. 

incorporated into proposed policies 
DES4 and DES7. 
Proposed policy DES7 wording has 
been amended to require ‘on sites of 
25 or more units, at least 4% of 
dwellings should be adaptable for 
wheelchair users in accordance with 
the Building Regulation requirements 
for ‘wheelchair user dwellings’.   
 

DES7: Specialist 
Accommodation 
 
Input into Policy DES7, 
with regard to provision of 
affordable rooms or care 
packages  
 

Flooding and water 
management 
and 
Climate Change 
 

• Shared draft Infrastructure schedule 
(Annex 6 of Development Management 
Plan) for input  

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
 

Energy efficiency measures 
incorporated into proposed policy 
CCF1.   
Proposed policy CCF2 has been 
amended to read ‘where Sustainable 
Drainage Systems are proposed, 
schemes should include appropriate 
arrangements for the ongoing 
maintenance for the lifetime of the 
development’. 
The explanation below proposed 
policy CCF2 says that ‘the use of 
SuDS should be investigated for 
schemes proposed in areas at risk of 
flooding and major schemes as a 
minimum’ … ‘the policy encourages 
these to also be considered for other 
development as this can help with 
reducing the effect on the quality and 
quantity of run-off from a 

CCF1: Climate Change 
Mitigation 
 
CCF2: Flood Risk 
 
 



 

  

development, and provide amenity 
and biodiversity benefits’.  
 
Comments from SCC incorporated in 
the SFRA  
 

Heritage  
(including 
archaeology) 
 

  
Proposed policy NHE9 amended to 
read ‘an archaeological assessment, 
and where appropriate a field 
evaluation, will be required to inform 
the determination of applications in 
the following circumstances’.  
The negative stance of the policy 
(i.e. ‘presumption against’) has been 
amended to read more positively in 
proposed policy NHE9 
Reference to ‘Archaeological Areas 
Surrey’ has been replaced with 
‘Archaeological Importance’ and 
‘High Archaeological Potential’. 
‘designated’ has been removed from 
proposed Strategic Objective 13.  
Reference to the Surrey Historic 
Environment Record has been 
added.  
Additional references to 
‘significance’ have been added to 
proposed policy NHE9.  
Reference has been made to the 

NHE9:Heritage Assets 



 

  

Register of Parks and Gardens in 
the explanation section of NHE9.  
All heritage policies have been 
grouped under proposed policy 
NHE9.   
Wording has been amended to read 
‘Scheduled Monuments’.  
 

Gypsy and Travellers  • Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment Methodology 

• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (RBBC report) 

 

No issues raised  No specific policy is 
directly influenced. 

West Sussex 
County 
Council  

Education, 
transport , 
Strategic 
Employment Site  

Consulted on: 
• Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 

Assessment (RBBC report) 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 
• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 
 
Methods: 
• Emails/ letters 
• Meeting:  
- November 2016 – regarding education 

and transport (included SCC) 
- November 2017 – discussion on transport 

studies (included SCC) 

No significant issues were raised in 
relation to education, minerals or 
waste. 
At the meeting in November 2017, 
West Sussex CC confirmed that the 
issue they raised regarding lack of 
land and capacity to deal with 
increase in secondary school 
population  in Crawley and the 
potential impact on Reigate and 
Banstead was now resolved.  
 
On-going dialogue regarding the 
potential transport implications 
particularly associated to the 
Strategic Employment site allocation 
HOR9 which is close to the WSCC 
boundary. 
 
 

Policy HOR9 – Horley 
Strategic Employment Site 



 

  

 

 
 

Annex 5 - Formal Consultation Responses 
 

As well as the on-going engagement throughout the preparation of the DMP, which enabled the adjoining authorities and DTC 
“prescribed bodies” to influence the draft evidence documents and DMP sections, the Council also formally consulted  these 
organisations at each formal stage. The formal Regulation 18 consultation and Regulation 19 publication responses from the DTC 
prescribed bodies are provided hereat Annex 3. Following the Regulation 19 publication, further comments received will be added 
before the DMP and this statement are submitted.   

 
Duty to 
Cooperate 
Group 

Submitter Summary of Representation Council Comment  

Prescribed 
Body 

Historic 
England 

Policy NHE7 (now NHE9):  

• Historic England has no objections to current 
version of the plan as it provides the 
appropriate framework for considering 
development relating to the historic 
environment and heritage assets required by 
the NPPF.  Historic England wishes to endorse 
the relevant policies of the plan, i.e. NHE7-10, 
and supports the general approach to 
protecting and enhancing the historic 

• It is proposed that all of the heritage 
policies are combined to reduce repetition 
and to enable a comprehensive and clear 
coverage of heritage assets as a whole 
(Policy NHE9 - Heritage Assets).  However, 
it is important to note that the pertinent 
points from the previous separate policies 
will be included in the revised policy.    

• Revision of the policy has also sought to 
make the weighting clearer that should be 
given to listed or locally listed buildings, 
and bringing the policy more in line with the 

18 



 

  

environment set out in the Local Plan.  
• Have no comments to make on the 

Sustainability Appraisal which, in the view of 
Historic England, adequately assesses the 
potential effects of the preferred options on the 
historic environment.   

NPPF.   
• Also updated to include requirement for 

appropriate investigation of areas with 
archaeological significance, as requested 
by Surrey County Council 

Prescribed 
Body 

Historic 
England 

I have considered the changes to the above 
document set out in the email attachment and I am 
pleased to endorse both the approach adopted and 
the description of the likely effects of the plan’s 
proposed policies on the affected heritage assets 
and the historic environment generally.  We have no 
additional matters to raise at this stage. 

This comment has been noted. 19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Support proposed policies NHE3, NHE4 and 
NHE6 

This comment has been noted.  18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Support proposed policies DES1-3 and DES9 This comment has been noted.  18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Support proposed policies OSR1 and OSR3 
(especially in respect of para 4) 

This comment has been noted.  18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Strategic Objective SC10 and SC11- welcome the 
wording of these  

This comment has been noted.   18 



 

  

 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

• Quoted NPPF Para 117, on p.81, has missed 
some important text, which could be misleading 

• Evidence Base for policies NHE1-4, p.82. 
“Surrey Nature Partnership publication 
“Biodiversity Opportunity Areas: the basis for 
realising Surrey’s local ecological network” 
(2015) provides background and justification for 
using a landscape approach to conserve 
biodiversity. 

This comment has been noted.  The final 
version of the DMP will not include reference to 
the NPPF policies or the evidence base.  

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

NHE2: 3/b and reason – welcomed. 

NHE3 and reason –  welcomed. 

NHE4 - welcomed, especially para. 2a and within 
the Reason ‘..to enhancing local biodiversity’. 

NHE6 (now NHE8): Horse keeping and equestrian 
development – welcomed. 

This comment has been noted.   18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Site Allocations ERM1, ERM2, ERM3, ERM4, 
ERM5, SSW2, NWH1, NWH2 and HOR9 - 
Welcomes requirements to benefit biodiversity.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

In the few remaining instances where we suggest 
further improvements to the clarity, expression or 
accuracy of text within the document, these are 

• This comment has been noted. 19 



 

  

simply indicated as a re-draft in red font. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Policy DES1: welcomed. It may be useful to overtly 
cross-refer ‘landscaping’ with the concept of ‘Green 
Infrastructure’ at this early opportunity to do so (GI is 
however mentioned in the Explanatory at 3.2.6).  

•  19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Policy DES2, Policy DES8, Policy DES9 - welcomed  • This comment has been noted. 19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Policy OSR1 and Policy OSR3 – welcomed  • This comment has been noted. 19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

Policy CCF1: Climate change mitigation – 
welcomed. 

Policy CCF2: Flood risk – welcomed, especially in 
respect of para. 4, which could be extended to say: 
“Where Sustainable Drainage Systems are 
proposed, schemes should include appropriate 
arrangements for the ongoing maintenance for the 
lifetime of the development, and realise any 
opportunities for biodiversity or amenity.”  

• This comment has been noted. 
• It is not considered necessary to put this in 

the policy, it is referenced in para 3.4.30 
and is covered by Policy NHE4: Green/blue 
infrastructure 

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

DMP Objective SC10, SC11, Policy NHE3, NHE8 
welcomed. 

Policy NHE2: welcomed (note the drafting error at 
para. 4 - repeated  

• Drafting error is noted and will be amended  
• Comment is noted  

19 



 

  

Policy NHE4: Welcome - Note typo at 3.5.21 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

ERM1, ERM2/3, ERM4b, ERM5 - The described 
biodiversity constraints, opportunities and 
requirements of development here are welcomed 

SSW2, SSW7: Land at Sandcross Lane. 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). 

SSW9: Land at Dovers Farm. 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). 

NWH1, NWH2: Land at Meath Green Lane. 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). 

HOR9: Horley Strategic Business Park. The 
described requirements of development aimed at 

• Comment is noted  
• The suggested amendments to the site 

allocations will be incorporated  

19 



 

  

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. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey Local 
Nature 
Partnership 

There are a few minor suggestions for improvement or 
correction. 

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (p.28) 

7.8  Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) are areas 
which have been identified as having a particular 
potential for improved habitat management to deliver 
improvements to the quality and the extent of priority 
habitats, which will therefore contribute to a coherent and 
resilient ecological network. 
 
Figure 10: Priority Habitats and Landscapes. The title of 
this figure is somewhat misleading as it does not map 
‘priority habitats’ as such. There are also a series of 
errors regarding the extent of the Biodiversity Opportunity 
Areas layer; 

• BOA ND05 should extend to the northern 
boundary of the Borough, thus including 
Banstead Downs SSSI. 

• BOA ND08 is not indicated on the figure at all. 
• BOA LW07 is shown with a much reduced 

boundary. 
We would refer you to the definitive mapping layer 

The eight Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) 
within the borough will be shown on the 
Submission Policies Map that will be submitted 
during the examination before the hearings.  

 

19 
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available from the Surrey Biodiversity Information Centre. 

Annex 2. Priority habitats and species associated with 
BOAs in Reigate & Banstead 

[Recent research for the Surrey Nature Partnership 2017 
publication The State of Surrey’s Nature, has further 
updated this information; various additions or deletions 
are therefore indicted below]. 

ND05 - Priority species (final column) “..Red-shanked 
carder bee, Hornet robberfly, Phantom hoverfly,..” 

ND03 - Priority species (final column) “..Chalk threadwort 
(a liverwort)*, Curly beardless-moss*.. Fungi/Lichens: 
Orange-fruited elm-lichen*, Bacidia incompta, Placidium 
(=Catapyrenium) michelii*, Toninia sedifolia (all lichens), 
Black tooth, Carroty false-truffle*, Flea’s ear, Sandy 
stiltball, Violet crowncup (all fungi) 

Vertebrates: ..Great crested newt; Barbastelle, 
Bechstein’s bat..” 

WG010 - Priority species (final column) “..5-banded tailed 
digger wasp, Phoenix fly..” 

WG011: Holmethorpe and Bay Pond Holmesdale. 
Priority species (final column) “..Yellowhammer; Adder, 
Common lizard,..” 

Figure - Extent of Biodiversity Opportunity Areas 
across Reigate & Banstead – comment ditto that for Figure 



 

  

10 

Prescribed 
Body 

Transport for 
London  

Proposed Policy TAP1 and Annex 4: 

• Transport for London supports a restraint based 
approach to car parking within London boroughs 
as set out in the London Plan.  

• Parking policies within Reigate & Banstead 
should take account of the potential for cross 
boundary journeys and be designed to 
encourage sustainable travel options and 
minimise additional car trips for travel across the 
London boundary. This will be particularly 
relevant for growth areas or large development 
sites on cross boundary routes.  

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council has 
sought to balance policies to provide 
adequate parking whilst still encouraging 
sustainable travel options and minimise car 
trips.   

• It is important to recognise that the nature of 
travel and movement in Reigate & Banstead 
does generally differ from the London 
context as the borough includes some more 
rural areas, however the parking standards 
do allow variation dependent on the 
accessibility of a development which will 
assist in reducing parking numbers in high 
accessibility areas. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Transport for 
London 

Proposed Policy INF1: 

• A number of Transport for London bus services 
run into Reigate & Banstead.  

• As such, Transport for London 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.  

• Comments on proposed policy INF1 are 
noted - a revised proposed policy INF1 is 
included in Theme 3.  

• An updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan has 
been prepared. 

• The adopted Core Strategy also covers 
infrastructure provision (including public 
transport)  

18 



 

  

• Transport for London 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 cross 
boundary routes.  

Prescribed 
Body 

Transport for 
London 

• Reiterated the points made at Regulation 18 
• Since the previous round of consultation, the 

draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy has been 
published and the new draft London Plan is now 
out for consultation. We would be grateful, if you 
would consider extending some of the Mayor’s 
strategic transport policy objectives to the 
borough including the promotion of Healthy 
Streets, rebalancing the transport system 
towards walking, cycling and public transport, 
improving air quality and reducing road danger. 
In this context, TfL welcomes the inclusion of a 
number of projects in the Infrastructure Delivery 
Schedule that are specifically designed to 
improve bus and rail provision and to promote 
active travel 

• Various policies and site allocations in the 
DMP (i.e. Policy TAP1, DES9, ERM2/3, 
RED8, SSW2) have been drafted to seek to 
encourage and support sustainable travel 
options, particularly from new development, 
as well as the improvement of air quality 
and road safety.  These sit alongside a 
number of policies in the Core Strategy 
which also seek to achieve these objectives 
(i.e. Policy CS17: Travel options and 
accessibility).   

• However, Surrey County Council prepare a 
Surrey Transport Plan which covers these 
objectives/elements from a more strategic 
viewpoint and will lead on measures, 
interventions and policy tools.  Where 
appropriate, current and projected projects 
have been reflected in the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. 

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Mayor of 
London 

• Support the more specific response by Transport 
for London (see comments above) 

• In terms of the wider context, there are strategic 

• In preparing the draft DMP RBBC is taking 
account of strategic issues and the wider 
context.  In this regard, RBBC is proposing 

18 



 

  

issues, which may bear on the relationship 
between London, the wider South East and 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council. I am only 
highlighting a few issues the Borough may more 
generally wish to consider. The Borough sits 
within the ‘Wandle Valley’ Coordination Corridor 
extending southwards from London. These 
corridors are recognised in Policy 2.3 of the 
London Plan for the co-ordination of planning 
and investment. Also within this context, it may 
be useful to explore relevant economic linkages 
with south London further. It may also be useful 
to understand your consideration of land for 
industry and logistics and the role this may play 
within the wider area. 

• In terms of housing need, underpinning some of 
the proposed DMP policies, the Council may 
wish to reassure itself that long term migration 
patterns as well as the shorter term 2012-based 
Subnational Population Projections (SNPP), 
which underpin the standard CLG household 
projections, are considered.   

a strategic employment site south of Horley 
which could provide 200,000 sqm of B1 (a-
c) space.  Our evidence suggests this will 
meet RBBC needs and will also be able to 
accommodate the needs of neighbouring 
boroughs and have a positive effect on 
economic growth in the wider area.  

• RBBC's current housing target has been 
tested through the adopted RBBC Core 
Strategy adopted in 2014 which plans to 
deliver an annual average of 460 homes per 
year between 2012 and 2027. In his report, 
the Inspector concluded that this figure was 
able to provide for housing need arising 
from the local population and allowed for 
some continuing in-migration, including from 
London. However he also concluded that 
the Council had demonstrated that it was 
not able to fully meet its objectively 
assessed needs (which were concluded as 
being 600-640 homes per year). We are 
seeking to maximise development within our 
urban areas, and also exploring 
opportunities for Green Belt release.  
Despite this we still don't have capacity to 
meet our own OAN, therefore we are not in 
a position to accommodate any unmet 
needs arising from neighbouring authorities. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 

• The MMO is also the authority responsible for 
processing and determining harbour orders in 
England and for granting consent under various 
local Acts and orders regarding harbours. A 

• Reigate & Banstead do not have any 
applicable water sources or applicable 
development.   

• In addition, Reigate & Banstead Borough 

18 



 

  

wildlife licence is also required for activities that 
that would affect a UK or European protected 
marine species. 

• As the marine planning authority for England the 
MMO is responsible for preparing marine plans 
for English inshore and offshore waters. At its 
landward extent, a marine plan will apply up to 
the mean high water springs mark, which 
includes the tidal extent of any rivers.  As marine 
plan boundaries extend up to the level of the 
mean high water spring tides mark, there will be 
an overlap with terrestrial plans which generally 
extend to the mean low water springs mark. 
Marine plans will inform and guide decision 
makers on development in marine and coastal 
areas.  Planning documents for areas with a 
coastal influence may wish to make reference to 
the MMO’s licensing requirements and any 
relevant marine plans to ensure that necessary 
regulations are adhered to. All public authorities 
taking authorisation or enforcement decisions 
that affect or might affect the UK marine area 
must do so in accordance with the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act and the UK Marine Policy 
Statement unless relevant considerations 
indicate otherwise.  

• If you are consulting on a mineral/waste plan or 
local aggregate assessment, the MMO 
recommend reference to marine aggregates is 
included and reference to be made to referenced 
documents. The NPPF informed MASS guidance 
requires local mineral planning authorities to 

Council are not consulting on a 
mineral/waste plan or local aggregate 
assessment and are not the local mineral 
planning authorities. 



 

  

prepare Local Aggregate Assessments, these 
assessments have to consider the opportunities 
and constraints of all mineral supplies into their 
planning regions – including marine. This means 
that even land-locked counties, may have to 
consider the role that marine sourced supplies 
(delivered by rail or river) play – particularly 
where land based resources are becoming 
increasingly constrained.  

Prescribed 
Body 

Highways 
England 

Policy TAP1: 
• It is noted and welcomed that the council are 

taking an active approach to sustainable public 
transport to better manage demand on the 
highway network for the movement of people 
and goods.  This approach is preferred against 
the initial building of new infrastructure which 
should be viewed as a final resort. In relation to 
policy TAP1 we note that there is an 
expectation that where highway improvements 
are required they are to be safe for all road 
users, designed to current adopted standards 
(in relation to the strategic hierarchy of the 
road) and do not worsen any existing 
congestion on the road network.  The 
sustainable transport initiatives contained with 
para 3 are welcomed and our thoughts were 
that this para could be more prominent within 
the policy such that it was in the forefront of 
any applicants considerations along with 
enhancement of existing public transport 
services prior to considerations about highway 
improvements.     

• The following wording has been added to 
proposed policy TAP1: "e) Incorporate 
pedestrian and cycle routes within and 
through the site, linking to the wider 
sustainable transport network where 
possible, especially in and to the borough’s 
town centres. Opportunities to enhance 
existing public transport services should be 
considered prior to considerations about 
highway improvements." 

• All parts of policy must be adhered to so we 
do not think it will achieve anything if that 
part of the policy is moved. 

18 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Highways 
England 

Highway concerns: 

• Concerned that the cumulative effect of 
development proposals have the potential to 
impact on the safe and efficient operation of the 
strategic road network, in this case 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 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.   

• 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.   

• 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. 

• We note Highway England’s concerns with 
the 2016 Strategic Highways Assessment, 
and continue to work with the HE and 
Surrey County highways to constructively 
consider and resolve these issues.  

• We welcome the Highway England’s 
support for working constructively through 
the remainder of the Development 
Management Plan process, including 
producing a statement of common ground to 
assist the Plan Inspector.  

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031.  

• Although its base-date is 2009, the 
highways network has been audited and 
updated to reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.   

• It is a strategic highway model, and is not 
able to consider the precise composition of 
a proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  

• This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

18 



 

  

• The proposed Horley strategic employment 
site (HOR9) is shown by the modelling to 
have a potential to generate over 1750 
vehicle trips in both peak time periods.   

• The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this proposed 
development 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.  

• The largest impacts were found to be on the 
A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of vehicles 
following the main corridors including the 
A217, A23 and M23 and the M25 between 
Junction 9 Leatherhead and Junction 8 
Reigate.  

• Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on the 
M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 during 
AM peak.  

• The transport modelling also considers 
cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

• The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the B2036 
Balcombe Road.  

• The proposed policy allocation for the 



 

  

Horley employment site includes a 
requirement for a Transport Assessment to 
be submitted as part of the planning 
application, which demonstrates that the site 
would have 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.  

• The policy allocation also includes 
stipulations regarding highways access and 
sustainable transport modes. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Highways 
England 

It is noted and welcomed that the council are taking an 
active approach to sustainable public transport to better 
manage demand on the highway network for the 
movement of people and goods. Preferred against the 
initial building of new infrastructure which should be 
viewed as a final resort. In relation to Policy TAP1, 
Highways England notes that there is an expectation that 
where highway improvements are required they are to be 
safe for all road users, designed to current adopted 
standards (in relation to the strategic hierarchy of the 
road) and do not worsen any existing congestion on the 
road network.  The sustainable transport initiatives 
contained within this policy are welcomed 

• Commented is noted  19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Highways 
England 

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 concerns raised by Highways England as 
Strategic Highways Authority are noted.  

The Strategic Highways Assessment Report 
(SHAR) Oct 2017, produced by Surrey County 
Council as the Local Highways Authority for 

19 



 

  

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, 
potential strategic employment site. 

Highways England has 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 

borough, was based on the most up to date 
strategic model used by Surrey County Council, as 
the local highways authority, at that time (mid-
2017).  

The SHAR found that the cumulative impact of the 
modelled traffic arising from “Scenario C” (the DMP 
without strategic employment site HOR9) is not 
substantial, and that it is likely that any local 
impacts could be addressed through a combination 
of hard and soft measures identified through the 
planning application process.  

The DMP includes requirements that will provide 
hard and soft mitigation, including those projects 
set out the Infrastructure Schedule at Annex 6, and 
site allocation requirements, such as improved 
pedestrian and cycle links and travel plans. 

The 2017 SHAR also concluded that the traffic 
impacts arising from Scenario B (the whole DMP) 
have potential to be “severe” unless mitigation can 
be identified, either in the form of infrastructure 
improvements, significant reductions in vehicular 
trips, or both.  

It is important to note that as a strategic transport 
model, the 2017 SHAR did not include any 
mitigation, including opportunities for use of 
sustainable transport modes, instead modelling 
100% of trips on the road network (necessary at 
the strategic level), which is considered to be a 



 

  

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.  

“worst case” scenario, and unlikely to happen in 
reality.  

This is particularly significant in considering 
potential impacts of sites such as HOR9, which are 
well located in relation to opportunities for 
sustainable travel, by both public transport and 
active modes.    

The Council has been in discussion with Highways 
England regarding its view on likely impacts of both 
Scenario C and Scenario B.  

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.   

This site-specific transport technical evidence 
proposes mitigation in the form of highways works 
(specifically a new access spur from the J9a M23), 
limited vehicle access from Balcombe Road for 
local traffic (so that traffic with a local origin is not 
unnecessarily routed onto the strategic road 
network), and modal shift increasing over the years 
of the site delivery to significantly reduce trips by 



 

  

private road vehicle.  

Other “hard and soft” transport mitigation measures 
have been proposed by the site promoter in its 
Regulation 19 DMP comments.  

The Council and its Transport Consultant have 
considered the transport modelling and 
assessment work carried out by the site promoter’s 
Transport Consultant, and considers that the 
proposed mitigation would likely overcome 
Highways England’s concerns regarding likely 
“severe” impact of the development on the strategic 
road network (including those set out in its email of 
22 December 2017). This will be explored further 
through a Statement of Common Ground (SofCG) 
which the Council and Highways England have 
committed to preparing. The SoCG will be 
submitted to inform the examination hearings. 

 

The SofCG with Highways England will include 
consideration of the issues raised by Highways 
England in its email of 22 December 2017, and 
whether the all the available information, including 
proposed mitigation still points to the likelihood of a 
“severe residual impact” on the strategic road 
network.   

Specific Thames Strategic Objective SC8: This requirement was already included in the 
document under proposed policy DES6(1)(g), 
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consultee  Water • The EA has designated the Thames Water 
region to be seriously water stressed which 
reflects the extent to which available water 
resources are used.  

• Future pressures on water resources will 
continue to increase and key factors are 
population growth and climate change.  

• Propose making specific reference in policy to 
the mains water consumption target of 110litres 
per head per day.  

but has now been moved to CCF1 – Climate 
change mitigation 

Specific 
consultee  

Thames 
Water 

Proposed Strategic Objective SC9: 

• Flood risk strategy/ policy should include 
reference to sewer flooding and an acceptance 
that flooding could occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development which off site 
infrastructure is not in place ahead of the 
development.  

Reference to sewer flooding has been included 
in the proposed infrastructure policy INF1 (4) 
and is mentioned in the reasons section of the 
same policy 

18 

Specific 
consultee  

Thames 
Water 

Proposed Strategic Objective PS4: 

• Supports the objective in principle including the 
reference to utilities infrastructure.  

• Suggests that there should be a separate policy 
dealing with both water supply and wastewater 
infrastructure as they are essential to all 
development.  

• Proposed policy and supporting words 
suggested. 

Policy INF1 includes a requirement to ensure 
adequate connections to water supply, and 
adequate wastewater treatment infrastructure 
before a development is occupied. 

18 

Specific 
consultee  

Thames 
Water 

Site Allocation KBH1: 

• Expresses concerns regarding wastewater and 
drainage capacities and their ability to support 

The proposed development site has now been 
granted planning permission and is therefore 
no longer a proposed site allocation.  

18 



 

  

development in this location.  
Specific 
consultee  

Thames 
Water 

• Support Policy INF1 - it is in line with our 
previous representations and specifically refers 
to water supply and waste water infrastructure.  

• 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. (See NPPF paragraph 
156, and 162). National Planning Practice 
Guidance includes a section on ‘water supply, 
wastewater and water quality’ (see in particular 
paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-
20140306).  

• Support the DMP where it requires the timely 
provision of infrastructure/phasing of 
development and the specific reference to water 
supply and waste-water treatment infrastructure 
at paragraph 4.9.6.  

• However, the DMP should also facilitate the 
implementation of such water supply/waste water 
infrastructure to avoid undue delay. 

• Thames Water request that the following 
additional supporting text is included: “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 

• Comment is noted  
• The additional wording is not considered 

necessary. 
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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.” 
 

Specific 
consultee  

Thames 
Water 

• Policy CCF2 - support the policy in principle, but 
consider improvements are required in relation to 
water and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure. 
The NPPG states that a sequential approach 
should be used by local planning authorities in 
areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding 
other than from river and sea, which includes 
"Flooding from Sewers". When reviewing 
development and flood risk it is important to 
recognise that water and/or sewerage 
infrastructure may be required to be developed in 
flood risk areas.  

• Flood risk sustainability objectives should 
therefore accept that water and sewerage 
infrastructure development may be necessary in 
flood risk areas. Flood risk sustainability 
objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer 
flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can 
occur away from the flood plain as a result of 
development where off site sewerage 
infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead 
of development.  

• We support Policy CCF2 part 4). Limiting the 
opportunity for surface water entering the foul 
and combined sewer networks is of critical 

• This is considered to be covered by 
paragraph 4.9.13 of the Explanation to 
Policy INF1.  

• The need for developers to consider risk of 
sewer flooding is included in Policy INF1 – 
Infrastructure 
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importance to Thames Water.  
• Make specific reference to sewer flooding and an 

acceptance that flooding could occur away from 
the flood plain as a result of development where 
off site infrastructure is not in place ahead of 
development. 

  • To enable TW to provide more specific 
comments, TW would value the inclusion of the 
Council's/developer’s aspirations for each site. 
For example, an indication of the type and scale 
of development together with the anticipated 
timing of development – e.g. an approximate 
number of dwellings per site. 

• Thames Water has provided comments from 
desktop assessments on water supply, 
sewerage/waste water network and waste water 
treatment infrastructure in relation to the 
proposed development sites, but more detailed 
modelling may be required to refine the 
requirements. 

• TW has some concerns regarding wastewater 
treatment infrastructure capacity for identified 
sites : 
Policy RED9 : East Surrey Hospital, Policy BAN2 
: The Horseshoe, Banstead,  Policy HOR9 : 
Horley Strategic Business Park where 
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is available ahead of 

• This information has been provided (as it 
was at Regulation 18 stage) when TW 
considered and provided comments on 
likely adequacy of existing infrastructure to 
cope with each site’s proposed 
development.  Only two exceptions; HOR9, 
for which details were provided between 
Reg 18 and Reg 19, and East Surrey 
Hospital, which is a new allocation site at 
Reg 19.  

• This is outlined in the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan, following information provided by TW 
at Regulation 18 stage.  

• Recommend adding to “Requirements” in 
Site Allocation Policies for sites HOR9, and 
RED9 and BAN2 .  Add specific wording to 
Site Allocation Policy HOR9 and RED9 
East Surrey Hospital and BAN2, that : 

“Early discussions with Thames Water are 
needed regarding the adequacy of wastewater 
treatment infrastructure capacity to cope with 
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development.  proposed development.” 

 
Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy EMP1 
• Suggests the inclusion of “waste management” 

in EMP1 so that it is clear that waste 
management is a potentially acceptable use in 
such areas.  

• The reasons section continues to note that 
“this policy recognises that there are a small 
number of established business locations in 
the borough which are particularly suited to 
industrial and distribution businesses which 
may include warehousing, manufacturing 
and waste management”.   This is continued 
sufficient to cover this point.   

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

• The plan addresses the promotion of recycling 
facilities in new development but makes no 
reference to the benefits of using recycled 
aggregates.  

• SCC would like to see design policies specifically 
include the promotion of sustainable construction 
and demolition techniques that provide for the 
efficient use of minerals including a proportion of 
recycled or secondary aggregates. 

• Core Strategy CS10 and CS11 both refer to 
sustainable construction.  

• Wording has been added to policy CCF1 
reasoned justification as follows: 
“Sustainable construction methods and 
materials, such as the use of recycled or 
secondary aggregates, should be 
considered”.  

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy EMP4 
• Questions whether there will separate guidance 

of appropriate marketing materials required to 
demonstrate that there is no prospect of the 
retention or redevelopment of employment sites 
for employment uses.  

• Annex 3 in the Regulation 19 Development 
Management Plan outlines updated 
marketing requirements.  

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy OSR1: 

• OSR 1 recognises that education provision 
might present special circumstances. This is 
welcomed as it reflects paragraph 72 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. We do 

• Reassurance can be given that not all 
school playing fields have been designated 
as urban open space.  

• Playing fields have had to go through the 
same screening process as all other 

18 



 

  

Body however consider it unnecessary to designate 
and stringently protect school playing fields as 
Urban Open Space as they are already 
protected from inappropriate development by 
the National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraph 74).  

• Unnecessary additional barriers to school 
development schemes can cost the county 
council additional time and money as a school 
provider and potentially impact on the provision 
of improved facilities to local communities. 
Expansion can sometimes only be feasibly 
accommodated by extending a school onto part 
of the school playing fields. We are pleased to 
see that Policy OSR1 makes some allowance 
for this situation, although we hope that not all 
school playing fields will be designated Urban 
Open Space.  

potential UOS sites, and must be 
considered to be suitably open, accessible, 
characterful, or environmentally important to 
qualify for UOS designation.  

• It is appropriate to designate the most 
important open spaces in the borough, 
including school playing fields where 
necessary, in order to provide an adequate 
level of certainty within the plan and to 
ensure that proposed policy OSR1 can 
require alternative open spaces to be 
provided in the event that UOS land has to 
be lost.  

• It is also appropriate to ensure that the 
process of designating UOS is applied 
consistently across the borough, rather than 
excluding a particular type of space.  

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy NHE10:  

• Evidence base and justification for policies NHE7 
- 10 The borough's archaeological 
Supplementary Planning Guidance, which is 
referenced in the supporting "Reason" below the 
policy dates from 1993 and contains numerous 
references that are now out of date or have been 
superseded by subsequent innovations in policy 
and practice. We therefore recommend that this 
Guidance is rewritten to reflect current practice. 
Our heritage team would be pleased to advise 
further on this if required. 

• Concerned that the archaeological principles set 

• There will be the opportunity to update the 
Archaeological SPG once the Development 
Management Plan is adopted. 

• Proposed policy NHE10 (now NHE9) - all of 
the heritage policies have been combined to 
reduce repetition and provide a more 
comprehensive cover of heritage assets.  

• However, suggested wording has been 
included in this new combined policy.  

18 



 

  

out in proposed policy NHE10 do not specify any 
provisions for archaeological work post-
determination. NPPF (paragraph 141) is clear 
that local planning authorities should "...require 
developers to record and advance understanding 
of the significance of any heritage assets to be 
lost... and to make this evidence (and any 
archive generated) publicly accessible". We 
therefore recommend the insertion of an 
additional clause within policy NHE10, along the 
lines of: 4) Where research indicates remains of 
archaeological significance will be, or are likely to 
be encountered on a site, the Borough Council 
will require submission and agreement of 
schemes for the proper investigation of the site, 
recording of any evidence, archiving of 
recovered material and the publication of the 
results of the archaeological work as appropriate, 
in line with accepted national professional 
standards. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation RTC1: 

• Marketfield Way / High Street, Redhill (page 
119) - What would be required to support 
development of this site should it be allocated? 
Please include Consideration of town centre 
parking needs/demand 

• No longer in the DMP as has planning 
permission 

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation RTC3:  

• Royal Mail Sorting Office, Redstone Hill, Redhill 
(page 121) - What would be required to support 
development of this site should it be allocated? 

• No longer in the DMP as they have 
requested it be removed 

18 



 

  

Body Please include: Consideration of access and 
impact on the local highway network 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy RED3:  

• Please include: Appropriate improvements to 
pedestrian access onto Hooley Lane, such as a 
new footway across the site frontage and/or a safe 
crossing point to allow access to the footway on 
the northern side of Hooley Lane 

• Proposed site allocation RED3 is not 
included within the Regulation 19 
Development Management Plan.  

• The site has since achieved planning 
permission for residential development.  

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation RED4: 

• Please include: appropriate improvements to 
site access onto Mansfield Drive 

• Suggested wording has been added. 18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation RED6: 

• Please include: appropriate improvements to 
site access onto Radstock Way 

• Suggested wording has been added. 18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation SSW2  

• Infrastructure: Please amend as follows: 
- Improvements to the local highway network, 
including the Dovers Green Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction and Slipshatch Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction.   
- Improvements to the Woodhatch junction. At 
the application stage developers would be required 
to carry out a feasibility study and transport 

• Policy has been updated as follows:  
- Improvements to the local highway 

network, including the Dovers Green 
Road/Sandcross Lane junction and 
Slipshatch Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction 

- Submission of a Transport Assessment 
as part of a planning application, to 
include consideration of impacts on the 
junction of Woodhatch Road/A217 
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modelling at this junction, and where necessary 
contribute to any improvements and interventions 
required, with respect to the impact of additional 
traffic on safety, capacity and efficiency of this 
junction 

Dovers Green Road/Prices Road. Where 
necessary to contribute to any 
improvements and interventions 
required, with respect to the impact of 
additional traffic on safety, capacity and 
efficiency of this junction. 

 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation SSW7 (now SSW6 and SSW7) 

• Infrastructure: Woodhatch Junction: At the 
planning application stage developers would be 
required to carry out a feasibility study and 
transport modelling at this junction, and where 
necessary contribute to any improvements and 
interventions required, with respect to the impact 
of additional traffic on safety, capacity and 
efficiency of this junction 

• Policy has been updated as follows:  
- Submission of a Transport Assessment 

as part of a planning application, to 
include consideration of impacts on the 
junction of Woodhatch Road/ A217 
Dovers Green Road/Prices Road. Where 
necessary to contribute to any 
improvements and interventions 
required, with respect to the impact of 
additional traffic on safety, capacity and 
efficiency of this junction 

 

18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation SSW9: 

• Please amend as follows:  
- Improvements to the local highway network, 
including the Dovers Green Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction and Slipshatch Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction.   
- Improvements to the Woodhatch junction. At 
the planning application stage developers would 
be required to carry out a feasibility study and 
transport modelling at this junction, and where 

• Policy has been updated as follows:  
- Improvements to the local highway 

network, including the Dovers Green 
Road/Sandcross Lane junction and 
Slipshatch Road/Sandcross Lane 
junction 

- Submission of a Transport Assessment 
as part of a planning application, to 
include consideration of impacts on the 
junction of Woodhatch Road/A217 
Dovers Green Road/Prices Road. 
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necessary contribute to any improvements and 
interventions required, with respect to the impact 
of additional traffic on safety, capacity and 
efficiency of this junction 

Where necessary to contribute to any 
improvements and interventions 
required, with respect to the impact of 
additional traffic on safety, capacity and 
efficiency of this junction 

 
Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation HOR1: 

• Please include improvements to the existing 
subway adjacent to the site to provide a pedestrian 
and cycle link to Horley Station. 

• Suggested wording added. 18 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation NWH1: 

• The county council’s transport development 
planning team has concerns about this site for the 
development of up to 75 dwellings.  
• This section of Meath Green Lane is a 
narrow, winding, country lane, which is subject to a 
40mph speed limit. There are no pedestrian, cycle 
or bus facilities along this section, and the lane 
often floods in this location.  
• For these reasons, there should be no 
vehicular access at all from the site onto Meath 
Green Lane. Consideration must therefore be 
given to providing access to the site via the North 
West Sector access points/link roads. 

• Wording updated to read: Vehicular access 
should not be from Meath Green Lane, 
primary highway access is to be through the 
North West Sector access points/link roads 
to prevent rat running. 

18 



 

  

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation NWH2: 

• States that “safe highway access onto the 
A23 Bonehurst Road” would be required to support 
development on this site. 
• The county council’s transport development 
planning team is not satisfied that safe or suitable 
access onto the A23 could be achieved.  
• Traffic signals have recently been 
implemented at the Crossoak Lane junction to the 
north of the site, and the carriageway of Bonehurst 
Lane has been reduced from 3 lanes to 2 lanes to 
facilitate the implementation of pedestrian refuge 
islands, both as part of the Horley North East 
Sector development. This has led to increased 
queuing and delays along the A23. Access to the 
site is likely to necessitate the provision of either a 
right turn lane or a traffic signal junction on the 
A23, which would have a further impact on 
queuing and congestion on this heavily trafficked 
road.  
• The county council’s transport development 
planning team strongly advises that consideration 
is given to providing access via the existing 
residential roads to the west and/or south of the 
site. 

• Concerns were passed to the landowner 
and they have confirmed that access is not 
possible from existing residential roads to 
the west and/or south of the site.   

• However, having done some initial 
investigation, they are confident that safe 
access onto the A23 can be achieved and 
this would have to be tested further at the 
planning application stage.   

• The site allocation requires safe highway 
access onto the A23 Bonehurst Road. 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation HOR9: 

• The County Council’s Transport Development 
Planning Team has concerns regarding the 
transportation impact of providing an employment 
development of the scale proposed in this location.  

• 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.   

• We continue to work with the Surrey County 
Council strategic transport modelling team 
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• From a civil engineering point of view, the 
existing roundabout is not designed for a fourth 
arm, and there is likely to be difficulty in providing 
access to the site from the M23 spur due to a 
difference in levels.  
• 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.  
• 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. Key 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. 

who have assessed the cumulative impacts 
as well as Highways England 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy Context for TAP1-2 
• The section entitled Policy Context for TP1 -2 
sets out relevant paragraphs from the NPPF and 
Core Strategy on transport related matters. 
However, there are some key 

• Noted - the final document is unlikely to 
include replication of these policies in the 
same way but will include where applicable 
the suggested wording 
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Body paragraphs/sentences that have not been 
included. We therefore recommend inclusion of the 
red text is incorporated in the Policy Context. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy TAP1 

We strongly advise that proposed policy TAP1 is 
amended to take account of the suggested 
amendments and comments: 
 
• 1ai) The word ‘unnecessarily’ should be 
added. 
• 1aii) Development that involves an increase 
in dwellings or gross floor area may lead to an 
increase in vehicular movements, and hence could 
result in increased traffic congestion on the local 
highway network. However, the county council’s 
transport development planning team would only 
object if it was considered that the increase in 
traffic would have a material or severe impact on 
the safety and operation of the adjoining public 
highway. The word ‘materially’ should therefore be 
added. 
• 1aiii) Although the cumulative impacts of 
development will be considered, it should be noted 
that the county council’s transport development 
planning team will continue to assess each and 
every planning application on its own merits, taking 
into account site-specific considerations. 
• 1bi) The Highway Authority does not require 
roads that are to remain private to be designed to 
the same standards as roads that are to be 
adopted. 

• TAP1 - 1a)I and 1a)ii - Suggested wording 
added  

• 1aiii) Comment noted  
• 1bi) - It is suggested that the wording be 

amended to read "complies with currently 
adopted highway standards and guidance, 
(including roads which will not be adopted 
by the Highways Authority, unless evidence 
can be provided to clearly demonstrate a 
scheme would be safe, accessible and in 
accordance with other policies)."   It is 
appreciated that the Highway Authority does 
not require roads which will remain private 
to be designed to the same standards as 
roads that are to be adopted but the 
Borough Council would like to see a 
consistent approach to delivery of roads 
unless evidence can show that a private 
road scheme would be safe, accessible and 
in accordance with other policies, the latter 
wording recognising that innovative design 
should not be stifled. This wording reflects 
the Surrey Design Guide which states that 
"The aim of this Appendix is to ensure a 
high standard of design in line with the 
objectives of Surrey Design. Schemes with 
road layouts that meet this standard of 
design will also be adoptable by the 
Highway Authority. Even if it is not the 
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• 1biii) “allows for effective access by service 
and emergency vehicles at all times without 
restriction, including adequate width to ensure 
there is no obstruction from parked vehicles” - 
Does this just apply to new roads within a 
development, or does it also apply to new 
development on existing roads? There are existing 
residential roads in the borough where access by 
service and emergency vehicles is already 
hindered or restricted by parked cars and the 
narrow width of the carriageway. If new 
developments on these roads were to lead to 
additional cars parking on the carriageway, the 
county council’s transport development planning 
team would only object if it was considered that the 
additional cars would materially worsen the 
existing situation. 
• 1c) SCC transport development planning 
team is not happy with the wording of (c) for two 
reasons: First, when assessing the car parking 
provision in new developments, the Highway 
Authority will always take into account specific 
local circumstances, such as the accessibility of 
the location and local levels of car ownership. So if 
a new development is located in a very accessible 
location, the Highway Authority will usually accept 
a reduced parking provision. Therefore, the level of 
car parking proposed may not always accord with 
adopted standards but may still be considered 
adequate. Second, the wording of the last 
sentence is ambiguous, as it is not clear what 
would be classed as an “unacceptable impact” on 

intention of the developer to have the roads 
adopted, the design requirements will still 
apply." Manual for streets also notes that: 
"Where a developer wishes the streets to 
remain private, some highway authorities 
have entered into planning obligations with 
the developer under section 106 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990,16 
which requires the developer to construct 
the new streets to the authority’s standards 
and to maintain them in good condition at all 
times." However, Manual for Streets also 
recognises that strict adherence to 
standards can restrict hence the suggestion 
of further wording to support a more flexible 
approach. 

• b) iii -  It is proposed that the following be 
added to the policy to clarify the difference 
between new roads and existing road 
layouts: "allows access by service vehicles 
(including refuse vehicles) and emergency 
vehicles at all times without restriction, 
including adequate width to ensure there is 
no obstruction from parked vehicles.  On 
existing road layouts, new development 
must not materially worsen the existing 
access for service and emergency vehicles 
and look to improve it where possible." 

• 1C) -  The local standards caveat that if the 
development is in a very sustainable 
location reduced parking will be acceptable. 
A note has been added to the parking 



 

  

on-street parking. It should be noted that the 
county council’s transport development planning 
team will only raise objections regarding parking if 
there is a shortfall that would lead to danger on the 
adjoining highway, e.g. if displacement parking 
were to take place in locations where it would be 
considered dangerous such as at a junction, or 
where it would create an obstruction or safety 
hazard to other highway users such as on a 
footway. The county council’s transport 
development planning team will not raise 
objections to a shortfall in parking on amenity 
grounds. If a new development were to lead to 
displacement parking on a road where there is 
already high demand/pressure for on-street 
parking, this would not necessarily result in a 
highway safety issue. It is for the Local Planning 
Authority to consider whether displacement 
parking from a development would adversely affect 
the amenities of local residents, or detract from the 
character of the area. 
• 2) For developments which are likely to 
generate significant amounts of movement, a 
Transport Assessment and a Travel Plan will be 
required. 

standards to make clear that lower levels of 
parking may be required within or close to 
town centres. Words added to policy "A 
lower amount of parking may be required in 
areas within or close to town centres.” 

• 1C) - It is proposed that wording is updated 
as follows: "Development should not result 
in unacceptable levels of on-street parking 
demand in existing or new streets."  It is felt 
that this is clearer that it is about parking 
pressure, which as you note is something 
that the LPA can take into consideration.   

• TAP1  2) - suggested wording has been 
added 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Transport: 

• Saved Borough Local Plan 2005 Policy MO1 
provides for the safeguarding of highway land 
outside the highway boundary for highway 
improvements to improve the road network in 
Reigate Town Centre.  

• The land for this highways scheme has 
been protected by policy designation MO1 
since the adoption of the Borough Plan in 
2005.  

• This policy designation is "saved" 
indefinitely until we replace it with a new 
policy or plan.  
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• These improvements are indicated on the 
Reigate Town Centre inset map of the Borough 
Local Plan 2005. 
• We consider that the safeguarding provision 
should be carried forward in the Development 
Management Plan.  
• This reiterates our letter dated 16 April 2012 
in response to the consultation on the Proposed 
Submission Core Strategy and Draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan.  
• These proposed road network improvements 
accord with the Core Strategy objective SO17 to 
ensure the continued vitality and viability of 
Reigate town centre and align with policies CS12 
Infrastructure Delivery; CS7 Town and Local 
Centres and Policy CS17: Travel Options and 
Accessibility. 
 

• Whilst your response indicates that you 
would prefer this designation to be carried 
forward, there appears to be no firm plans 
by SCC, or clear indication that SCC has 
plans to take control of this land under its 
CPO powers in order to carry out such road 
improvements. Neither is there any 
indication in SCC's Transport Plans that 
such a scheme is planned.          

 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Site Allocation ERM2/3 

• Concerns as the Waste Planning Authority 
regarding the allocation of the former Copyhold 
site for non-waste related development, as this 
would be in conflict with the adopted Surrey Waste 
Plan 2008.  
• However recognise that the broad location for 
the urban extension, which includes the Copyhold 
site, is already identified in the Local Plan Core 
Strategy.  
• Nevertheless, strongly emphasise the current 
and ongoing need for waste management facilities 
in this part of the county and expect the district and 

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council will 
continue to cooperate with the Waste 
Planning Authority as required as they move 
forward with a new waste plan and consider 
options for the strategic management of 
waste 

• Site allocation ERM2/3 includes a policy 
requirement to consider a suitable buffer 
zone and mitigation measures to ensure 
adequate residential amenity on the 
allocation sites. The reasons section has 
also been updated to provide clarity, as 
follows:  
“The release of housing land will be phased 
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borough to work proactively with the county council 
to ensure that areas in appropriate locations for 
additional waste management facilities can be 
identified and delivered. 
• Any proposals for future residential 
development on the Copyhold site will need to 
address the potential impact on the efficient 
operation of the adjoining Patteson Court waste 
management site with the inclusion in the Plan of 
suitable mitigation measures.  
• Notwithstanding the continuing need for 
waste management capacity in Surrey, if the site 
should be required for residential development we 
would expect that the district and borough will work 
proactively with the county council to ensure that 
areas needed for additional waste management 
facilities can be appropriately located. In addition 
we would require that the impact of future 
residential development fully takes in to account 
the potential impact of this residential development 
on the efficient operation of the adjoining Patteson 
Court waste management site and that suitable 
mitigation measures are adopted and 
implemented. 
• The development of sensitive land uses (such 
as housing) close to operating waste management 
sites can cause problems for their efficient ongoing 
operation. It is therefore essential that any housing 
development on the former Copyhold Works site, 
including land to the west, does not prejudice the 
efficient operation of Patteson Court landfill and 
associated specialist waste management uses. 

in line with Policy MLS1 to ensure that 
operations at Patteson Court are 
substantially completed before residential 
development takes place and are not 
compromised by development of this site. In 
line with advice from Surrey County Council, 
as waste planning authority, care should be 
taken in the site design and layout to 
minimise any environmental concerns 
arising from the Landfill. In particular, 
careful consideration would be required in 
terms of traffic and environmental health 
impacts, including noise and odour.  
4.6.47 A phasing plan will be required for 
this site, informed by the phasing plan for 
the Landfill site. The phasing plan should 
ensure that any potential conflict with 
ongoing waste operations can be 
minimised, and any continuing waste 
operations and site restoration works at 
Patteson Court fully taken into account, 
taking account of circumstances at the time 
and the future of the Landfill site.” 

• Policy MLS1 sets out the order that sites will 
be released for urban extensions.  This site 
has been included as the last site to reflect 
the currently understood timescales, but 
both this policy and ERM2/3 indicate that 
any planning application would have to take 
account of circumstances at the time and 



 

  

This landfill site is of strategic importance and is 
currently programmed to be completed in 2027 
and the site fully restored by December 2030. 
• Potential conflicts should be minimised by 
ensuring: 1) The release of housing land is phased 
in such a way to ensure that operations at 
Patteson Court are substantially completed before 
residential development takes place. The phased 
plan should ensure that any ongoing waste 
operations can be managed to minimise any 
potential conflict; and 2) Any continuing waste 
operations and site restoration works at Patteson 
Court are fully taken into account during the 
master planning of the urban extension. This 
would need to respond to the circumstances at the 
time, but may mean that a substantial buffer is in 
place and that higher density development is 
located towards the existing urban area and 
furthest away from the sensitive site boundary with 
the landfill site. The current indicative layout does 
not satisfactorily address these issues. 

development will need to ensure that the 
landfill sites operation is not compromised.   

 

 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy INF1: 

• Important that the Borough acknowledge the 
fact that waste management is essential 
infrastructure to support new housing and industry 
- in the same way as, for example, schools and 
transport.  
• County council supports the inclusion of 
waste management within the term ‘infrastructure’ 
in proposed policy INF1. This will require 
cooperation with the Waste Planning Authority as it 

• Policy INF1 has been updated but still 
makes reference to waste management  

• RBBC will continue to cooperate with the 
Waste Planning Authority as required as 
they move forward with a new waste plan 
and consider options for the strategic 
management of waste  
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prepares a new waste plan and considers options 
for the strategic management of waste. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy BAN2 - Area C 

Suggest reincorporation of Area C within the 
development site. This would allow the area of open 
space to be retained but better integrated with the 
community and residential uses. 

Similar to other allocations, the important landscape and 
biodiversity features could be protected through 
‘requirements’ set out within the allocation wording.   

Disagree - The Regulation 18 DMP proposed to de-
designate the whole Horseshoe as Urban Open 
Space with the exception of   Banstead Hall Fields, 
Bolters Lane to the north of the built up area.   

This field was included in the suggested site 
allocation area at Regulation 18 stage. However, 
as it was to be retained as designated Urban Open 
Space, any potential development would have had 
to accord with DMP Policy OSR1, and “exceptional” 
development viability grounds as set out in BAN2 at 
the Regulation 18 stage.  

A subsequent review of the Urban Open Space 
Assessment in October 2017 supported the 
continued designation of UOS Area 21 “Banstead 
Hall Fields, Bolters Lane” (the UOS in the northern 
part of Area C). As a result, and due to its physical 
separation from the development site to the south, 
and re-assessment of its development viability, this 
field is now excluded from BAN2 site allocation 
area.   

Should a comprehensive redevelopment scheme 
for site BAN2 prove unviable, DMP Policy DES6 
allows for negotiation, depending on the specifics 
of the site.  
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Additionally, on further consideration of the draft 
site allocation area, it was considered that there are 
no exceptional circumstances which would indicate 
it was acceptable to lose the UOS site 21   

The boundary of UOS site 22 “small areas around 
the Horseshoe” is proposed to be changed as a 
result of the 2017 UOS Assessment and Review. 
The only area of designated UOS site 22 falling 
within the BAN2 allocation site is in the far west 
corner of BAN2 Area B.  

This open space can still be suitably integrated with 
the community and residential uses and would be a 
requirement in line with Policy NHE4.   

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy RTC4 underestimates the potential of the site.  

SCC have been engaged in pre-application discussions 
with RBBC DM Team with regards to 800sqm of youth 
services, library, two start-up units, 64 residential units 
and 81 assisted living units. Feedback has been 
favourable. Capacity should therefore be increased to 
approximately 150 units. 

High level development principles have been 
discussed with the DM Team, and that detailed 
matters will be discussed in the future.  Any final 
design would be dependent on detailed site plans, 
sections and design appraisal to understand 
whether the mentioned scheme would be 
appropriate, as well as an appreciation of impact on 
the setting of the nearby Conservation Area. As 
such, the figure identified in RTC4 is considered 
appropriate given current understanding of the site, 
although you will note it is an approximate figure. 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy RTC4 - Design 

(2) should be amended to read “design to seek to retain 
existing trees and enhance landscaping and green 
infrastructure on site”. 

Agree - This wording may not allow efficient use of 
land in line with national policy.  Propose that 
wording is amended to read: “In addition to 
protected trees, as many trees as possible should 
be retained, along with enhancement of 
landscaping and green infrastructure on site.” 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy RTC5 - Considering the existing building is vacant 
and located within a highly accessible location, in close 
proximity 
to Redhill town centre, SCC is supportive of the principle 
of the allocation for 20 new homes on the site. 

Noted   

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

Policy ERM1 - Transport Assessment required 

Policy should specify that due to its scale, a Transport 
Assessment will be required as part of a planning 
application. This should include consideration of the 
impacts on the A25. 

Requirement for transport assessment to be added 
to policy infrastructure requirements 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

ERM2/3 - Transport impact 

Given the scale of development the Policy should require 
submission of a Transport Assessment as part of the 
planning application, specifically to include consideration 
of impact on the A25. 

Agree - The summary findings of the site 
promoter’s Transport technical Report also notes 
this.  Suggest add this to infrastructure 
requirements in the policy 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

ERM2/3 - Education 

Requirement to assess need for a primary school is prior 
to submission of a planning application rather than when 
the application is delivered.  

Unclear is the developer is required to consider 
cumulative need from other planned sites in the area.  

Timing 

The supporting text acknowledges that the timing of 
delivery of this site is extended to ensure that the 

This is considered to be the most appropriate time 
for reassessment 

 

Yes, it is made clear in the DMP that the need for a 
2FE primary school would not arise solely from 
development of ERM2/3 
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adjacent Patterson Court landfill operations are not 
compromised.  

The landfill site is currently programmed to complete in 
2027 and be fully restored by Dec 2030.  

Given the potential for noise and dust emissions from this 
neighbouring site, the Copyhold site would not seem to 
be an appropriate environment either for housing or for a 
school, prior to the ceasing of operations on Patterson 
Court. 

It is unlikely that a new school will be required until the 
site is delivered.  

It is in the best interest of education provision and 
operation of the landfill for the site not to be developed 
before 2022.  

The Allocation Policy does not provide certainty that a 
school will be provided when needed to meet the needs 
arising from this area. 

The Allocation Policy is unsound, and the following 
changes should be made to ensure infrastructure is 
provided when needed:  

• Assessment of education need must take account 
future forecasts for the wider Redhill and Reigate area 
at the time that the site is scheduled in the plan to 
come forward for development. 

• The site area of the serviced site needs to be clearly 
defined in the Policy as set out in paragraph 2.25 of 

 

 

SCC advice to date is that a school would be 
required to be delivered by 2024.  The site is 
included in the DMP housing trajectory towards the 
end of the plan period. Further discussion through 
the Examinations hearings recommended by the 
Council. 

 

Approximately 90% of the need for the school is 
from natural population growth and from other 
developments.  

 

The site would not be developed before 2022, it is 
not included in the Council’s first five year’s supply, 
and low down on the list under Policy MLS1.   

 

Could add clarity, but likely to be only a few years 
between the planning application being prepared 
and delivery of the development 

Include land area for school in the Policy 

Cross-referencing of policies not necessary 

Delete “Any additional land value to be reimbursed 



 

  

the IDP 
• Wording in paragraph 4.6.46 should be included in 

the Policy (release of the site will be in accordance 
with Policy MLS1) 

• PE3 of the Infrastructure Schedule indicates that 
Surrey County Council will forward fund the 
compensation to the developer for the cost of land 
over and above the developer’s CIL contribution 
needs to be removed.  

 

to developer by Surrey County Council as the Local 
Education Authority).” From PE3 of the 
Infrastructure Schedule at Annex 6.  

Should the CIL liability for the development (to be 
made as a payment in kind) be found to be less 
than reduction in profit for the developer as a result 
of providing 1.5ha of serviced land for a primary 
school compared to 1.5ha of housing (which the 
Borough Council considers unlikely), the County 
and Borough Councils will need to consider 
alternative ways for paying for the land needed for 
a new primary school. This could potentially include 
applications to the Education and Skills Funding 
Agency. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

Policy ERM2/3 Alternative community use 

Lack of clarity of policy in requirement requiring testing 
need for an alternative community use if prior to 
submitting a planning application it is shown that there is 
no need for a new primary school in this location, as no 
indication of the type or scale of alternative community 
use is given, nor the criteria for selecting and testing for 
its need. 

Agree this does not provide the requisite certainty.  
Suggest remove alternative community use 
requirement. 
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Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

Policy ERM2/3 - As the Waste Planning authority, the 
county council welcomes the policy requirement for an 
appropriate buffer zone to the adjoining landfill and for 
mitigation measures to safeguard residential amenity and 
we further support the policy explanation in paragraph 
4.6.46 stating that the release of housing will be phased 
in line with Policy MLS1.  
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However, it is considered that this site-specific constraint 
should also be included as a requirement within Policy 
ERM2/3, to give greater assurance that the operations at 
Patterson Court will not be compromised by the 
premature development of this site. Furthermore, we 
would wish to see greater clarity with regard to what 
precisely is meant by the term, “substantially completed”. 
It should be clear that it refers to permitted landfill 
operations being completed and all associated 
restoration works, presuming that this is what the 
borough council intends to imply.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Officer’s report accompanying the planning 
permission for the extension of time for operation of 
the Landfill until 31 December 2030 (Ref 
RE07/0791) notes that the applicant had estimated 
that landfill operation would need to continue on 
site for an additional 13 years beyond 2014, which 
takes the landfill operation up to 2027. The final 
three years as such would be remediation works.     

Surrey County Council requested through their 
Regulation 18 representation that the release of 
housing was phased in such a way to ensure that 
operations at Patteson Court were ‘substantially 
completed’.   

In the application for the extension of time for 
operation of the Landfill until 31 December 2030 
(Ref RE07/0791) to the waste authority, Biffa 
estimated that the landfill operations would need to 
continue on site for an additional 13 years beyond 
2014 and that approximately 3 years would be 
required after this to continue filling the proposal 
area under the existing current rate of landfilling.  
As such, if completion refers to 31 December 2030 
(as per permission) then substantial completion 
would be related to the landfill operations.  If it is 
shown that due to changes in circumstances in 
landfill rates this could feasibly come forward f 
2027.  



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The county council further supports the requirement in 
paragraph 4.6.47 for a phasing plan for the site to be 
informed by the landfill site. It is that this requirement 

Policy MLS1 links ERM2/3 with an extended 
timescale dependent on ensuring the landfill sites 
operation is not compromised.   

It is acknowledged that should a suitable 
development not be achievable (i.e. due to noise, 
traffic etc) even when the operations of the landfill 
are starting to reduce towards the end of the plan 
period then this site would not be able to come 
forward in this plan period.   

Inclusion of the site does, however, give the 
flexibility if other sites do not deliver as expected, 
and a suitable scheme can be achieved at 
2026/2027 in line with estimations for when the 
landfill operations will start to reduce which is 
dependent on unpredictable circumstances, 
particularly levels of recycling and if waste is to be 
accepted from outside the county which was not 
previously the case as set out in paragraph 69 of 
the Officer’s report accompanying the extension of 
time planning permission (Ref: RE07/0791) .  
However, achievement of the housing target does 
not rely on delivery of this site.  Removal of this site 
from the Green Belt, recognising that at some point 
it will be suitable for development, is also in line 
with the NPPF as it ensures that Green Belt 
boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 
the plan period.   

Suggest moving the first sentence of paragraph 



 

  

should also be included in the wording of Policy ERM2/3 
to ensure that it is realised. 

4.6.47 into the design approach and mitigation 
requirements as follows: 

A phasing plan will be required for this site, 
informed by the phasing plan for the Landfill site. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy HOR9 - 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. 

Although B8 storage and distribution uses and B2 
General Industrial uses are generally considered 
unsuitable for a Strategic Business park, given the 
proximity of the site to Gatwick Airport, there may 
be benefits of discussing at Examination the 
potential for inclusion of a very limited amount of 
B8 in the Policy “Requirements : Uses”, providing 
that these would not be competing with existing 
locations. 
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Policy HOR9 - 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 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. 

Noted 19 



 

  

 Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy HOR9 - Much has been added to this policy in 
terms of the Requirements section relating to design 
since the Regulation 18 Plan, including;  

“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 recognises the need for high quality design 
the policy states that buildings are of “exemplar standard 
of design”. This is an ambiguous requirement however 
SCC supports the ethos of the policy requirement. 
However, the term “sufficient flexibility and adaptability in 
building parameters” could be refined to clarify what is 
required. 

Part of the Policy “Requirements: Design” specifies 
the inclusion of a buffer and open space, as well as 
the protection where possible of existing trees and 
hedgerows.  

The Policy Allocation specifies at least 5 ha of high 
quality public open space, including open space 
and outdoor facilities.  

The Council considers that it would not be suitable 
to be overly prescriptive in the site layout.    

 

 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy HOR9 - 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 

Agree that only the southern part of the site lies 
within this noise contour. 

 

Recommend additional text to  Policy HOR9 
Requirements : Design  

 

“As the southern part of the site is within the 57dB 
LEQ airport noise contour, design of buildings 
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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. 

within this area must ensure an appropriate interior 
environment for users” 
 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

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.” 
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”. 

These heritage assets are subject to consideration 
under DMP Policy NHE9.  
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Specific 
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Surrey County 
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Policy HOR9 - 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. This 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 

The choice of a Strategic Business Park 
(predominantly Grade A offices) is considered to be 
a high profile one, which targets employment 
sectors that are existing strengths in the sub-
region.  

 

The Nathaniel Litchfield report confirms there is a 
demand for office/business park units, which have 
the second highest potential to meet current 
identified needs.  

 

Subsequent work carried out by Chilmark 
(September 2017) suggested that there would be 
demand for the type of development proposed.  

 

Disagree; the site area of 30.8ha, to include at least 
5hextares of public open space fits well with the 
“critical mass” needed for an office / business park. 
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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. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
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Body 
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Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy HOR9 - 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 sq. 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”.  

Agree that there is scope for clarification of the 
acceptable uses on the site, as set out in the Policy 
Allocation (for B1 business uses), the Policy 
Requirement: Uses (predominantly use of the site 
should be for B1a with limited B1b, B1c and non-B 
Class uses), and paragraph 4.8.55 (Up to 
200,000sqm of B1 floorspace predominately 
focussing on B1(a), B1(b) and B1(c).  

 

The Council recommends that this be clarified by 
making two changes to Policy HOR9 through the 
Examination:  

 

It is recommended that the first bullet point of the 
Site Allocation Policy is amended to read :  

A mix of business space for strategic business park 
of predominantly offices employment purposes and 
suitable for a range of occupiers within Class B1 
uses 
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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. 

 

A small factual correction is needed to paragraph 
4.8.55 to delete: “predominantly focussing on B1(a) 
, B1(b) and B1(c) 

These suggested changes will help to clarify that 
the Horely Business Park is predominantly 
focussed on B1(a) offices. 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

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”. 

Noted 19 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Policy HOR9 - 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.   

Noted and welcomed 19 



 

  

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

Policy HOR9 states that development will be subject to a 
number of requirements including, "A secondary access 
from Balcombe Road, and 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.  

 

The concerns raised in relation to site HOR9 by 
Surrey County Council as Local Highways Authority 
are noted.  

The Strategic Highways Assessment (SHAR), Oct 
2017 notes (para 4.5.2) that in the weekday 
average AM peak, the only road link that cannot 
accommodate the planned growth is B2036 
Balcombe Road northbound, as there is already no 
spare it is already congested and would struggle to 
accommodate growth.  

The SHAR acknowledges that ongoing site specific 
assessment work is being undertaken for the 
Horley Strategic Employment Site by the 
promoter's transport consultant in liaison with 
SCC's Transport Development Team, and that a 
site-specific Transport Assessment will be required 
as part of any planning application.  

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  

 

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
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Further modelling work would need to be undertaken to 
understand the impact that this would have on the local 
highway network.  

 

Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  

 

The assessment has considered concerns 
regarding potential impact on both the Strategic 
and the Local Road Network.  

This site-specific transport technical evidence 
proposes mitigation in the form of highways works 
(specifically a new access spur from the J9a M23), 
limited vehicle access from Balcombe Road for 
local traffic (so that it is not unnecessarily routed 
onto the strategic road network), and modal split 
increasing over the years of the site delivery 
through the provision of a Travel Plan to 
significantly reduce trips by private road vehicle.  

Whilst the Regulation 19 HOR9 site allocation 
includes a restriction on vehicle access to the site 
from Balcombe Road (the local road network, at 
Regulation 19 publication stage, the site promoter’s 
Transport Consultant has proposed an alternative, 
with limited access traffic of local origin (which 
would be predominantly from the south) from 
Balcombe Road.  

It would be suitable for the County Council to 
consider the implications of the site promoter’s 
further technical transport assessment work in 
detail. This would include consideration of whether 
the likely residual impact on the local road network 



 

  

is like to be severe, given the mitigation and 
opportunities for sustainable travel suggested (to 
be secure by S106 planning obligation).  

The Councils continue to work together, including 
discussing areas of agreement.   

The Council’s Planning Policy Team and its 
Transport Consultant have considered the technical 
transport assessment work and the mitigation 
proposed by the site promoter’s Transport 
Consultant at the Regulation 19 stage, and 
consider that that on the basis of the mitigation 
proposed, it is likely that the residual cumulative 
impact on the local road network is unlikely to be 
severe.  

 
Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council 
Property 
Services 

Suggest site planning briefs / SPDs for significant sites to 
ensure timely delivery of infrastructure, particularly for 
sites whose delivery extends beyond the plan period.  

 

As set out in the Site Allocation policies, larger site 
allocations will be required to be comprehensively 
master-planned to co-ordinate delivery and phasing 
of development and infrastructure.  

This may be through a masterplan supporting an 
outline planning application and / or a formally 
adopted SPD.   
  

19 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 

Surrey County 
Council 

 

We have concerns in meeting our current forecasted 
need for future education provision in the Redhill/Reigate 
area that will be generated by the development proposed 
in the Local Plan.  

This is as discussed with SCC and as set out in the 
DMP Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
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Body Primary school provision in this area is currently at 
capacity and an additional two form of entry primary 
school is forecast to be needed to serve the 
Redhill/Reigate area.  

This is required to meet the needs of the new 
development planned to come forward from 2022 
onwards.  

Opportunities for permanently expanding existing schools 
are close to being exhausted in this area.  

There is some scope to provide temporary 
accommodation in the shorter term, although it is not 
considered that such arrangements would present an 
optimal solution for a longer term shortfall in provision. 

Our concerns with regard to meeting this need for future 
school provision are focused on Policy ERM2/3, which 
includes a requirement for a school to be provided on the 
former Copyhold site, as the policy provides no firm 
assurance that a school will be delivered.  

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), scheme reference 
PE3 indicates that the County Council is liable to 
compensate the developer for the cost of “any additional 
land value” over and above the developer’s equivalent 
CIL contribution.  

The County Council is not in a position to commit to the 
forward funding of new schools that are required to meet 
the need generated by new development and therefore 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Delete “Any additional land value to be reimbursed 
to developer by Surrey County Council as the Local 
Education Authority).” From PE3 of the 
Infrastructure Schedule at Annex 6.  

Should the CIL liability for the development (to be 
made as a payment in kind) be found to be less 
than reduction in profit for the developer as a result 
of providing 1.5ha of serviced land for a primary 
school compared to 1.5ha of housing (which the 
Borough Council considers unlikely), the County 



 

  

the county council is unable to commit to the liability set 
out in the IDP under scheme reference PE3.  

 

and Borough Councils will need to consider 
alternative ways for paying for the land needed for 
a new primary school. This could potentially include 
applications to the Education and Skills Funding 
Agency.  

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

Policy HOR9 states that development will be subject to a 
number of requirements including, "A secondary access 
from Balcombe Road, and 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, 

The concerns raised in relation to site HOR9 by 
Surrey County Council as Local Highways Authority 
are noted.  

The Strategic Highways Assessment (SHAR), Oct 
2017 notes (para 4.5.2) that in the weekday 
average AM peak, the only road link that cannot 
accommodate the planned growth is B2036 
Balcombe Road northbound, as there is already no 
spare it is already congested and would struggle to 
accommodate growth.  

The SHAR acknowledges that ongoing site specific 
assessment work is being undertaken for the 
Horley Strategic Employment Site by the 
promoter's transport consultant in liaison with 
SCC's Transport Development Team, and that a 
site-specific Transport Assessment will be required 
as part of any planning application.  

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
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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. 

response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  

 

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  

The assessment has considered concerns 
regarding potential impact on both the Strategic 
and the Local Road Network.  

This site-specific transport technical evidence 
proposes mitigation in the form of highways works 
(specifically a new access spur from the J9a M23), 
limited vehicle access from Balcombe Road for 
local traffic (so that it is not unnecessarily routed 
onto the strategic road network), and modal split 
increasing over the years of the site delivery 
through the provision of a Travel Plan to 
significantly reduce trips by private road vehicle.  

Whilst the Regulation 19 HOR9 site allocation 
includes a restriction on vehicle access to the site 
from Balcombe Road (the local road network, at 
Regulation 19 publication stage, the site promoter’s 
Transport Consultant has proposed an alternative, 
with limited access traffic of local origin (which 
would be predominantly from the south) from 
Balcombe Road.  

It would be suitable for the County Council to 



 

  

consider the implications of the site promoter’s 
further technical transport assessment work in 
detail. This would include consideration of whether 
the likely residual impact on the local road network 
is like to be severe, given the mitigation and 
opportunities for sustainable travel suggested (to 
be secure by S106 planning obligation).  

The Councils continue to work together, including 
discussing areas of agreement.   

The Council’s Planning Policy Team and its 
Transport Consultant have considered the technical 
transport assessment work and the mitigation 
proposed by the site promoter’s Transport 
Consultant at the Regulation 19 stage, and 
consider that that on the basis of the mitigation 
proposed, it is likely that the residual cumulative 
impact on the local road network is unlikely to be 
severe.   

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council Property 
Services 

 

Surrey Fire & Rescue Services Headquarters & Training 
Facility at Croydon Road, Reigate 

The DMP is unsound as it fails to allocate Surrey Fire & 
Rescue Services Headquarters & Training Facility at 
Croydon Road, Reigate. This is a suitable, developable 
site that could contribute significant housing numbers to 
the Council’s housing supply in a very sustainable urban 
brownfield location.  

The site should be allocated in any case but in addition, if 

This site is HELAA (January 2018) site RH22). It is 
recorded as being “available” and “achievable”, but 
not currently “developable” due to a question over 
its “suitability” for development.  

 

The outstanding issue in relation to suitability of the 
site relates to the loss of community uses of the 
Fire and Rescue Service.  
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this site were allocated, it may avoid the Council having 
to allocate one or more of the other less sustainable sites 
that are proposed to be allocated in the DMP. 

Allocation of the site would provide certainty for the land 
owners and potential prospective purchasers of the site, 
which is currently being marketed, encouraging 
development of the site in this highly sustainable urban 
location. 

The site has been submitted in a call for sites for the 
Council’s Housing and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA), together with an indicative site 
sketch. The County Council’s HELAA submission form 
and map are included with the Regulation 19 response.  

Details are provided in relation to three aspects in 
particular : 

• Loss of Existing Uses : 
The site currently accommodates a range of Surrey Fire 
and Rescue Service operational functions including 
headquarters and senior command centre, fire 
prevention and fire safety teams, intelligence unit, main 
equipment and uniform stores which can all be relocated 
when needed. 

The secondary emergency response centre will be 
provided within the Reigate Fire Station building. 

The smoke house/fire house training is presently 
provided off-site at Gatwick Airport.  

The site promoter has advised (through HELAA 
process) that all uses on the site except for the fire 
station and the secondary emergency response 
centre (to be moved into the fire station) would be 
relocated.  

This would be a requirement under Borough Local 
Plan Policy CF1 or subsequently under DMP Policy 
DES4).  

 

Although the site promoter advises that marketing 
is underway, and relocation of existing community 
uses has been, and continues to be actively 
considered and progressed, no marketing evidence 
has been provided and no confirmation of the 
relocation of the Fire and Rescue service uses has 
yet to be confirmed.  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 



 

  

A collaborative initiative including the same partners as 
the ITF Project is being considered for a bespoke blue 
light training facility located elsewhere. The non-
specialist training facilities will be provided at existing 
SCC-owned premises located elsewhere plus the use of 
external venues.  

The office-based and administrative functions will be 
relocated to a number of SCC-owned properties 
including County Hall, Kingston and four operational fire 
stations elsewhere in Surrey. There is sufficient capacity 
at Kingston CH for all command and support staff 
including the secondary call centre if required. There is 
excess space at Epsom, Leatherhead and Walton 
stations. 

It is the intention that the Workshop and Stores Functions 
will be relocated to Crawley Down, West Sussex and 
Stonebridge, Guildford, as part of the 'Integrated 
Transport Function (ITF)' initiative involving Surrey 
F&RS, West Sussex F&RS, East Sussex F&RS, Surrey 
Police, Sussex Police and SECAmb.  

Partner organisations are collaborating to provide co-
ordinated vehicle maintenance and storage provision. 
This initiative has received major central government 
capital funding and the relocation will be competed in 
summer 2019.  

There are ongoing active discussions to provide solutions 
and relocation of the above facilities.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Existing business continuity plans can be utilised.  

The Reigate Fire Station part of the site is not changing 
and remaining fully functional in its current location.  

The relocation of existing uses has been, and continues 
to be actively considered and progressed. This would not 
therefore be an obstacle to housing delivery on the site in 
the short to medium term. 

• Density 
The likely density that can be achieved on this site given 
constraints, is higher than in the HELAA, at 40dph. The 
site plan shows how 120 dwellings can be 
accommodated. If C2 residential care was included or 
the mix changed to include more, smaller dwellings, the 
density could be increased significantly.  

Taking account of constraints, the developable area is 
considered to be 3.2ha.  

Constraints 

The HELAA form for the site states that ‘Part of the site 
includes a cricket ground.’ This is not accurate. This land 
has not been used for cricket for over 10 years, not been 
used for organised team sport for over 10 years and 
does not come within the Sport England criteria. There is 
no public access to the site or this area of open space. It 
is not, therefore, accurate to refer to ‘existing sports 
provision’ as it is not a sports field; it is an area of open 
space that was in the past used for occasional sports 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The HELAA site form includes 2.9ha of the 5.6 ha 
site as being developable (52% developable) at 
42dph giving a total capacity of 120 dwellings.  

The site includes urban open space.  

 

 

The promoted site area does not include the fire 
station.  

 

The HELAA has been updated accordingly  



 

  

use. We are not proposing that this part of the site be 
developed with housing, but the descriptions referred to 
above do not reflect the actual use. 

The conservation area status of part of the site can be 
respected with lower density housing, as shown on the 
indicative plan attached.  The three locally listed 
buildings (LLB’s) (not the whole of the buildings have 
been designated as LLB’s) can be retained and 
converted.  
 
Surface water flooding is not a barrier or constraint to 
development. The adjoining Colnbrook is in a deep 
ravine and would not cause a concern. In any case 
SUDS would be proposed together with a robust surface 
water strategy.  
 
Residential amenity conflicts due to retention of the fire 
station would not be a prohibitive constraint. A noise 
report would accompany any application and protective 
measures such as increased noise insulation/triple 
glazing can be used in negotiation with and to the 
satisfaction of the Council’s environmental health 
officers. 

 

Specific 
consultee 
and 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey County 
Council  

 

We support the link to the operation of the landfill 
site to Policy MLS1. We suggest that the wording is 
changed from “ensure that the landfill sites operation 
is not compromised” to “ensure that the efficient 
operation of the landfill site is not compromised” to 
give greater assurance that the impact of any 
development on the Copyhold site will have minimal 
impact on the operation of the landfill. 

Accept proposed wording 19 



 

  

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Policy RED9 - This site includes an area of ancient  
woodland and a site of nature conservation interest. 
These should be referenced and considered within the 
design requirements section.  Natural England’s standing 
advice on ancient woodland should be used to inform 
this. 

The Ancient Woodland is not included within the 
Site allocation however, additional wording can be 
added to the policy to ensure any development 
near it takes account of the Ancient Woodland.   
Additional wording can be added to require 
development to not have an adverse effect upon the 
East Surrey Hospital Ponds Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance, and appropriate measures taken to protect 
and enhance this area where applicable.   

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Policy ERM1 - Ancient Woodland Advice - Natural 
England notes that this allocation site includes an area of 
ancient woodland which has been referenced within the 
Design Approach and Mitigation Requirements Section. 
Natural England recommends that NEs Standing Advice 
on ancient woodland is used in order to further inform 
these measures. 

• Noted  19 

  Policy ERM2/3 - Nature Conservation interests 

This site includes a significant area of nature 
conservation interest which should be included in the 
“Design Approach and Mitigation Requirement” section.  

An ecological survey should be carried out to identify 
habitats and species, and provision made for appropriate 
conservation and habitat enhancements. 

The western part of the site is within the 
Holmethorpe SNCI.  

Site Allocation policy references Holmethorpe 
SNCI, and includes requirement to deliver 
enhancements.  

Add to policy requirement need for an ecological 
survey to be submitted as part of a planning 
application.  

 

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Policy ERM4a - Impact on setting of AONB 

Site sits within the setting of the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Beauty (AONB). NE advise a Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment is needed, and 

However, this level of detail can more suitably be 
provided at the planning application stage for this 
scale of development in this location. 

Note that NE is not saying that the DMP is unsound 

19 



 

  

appropriate mitigation measures considered where 
necessary, in order to assess the significance of any 
potential impacts on the special qualities of the AONB.  

Recommend speaking to the AONB unit who can provide 
more detail of the site and its wider landscape setting, 
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. 

without this.   

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Policy ERM4a - SNCI boundary 

The allocation includes the boundary edge of a site of 
nature conservation interest, which 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 

Requirement for suitable treatment with the 
adjoining nature reserve is included in the policy – 
however reference can be made specifically to this 
as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance. 

 

This level of detail can more suitably be provided at 
the planning application stage for this scale of 
development in this location. 

 

 

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Policy ERM4b - Site sits within the setting of the Surrey 
Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty (AONB). 

NE advise 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 

However, this level of detail can more suitably be 
provided at the planning application stage for this 
scale of development in this location. 

 

Note that NE is not saying that the DMP is unsound 

 



 

  

qualities of the AONB.  

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. 

without this.   

 

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Impact on setting of AONB 

Site sits within the setting of the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Beauty (AONB).  

NE advise 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.  

 

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 

This level of detail can more suitably be provided at 
the planning application stage for this scale of 
development in this location. 

 

Note that NE is not saying that the DMP is unsound 
without this.   

 

 



 

  

document. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Natural 
England 

Natural England note in our previous response to the 
draft Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) on the 16th 
November 2017 that the HRA informing the Development 
Management Plan does not fully assess the in-
combination effects of air quality at designated sites from 
the proposed growth within the Plan area.  

Since the Regulation 19 consultation began, Natural 
England have confirmed that the potential for likely 
significant effects may arise as a result of growth within 
the Plan area.  

Natural England have met with Reigate & Banstead 
Borough Council on 13th February 2018 to identify a 
suitable approach to in-combination assessments of air 
quality at designated sites within their Local Plan.  

We are satisfied that if this further work is completed as 
discussed, it will be sufficient to address this outstanding 
concern.  

Natural England agree to work positively with Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council to ensure that this strategic 
matter is appropriately addressed prior to the 
examination of the Local Plan. 

An update will be provided on this matter through a 
Statement of Common Ground as soon as the issue is 
addressed. 

RBBC has worked positively with Natural England 
to ensure that the HRA informing the Development 
Management Plan fully assesses the in-
combination effects of air quality designated sites 
from the proposed growth in the Plan area.   

This includes commissioning specialist consultant 
(AECOM) to undertake modelling to calculate 
potential effects of emissions (in relation to 
Nitrogen Oxide and Ammonia) on three Natura 
2000 sites, as recommended by NE.  

One of these Natura 2000 sites in the Borough; the 
Mole Gap and Reigate Escarpment SAC, and two 
such outside the borough, the Thames Basin SPA 
to the west and Wimbledon Common SAC to the 
north.   

Richmond Park SAC was screened out by AECOM 
as nitrogen deposition would not impact on the 
beetles that are the reason for designation of 
Richmond Park SAC. 

These assessments are in progress and an update 
will be provided on this matter through a Statement 
of Common Ground which will be submitted to 
inform the DMP examination before 
commencement of the hearings.   

 In the meantime NE have provided comments on 

 



 

  

an updated version of the HRA, which have 
informed the submission version HRA.   

Further work ongoing which will be submitted to 
inform the examination. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC2: 

• The plan should have an explanation of how 
the uses will work together, making the place more 
useful for the community and, where possible, 
allowing people to do more than one thing in the 
same area. Having a good mix of uses is a vital 
part of creating sustainable places and 
communities. It should show that the amount of 
development planned takes into account how 
much development is suitable for the site. This 
should take account of the various restrictions 
identified in the site analysis and the aims of good 
urban design. 
• It should balance a variety of design features 
such as solar gain, crime prevention and 
accessibility and explain the design decisions that 
are made. It would be very useful to explain the 
purpose of different parts of the site and placement 
of certain buildings or spaces. 
• It should help explain that planned landscape 
design is based on a strategy for long term 
maintenance and management. It should explain 
the purpose of landscape design on the site, and 
how this will be achieved and maintained, for 
example to create a natural habitat, support an 
existing green corridor or provide a sensory 

• OSR2 covers the provision of open space in 
new developments and NHE4 (green 
infrastructure) covers the multi-functional 
green and blue infrastructure networks 
across the borough.  These policies include 
reference to need for long term 
management plans, best practice and 
provision of joined up spaces which can be 
used in a variety of ways. Other policies 
(including DES1, TAP1 and CCF1) refer to 
the need for good design and landscaping 
and also reference the need to include 
measures to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change. 

• Indicative site density and requirements are 
included as part of site allocations based on 
a relatively detailed level of assessment, 
however any planning application will need 
to demonstrate the detailed design concept. 
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garden or play space. 
Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC3: 
• Support overall aims of the policy 
• Opportunity for the borough to work with 
developers and other stakeholders to push the 
boundaries in best practice sustainable 
development and co-ordinated infrastructure 
planning and delivery.  
• Would like to see improvements to the 
pedestrian and cycling links to surrounding areas 
and the riverside.  
• Would like to see more public open space 
and landscaping.  

• Existing policies in the draft Development 
Management Plan document are already 
considered to be appropriate to these aims, 
including OSR2, NHE4, DES1 and CCF2.   

• Policy TAP1 requires that pedestrian and 
cycle routes are provided in new 
development, linking to wider networks 
where possible 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC4: 

• The Environment Agency considers new 
development in urban areas an opportunity to 
create enhancements and opportunities for 
biodiversity. The plan provides an ideal opportunity 
for enhancement of low value conservation sites 
and create and enhance ecological networks and 
ecologically resilient and varied landscapes, to 
support a range of species 
• We therefore recommend that the long-term 
objectives for the future delivery of open space 
also include an objective that parks should aim to 
be designed and managed for anticipated climate 
change. Park projects should always consider the 
opportunities for climate change adaptation 
measures. Types of measures might include 
planting schemes and maintenance that are 
resource efficient (energy / water), sustainable 

• It is suggested that the following wording is 
added to OSR2: "5) The design of new 
open spaces should seek opportunities to 
anticipate future climate change impacts" 
and the reasoned justification to be updated 
as follows "There is growing recognition of 
the role that open space can play in 
managing and mitigating the impacts of 
climate change.  As such, opportunities to 
build resilience into new open spaces 
should be explored, for example through 
water storage, carbon absorption and 
shading." 

• Other policies, including DES1 and CCF1 
also cover need to consider climate change 
more generally 

18 



 

  

drainage systems to improve local flooding, river 
restoration schemes to provide flood storage 
space within an open space, management of 
green spaces and the borough green grid that 
provides opportunities for the local biodiversity 
resource to adapt to climate change. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC5: 

• Pleased to known that open space will be 
provided as part of new development.  
• Landscaping of open space should consider 
creating biodiverse habitats that are low 
maintenance but attractive, delivering benefits for 
people and pollinators.  
• Net gain for biodiversity can be delivered 
through the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems 
including green roofs and ponds.  

• We cannot be so prescriptive as to require 
these items but policy NHE2 requires a net 
gain in biodiversity where possible and the 
reasoned justification of policy NHE2 refers 
to green roofs and green walls and 
encourages their use where appropriate.    

• There is reference to the benefits that SuDS 
can have in the reasoned justification of 
policy CCF2 as well. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC8: 

• Recommends new developments to 
incorporate green roofs 

• We cannot be so prescriptive as to require 
these items but proposed policy NHE2 
requires a net gain in biodiversity where 
possible and the reasoned justification of 
policy NHE2 refers to green roofs and green 
walls and encourages their use where 
appropriate.    

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC9: 

The outcomes we want to see: 

• Policies and allocations within the emerging plan 
ensure no inappropriate development is located in 
areas at high risk of flooding 

• CCF2 refers to all those elements identified 
here, and the updated SFRA (which will be 
subject to Duty to Cooperate consultation 
with relevant parties) will identify risk from 
all sources.   

• CCF2 also refers to SuDS and the Level 2 
SFRA will also provide the necessary 
context at a site specific level. A SUDs SPD 
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• ensure development in areas at risk of flooding 
will be safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere  

• the  plan  contribute to reducing flood risk for 
existing communities 

The council should identify the risk of flooding from 
all sources through the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA) and under the Duty to 
Cooperate work to manage and resolve any cross-
boundary risk. 

 

It will be essential that SUDS are properly planned 
at the onset of planning for new development. 
Developers and their design teams need to take 
into account different factors including the layout of 
the site, topography and geology when planning 
and positioning the different SUDS elements for 
the whole scheme. This information will be 
required for both outline and full applications so it 
is clearly demonstrated that the SUDS can be 
accommodated within the development that is 
proposed. 

will be prepared following adoption of the 
DMP. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC10: 

• Highlight the potential to seek improvements 
to biodiversity on land adjacent to watercourses  

• It is suggested that reference to green 
infrastructure in policy NHE4 be expanded 
to include reference to 'blue-green 
infrastructure', emphasising the interrelated 
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• Urban watercourses often provide excellent 
opportunities to include biodiversity enhancements 
in a development.  Land adjacent to watercourses 
is particularly valuable for wildlife and it is essential 
this is protected. Article 10 of the Habitats 
Directive also stresses the importance of natural 
networks of linked corridors to allow movement of 
species between suitable habitats, and promote 
the expansion of biodiversity. Such networks may 
also help wildlife adapt to climate change. 

roles of water features and green spaces in 
encouraging the benefits expected from 
green infrastructure.  

• This can also be expanded on in the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy 

• The following wording is added to policy 
NHE4(1c) "and water features" and 
references to "green infrastructure" changed 
to "blue-green infrastructure" to emphasise 
importance of water features. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective SC11: 

• New development should seek to ensure the 
quantity of open space is sufficient to meet local 
needs and contribute, where possible, to the 
network of green infrastructure even if none exists 
in the locality, with particular emphasis on 
improving the linkages between identified sites, 
biodiversity and the overall greening of the urban 
environment.  
• New development should seek opportunities 
to provide open space designed to anticipate 
future climate change.  

• Existing proposed policies in the draft 
Development Management Plan document 
are already considered to be appropriate to 
these aims, including OSR2, NHE4 and 
CCF2.   

• It is suggested that the following wording be 
added to proposed policy OSR2 5) "The 
design of new open spaces should seek 
opportunities to anticipate future climate 
change impacts" and the reasoned 
justification to be updated as follows "There 
is growing recognition of the role that open 
space can play in managing and mitigating 
the impacts of climate change.  As such, 
opportunities to build resilience into new 
open spaces should be explored, for 
example through water storage, carbon 
absorption and shading." 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective PS1: 

• Need to apply the sequential test and steer 
new development to the lowest flood risk zone 

• The site assessment process filtered out 
any sites that were wholly within flood zones 
2 or 3.   

• Where sites included an element of flooding, 
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appropriate to the proposed use, and the 
exception test where necessary.  
• Reduce flood risk through making space for 
water.  

these areas were avoided for the actual site 
allocations.  If not, then the exception test 
was applied.    

• The criteria set out in the adopted Core 
Strategy Policy CS16 for ad hoc gypsy and 
traveller planning applications states that a 
site must not be located in an area of high 
flood risk, including functional floodplains. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective PS2: 

• The Environment Agency is a consultee for 
development relating to using land as a cemetery, 
including extensions.  

• We will consult all the relevant statutory 
consultees on planning applications for 
cemeteries, whether new or extensions. 
 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective PS3: 

• The borough’s strategic flood risk 
assessment should be the primary source of flood 
risk information in considering when allocating 
sites for development.   
 
 
As per NPPG, the area is in Flood Zone 2 or 3, or 
is in an area with critical drainage problems, 
advice on the scope of the flood risk assessment 
required should be sought from the Environment 
Agency. Where the area may be subject to other 
sources of flooding, it may be helpful to consult 
other bodies involved in flood risk management, as 
appropriate.  
In all cases where new development is proposed, 

• Policy CCF2 reflects the requirements set 
out in national policy.  The reasons section 
of the policy states that “For site specific 
Flood Risk Assessments, advice on the 
scope of the Flood Risk Assessment 
required should be sought from the 
Environment Agency.”  

• The SFRA Level 1 and 2 will support 
planning applications and a revised 
sequential test also forms part of the 
evidence base for the Regulation 19 stage.  
The SFRA has been prepared in 
consultation with other bodies including the 
Environment Agency, SCC, Water bodies 
and other departments in the Council such 
as Development Management, drainage 
engineer and the emergency planning team. 

18 



 

  

the sequential approach to locating development in 
areas of lower flood risk should still be applied. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

Strategic Objective PS4: 

• The Environment Agency encourages growth 
that can be supported by the necessary 
environmental infrastructure, for instance water 
resources and flood risk management provided in 
a co-ordinated and timely manner to meet the 
physical and social needs of both new 
development and existing communities.  
• Early investment and careful planning may be 
required to ensure expanded or improved 
infrastructure will have the capacity to cope with 
additional demands.  

• Policy CCF2 sets out requirements relating 
to flood risk, Policy INF1 requires 
development not to have an unacceptable 
impact on water supply pressure, waste-
water treatment capacity, and the risk of 
sewer flooding  

• The Core Strategy also considers 
infrastructure needs, including flood 
attenuation works. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

• The evidence base for policies should be 
more prescriptive over exactly what maps the 
Environment Agency have - in particular some 
reference to surface water map would be useful. 
Evidence base should also consider and reference 
the Flood Risk Management Plans (FRMP's) 
• We updated the river basin management 
plans in December 2015. This was accompanied 
by a host of supporting data and information 
available in a variety of different formats.  

• A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
Level 1 (with Mole Valley and Tandridge 
District Council) has been prepared which 
incorporates the changes in national 
planning policy and new climate change 
allowances.  A Reigate & Banstead specific 
Level 2 SFRA has also been prepared to 
support site allocations in the DMP.  

• The SFRA incorporates the most current EA 
mapping data and includes reference to 
surface water maps and references Flood 
Risk Management Plans. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

• RBBC SFRA was prepared in 2012; therefore 
there is need for review to incorporated changes in 
the national planning policy and new climate 
change allowances. The SFRA should go into 
greater detail about the potential flood risk 

• A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
Level 1 (with Mole Valley and Tandridge 
District Council) has been prepared which 
incorporates the changes in national 
planning policy and new climate change 

18 



 

  

implications of developments allocations proposed 
in flood risk areas and address the following 
issues: 
• Is there sufficient flexibility in the land use 
allocation and supporting policies so if more 
extreme flooding due to climate change is 
expected, land vulnerable to future flood risk can 
be easily protected or changed to a less vulnerable 
use?  
• Is there allocated space in the plan for 
measures to be taken to address long term flood 
risk?  
• Could any delay in implementing flood risk 
management measures lock-in irreversible impacts 
or limit flexibility to cope with future climate 
change?  
• We would encourage the council to consider 
a range of allowances for different epochs in the 
development of SFRA so that they adopt an 
appropriate climate change allowance to reflect the 
individual development lifetime and vulnerability.  

allowances.  A Reigate & Banstead specific 
Level 2 SFRA has also been prepared to 
support site allocations in the DMP.   This 
has been prepared in consultation with the 
Environment Agency and addresses the 
issues raised. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

• It may be reasonable to object to site 
allocations in a plan for the following 
circumstances: 
• No assessment of future flood risk using the 
allowances in the guidance on Gov.uk in the 
underpinning SFRA, or assessment of future flood 
risk using different allowances than those included 
in the guidance on Gov.uk without a satisfactory 
explanation of why they are being used/the 
evidence they are based on. 
• Insufficient requirements for built in mitigation 

The SFRA level 2 which has been 
commissioned will cover these points. 
Necessary mitigation will be included in the 
requirement section of the site allocations. 
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in site specific policies to ensure development will 
be safe for lifetime based on the assessment of 
future flood risk in the SFRA and the vulnerability 
of the development. 
• Site specific allocations and policies do not 
make provision for mitigation measures for sites 
where the managed adaptive approach is being 
used to manage future flood risk. 
• Proposals in site specific policies for 
safeguarding mitigation using the managed 
adaptive approach are not robust (e.g. there is 
insufficient space allocated for future flood 
defences that are likely to be needed). 

Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

• Thames River Basin District Flood Risk 
Management Plan - Measures across the Mole 
catchment - Across the Mole catchment there are 
18 measures to manage flood risk.  
 

Noted - through the various departments in the 
Council (Planning policy, Development 
Management, Emergency Planning) and SCC 
as the Lead Local Flood Authority, these 
elements are addressed. 
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Prescribed 
Body 

Environment 
Agency 

• Having been involved in the previous 
consultations, we are satisfied that most of our 
comments have been incorporated in the 
Development Management Plan Proposed 
Submission version.  

• We support objectives SC8 and SC9 and policy 
CCF2- flood risk. We recognise the ambitions of 
council to prioritise all development in areas of 
lowest flood risk. We also support the 
recommendations in sections 3.4.24 and 3.4.25 
concerning proposed new flood alleviation 
schemes. The Environment Agency would like to 

• Comments are noted  19 



 

  

highlight that these schemes may necessitate 
safeguarding additional parcels of land to 
accommodate any flood alleviation schemes.  

• Overall it appears the Development Management 
Plan Proposed Submission version is founded on 
robust and credible evidence base. The 
Environment Agency notes that the findings of 
the sustainability appraisal have been reflected 
in the document and used to inform the policies.  

• It is our considered opinion that the proposed 
plan is consistent with the national planning 
policy and complies with the legal requirements 
and appears sound. It 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 
and is positively prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. 

 
Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• To maintain the scale and height of the 
hospital there is very limited scope to extend within 
the current built areas. To be sustainable the site 
must provide more clinical accommodation to allow 
the development of further and expanded services 
on the Redhill site. A clinically demanding, 
growing, ageing population dictates the need to do 
this. Whilst new facilities could be built on other 
sites this would decentralise the focus of care in 
the local community and put further pressure on 
finances and resources to provide the care 
required. The Redhill site offers excellent access 

• Policy NHE5 notes that East Surrey 
Hospital will be removed from the Green 
Belt.   

• The Green Belt assessment provides 
narrative on exceptional circumstances to 
justify this.   

• Policy RED9 has been prepared with regard 
to removal of the Hospital from the Green 
Belt.  

18 



 

  

for all forms of locally sustainable transport for 
patients and staff alike and supports the local 
economy with over 4000 employees. In summary, 
to be sustainable there is need to further develop 
care facilities on the hospital site in the future 
which will require an expanded built footprint. East 
Surrey Hospital is specifically listed as an area 
requiring further consideration due to its proximity 
in the Green belt, yet need to expand to provide a 
sustainable facility. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• Further flexibility should be included to allow for 
other potential uses to allow the Trust to adapt to the 
needs of the community over the plan period. 

• It is considered that the terms “hospital uses” 
and “medical related ancillary uses” are specific 
enough to control development whilst still 
allowing for some flexibility within these terms. 

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• Use of the site for a care or assisted living facility 
connected to the hospital should be included within the 
policy.  

• It is considered that a facility such as this, if 
directly linked to the medical function of the 
hospital, would come under “medical related 
ancillary uses” 

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• Should be amended to state that improvements 
would only be required to pedestrian and cycle routes 
within the site.  

• It may be that improvement to pedestrian and 
cycle routes beyond the site will be necessary to 
support expansion of the hospital so that 
wording is not considered appropriate  

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• References to Flood Zones 2 and 3 should be 
removed. Environment Agency Flood Risk map shows 
all of the land to be in Flood Zone 1.  

• A very small area to the south of the designation 
is within Flood Zone 2 and 3.   

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

• Reference to 500m minimum separation between 
urban edges should be removed – does not reflect the 
actual separation between East Surrey Hospital and 
the Royal Earlswood development to the north.  

Suggest the sentence is deleted and inclusion of 
the following wording:  

 

• Protecting existing tree belts and enhancing 
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landscaping, in particular to ensure a suitable 
transition between the Hospital site and the 
Green Belt  

Prescribed 
Body 

Surrey & 
Sussex NHS 
Trust 

Requirement for Supplementary Planning Document is 
considered to be onerous; cause significant delay to the 
provision of new or enhanced services and risk to 
funding; and give the Trust uncertainty on timescales 
given that the process would be solely in the control of 
the Council.  

• Instead, the masterplan and landscape 
framework could be secured via the first planning 
application. This would result in the same level of detail 
and control for the Council but would reduce delays to 
the planning process for the Trust.  

Suggest the following is deleted from the policy:  

 
These to be prepared as a Supplementary 
Planning Document to ensure the proper planning 
and on-going functioning of the site. 

 

19 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective SC1: 

• Supports principles set out in proposed 
strategic objective PE1.  

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective SC2: 

• More 1 and 2 bed houses for first time buyers 
should be a prerequisite.  

• This comment has been noted.  
• Proposed policy DES4 requires a mix of unit 

sizes to ensure that a range of dwelling 
sizes is provided as part of new 
developments.  

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective SC3: 

• This is very pertinent with regard to GP 
practice and Community NHS services is 
concerned.  

• This comment has been noted.  
• The proposed housing growth will be 

accompanied by improvements to 
infrastructure. Details will be set out in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and 
Infrastructure Schedule. The Core Strategy 
policy CS12 covers the delivery of 
infrastructure and the DMP sites allocations 

18 



 

  

policies also include land to be allocated for 
infrastructure, for example one of the 
proposed site allocations in Woodhatch 
suggests that land should be set aside for a 
health hub. 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective SC6: 

• A realistic approach to car travel is essential 
to ensure that adequate parking means enough 
parking.  
Strategic Objective SC7: 

• Realistic parking availability is essential for 
residents may of which have two cars. In addition 
space for visitors.  

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council has 
sought to balance policies to provide 
adequate parking, recognising that some 
areas of the borough have low levels of 
accessibility and high car ownership, whilst 
still encouraging sustainable travel options 
and a reduction in car trips. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective PS1: 

• This should however not be at the expense of 
or in priority to the other initiatives outlined above.  

• National policy requires us to identify need 
and allocate sites to accommodate this 
need as far as possible.  However, as with 
all policies, this must be balanced with other 
constraints and development requirements. 

18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Strategic Objective PS4: 

• A slip road off the M23 to enable easier 
access to the East Surrey Hospital would be an 
advantage.  

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Prescribed 
Body 

Crawley CCG Crawley CCG have an interest in future planning in 
Horley as it is commissioner for one GP Practice group 
which have practices in Horley and Crawley. 

The document sets out sound plans for the future which 
is conveniently presented in sections. 

• Comment is noted 19 



 

  

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

• Support policies EMP1-4, EMP7 and EMP8 • This comment has been noted.  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Strategic Objective 4: 

• Recognises that the policies do not identify 
additional retail growth beyond that established by 
the Core Strategy.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

• Support policies RET1 – 5   • This comment has been noted.  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

RET7 - identifies areas that are designated for 
retail warehousing, though it is not clear if these 
represent formal retail centres that would form part 
of the RBBC retail hierarchy. If these locations are 
identified as formal retail centres, there is a risk 
that this would afford them equal status in 
sequential test terms to the identified town centres. 
It would provide clarity if the policy could confirm 
the status of the identified retail warehouse 
designations to make clear whether they represent 
formal retail centres. To ensure the continued 
vitality and viability of existing town centres, the 
policy could reiterate that the requirements of the 
NPPF sequential and impact tests will need to be 
satisfied where retail warehousing is proposed in 
these locations, possibly by cross-referring to 

• The Retail Warehouse Development 
Management Plan Evidence Paper clarifies 
that the areas identified as Retail 
Warehouse areas have been assessed as 
sequentially preferable for bulky type goods 
(and would be restricted to providing these 
types of goods) and as such a sequential  
within a Retail Warehouse area is not 
required.  This is summarised in the 
following text taken from the evidence 
paper: 
 
"3.16 Based on an analysis of local appeals, 
and evidence in the Retail Needs 
Assessment, the policy should reflect the 
principle that retail warehouse areas should 
be restricted to uses/goods which are 
complementary to, and not normally found – 

18 



 

  

Proposed Policy RET6. or capable of being reasonably 
accommodated – within, town centres. The 
two defining factors are therefore: 
- Bulk, size, weight, quantity of goods and 

the need to customers to be car-borne 
as a result 

- Whether, due to the nature of the 
product, it requires a specific form of 
display/sale that cannot reasonably be 
accommodated in a town centre retail 
environment 

3.17 Acceptable uses should therefore 
typically occupy a single floor, cater for car-
borne customers and sell bulky and 
household goods (such as DIY, home and 
garden improvement products, hardware, 
self-assembly and pre-assembled furniture, 
floor coverings, electrical goods, motor 
accessories and parts, office supplies, 
bicycles and motor vehicles, pets and pet-
related products)"  

• Retail ware houses are classified as edge-
of-centre/ out-of-centre sites, the wording in 
the policy has been amended to reflect this.                             

• Proposals in the Retail warehouse areas 
will still need to provide a retail impact 
assessment and this has been clarified in 
the policy.  For retail warehousing uses 
outsides of these designation areas a 
sequential test would be required as well as 



 

  

a retail impact assessment.  
Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy DES9: 

• To give appropriate consideration to possible 
future noise impact associated with a second 
runway at Gatwick Airport, the adopted Crawley 
Borough Local Plan (2015) draws upon the noise 
contours published by the Civil Aviation Authority 
(CAA) in its ERCD Report 0308 (2003).  
• These contours represent the most recent 
information published by the CAA, and have been 
considered by the Planning Inspector and found to 
be a sound basis for decision making at the 
Crawley Borough Local Plan Examination in Public 
(March 2015). 

• In light of further discussion with yourselves 
we have updated proposed policy DES9 as 
follows:  

 3) In areas near Gatwick Airport, residential 
development will be permitted where 
(subject to compliance with other 
policies) it can be demonstrated that the 
noise levels will not have a significant 
adverse effect on the proposed 
development. Proposals for residential 
development on sites falling within the 57 
dB LAeq (07:00 to 23:00) or 48 dB LAeq 
(23:00 to 07:00) noise contours for 
Gatwick Airport must:  
a) Be accompanied by a full noise impact 
assessment. 

 b) Demonstrate that - through 
satisfactory design, mitigation or 
attenuation measures - future occupants 
would not be subject to a significant 
adverse or unacceptable level of noise 
disturbance both within buildings and 
externally.  

 

Reasons: To ensure consistency with Crawley 
Borough Council the Council are using the 
noise contours in the CAA ERCD Report 0308 
which models the impact of a second runway. 
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This document should be used to inform 
planning applications, particularly in the south 
of the borough, until such time as this report is 
superseded by subsequent noise contours 
published by the CAA. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy TAP2:  

• Supported by the current approach by the 
airport to provide for all future parking on airport 
within modal shift targets.  
• This is evidenced by the 2015 S106 Legal 
Agreement between GAL, CBC, WSCC, Gatwick 
Airport Surface Access Strategy 2012-2030 and 
Gatwick Capital Investment Programme 2016. 

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy NHE1  

• 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. 

It is agreed that a strategic gap must be 
maintained between Horley and Gatwick 
Airport, as well as an appropriate transition 
between the proposed employment area and 
surrounding residential areas, and this has 
been covered in NHE1(2) and site allocation 
HOR9  

18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

• Other revisions to Green Belt boundaries are 
suggested in relation to some areas of already 
developed land, although the potential for 
redevelopment or intensification of these is not 
discussed. 
 

In line with CS3 of the RBBC Core Strategy we 
have undertaken a Green Belt review to inform 
the DMP and Policies Map which included: 

a. Consideration of the purposes of the Green 

18 



 

  

Belt to inform the identification of land for 

sustainable urban extensions within the broad 
areas of search identified in policy CS6 

b. Addressing existing boundary anomalies 
throughout the borough 

c. Reviewing washed over villages and areas 
of land inset within or currently beyond the 
Green 

Belt throughout the borough 

d. Ensuring clearly defined and readily 
recognisable boundaries which are likely to be 
permanent 

and are capable of enduring beyond the plan 
period. 

 

With regard to the removal of Netherne from 
the Green Belt this is due to it being a large 
settlement in the Green Belt.  However, the 
location, nature of the village and space 
available does not offer any opportunities for 
comprehensive redevelopment or 
intensification. 



 

  

 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

• There appears to be a discrepancy between 
the Core Strategy housing target and the 
Development Management document figures 
giving the impression of an under supply. Taking 
the indicative development scenarios for each site, 
the identified development sites (including the 
urban extensions) appear to be capable of 
providing around 70 per cent of the minimum total 
of 6900 dwellings identified in the Core Strategy. 
Crawley Borough Council understand that this 
difference is explained by sites already with 
permission or that have been completed since 
2012, and that once these are included the supply 
exceeds the Core Strategy target. It would be 
helpful if this could be explained in the DM 
document. 
• Whilst it is appreciated that Reigate & 
Banstead does not fall within the North West 
Sussex Housing Market Area, the localised 
relationship between Crawley and Horley has 
previously been recognised, and the council is 
supportive of RBBCs positive efforts to deliver on 
the adopted Core Strategy housing commitments. 

The housing trajectory in the DMP (Annex 7) 
sets out that once all the completions, 
outstanding permissions and future projections 
are taken into account (including the sites 
proposed in the DMP and windfall) that we will 
be delivering around 7620 homes, which is 
over the 6900 housing target in the Core 
Strategy and goes some way to achieving the 
OAN of 9600. 

 

Comment is noted on housing delivery in 
Horley, this has been addressed as far as 
possible given the constraints in Horley 
(particularly flood constraints)  
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Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy HOR9 

• The supporting policy text outlines that such a 
development could help accommodate unmet 
employment needs from neighbouring authorities, 
whilst addressing gaps in the range, type and 
quality of business premises within the Gatwick 

Quantum/Uses:  

• Further work has been undertaken on 
HOR9 by Chilmark and the outcomes are 
set out in the Strategic Employment Site: 
Economic Assessment available on the 
Council’s website, and which comments 
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Diamond.  
• Crawley 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. 
There is a strong demand from businesses wishing 
to locate in Crawley. 
• The Crawley Borough Local Plan (adopted 
2015) plans positively for sustainable economic 
growth within the context of the borough. Despite 
this, the constrained land supply means there is an 
unmet need for business land in Crawley of 35 
hectares over the Plan period. 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 Crawley Borough Council 
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 

have been sought from CBC on as part of 
the DTC. 

• The proposed site allocation provides 
further information on quantum’s and use 
expectations.  Further discussions with 
CBC, as well as HDC and MSDC will be 
undertaken on this matter. 

Transport:  

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the 
highways network has been audited and 
updated to reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.   

• It is a strategic highway model, and is not 
able to consider the precise composition of 
a proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  

• This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• The proposed Horley strategic employment 
site (HOR9) is shown by the modelling to 



 

  

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.  
• The possible development of a strategic 
employment location at Horley, may therefore be 
able to contribute to part accommodating 
Crawley’s unmet business land needs and those of 
the wider Gatwick Diamond. The proposed 
location is situated in close proximity to Crawley, 
and it is anticipated that Crawley residents would 
benefit in terms of increased job creation close to 
the borough. However, any strategic employment 
development at Horley should only occur where 
the offer is complementary to the business-led 
economic function of Manor Royal, and must come 
forward in a manner which does not compromise 
Crawley’s role at the heart of the Gatwick 
Diamond.  Accessibility by sustainable transport 
from the site south into Crawley should also be 
required within the policy.   
• Policy HOR9 appears to consider options for 
an office/business-led strategic employment 
development of between 20-30 hectares, and also 
a much larger mixed employment area of 40-50 
hectares which could include commercial and 
leisure uses. If the intention of the possible 
strategic employment location is to accommodate 
some of Crawley’s unmet business needs, a clear 
B-Class business-led focus will be needed to 
achieve this, and the preference of Crawley 

have a potential to generate over 1750 
vehicle trips in both peak time periods.   

• The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this proposed 
development 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.  

• The largest impacts were found to be on 
the A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of vehicles 
following the main corridors including the 
A217, A23 and M23 and the M25 between 
Junction 9 Leatherhead and Junction 8 
Reigate.  

• Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on the 
M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 during 
AM peak.  

• The transport modelling also considers 
cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

• The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the B2036 
Balcombe Road.  

• The proposed policy allocation for the 
Horley employment site includes a 
requirement for a Transport Assessment to 



 

  

Borough Council would be to see a significant 
business element of business floorspace as part of 
any proposals. 
• Further clarity is required regarding the wider 
commercial and leisure option, in terms of the 
quantum of floorspace 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 floorspace that would be delivered as 
part of the larger 40-50 hectare option, and would 
encourage further joint working in this regard. 
• 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 

be submitted as part of the planning 
application, which demonstrates that the 
site would have 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.  

• The proposed policy allocation also 
includes stipulations regarding highways 
access and sustainable transport modes.  

• We welcome continued working with 
Crawley Borough Council on this topic. 



 

  

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. 
• Further 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. In the event that a strategic business 
site at Horley were to be more fully explored, 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. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy DES9 - CBC supports the confirmation under 
paragraph 3.2.63 that the Development Management 
Plan will use the noise contours set out in CAA ERCD 
Report 0308 (Gatwick Noise Contour 2 Runway 
Scenario). It is recommended that the following additional 
text  is inserted into this paragraph, for clarity and 
consistency of approach with the CBLP Noise Annex5: 
“or be updated should these contours be superseded by 
subsequent noise contours published by the CAA.” 

This approach will supports consistent approach between 

Agree - Include wording to ensure consistency of 
approach with CBC 
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the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-2030 and the 
RBBC Development Management Plan. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy TAP2 - CBC strongly support this Policy. 
However, it is suggested that reference is made, in the 
explanation to the Policy, to the joint working with 
surrounding authorities and GAL to ensure sufficient on 
airport spaces are provided whilst meeting modal shift 
targets and that this is through a legal agreement to 
which RBBC are a signatory of the MOU. It is considered 
this would provide greater clarity that there is a 
necessary relationship and consistency between 
planning policies as a result of joint working. 

 

To complement the wording in the Core Strategy at 
section 6.9 proposed additional wording in new 
paragraph after 3.4.9: 

 

The Council will continue to work with relevant 
adjoining authorities and Gatwick Airport Limited to 
ensure sufficient on airport spaces are provided 
whilst meeting modal shift targets.  
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Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Most recent assessment identified a potential future need 
for ten pitches. Policy H5 of the CBLP allocates a reserve 
Gypsy and Traveller site for up to ten pitches to meet the 
future needs within Crawley. CBC progressed the 
allocation of this challenging site within its significant land 
supply constraints in order to meet the needs arising 
from Crawley within the borough boundaries in 
accordance with the agreement across the Gatwick 
Diamond Authorities that each authority area would meet 
the accommodation needs of Gypsy, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople within their own administrative 
area.  

Beyond this allocation the whole borough was assessed 
to look for sites suitable for Gypsy and Traveller pitch 
provision. Only two sites were identified as potential 
sites, and were found not suitable.  On this basis, it was 
considered through the Local Plan examination that there 

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF requires the plan to be 
the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence.  The borough of Reigate & 
Banstead is heavily constrained by features such 
as flooding, AONB, heritage assets and protected 
nature sites. Even so, almost 300 sites have been 
identified and assessed for potential Traveller sites 
to demonstrate that a thorough approach has been 
taken to identifying potential sites and a robust 
assessment has been applied as set out above. 
Whilst a five year supply cannot currently be 
demonstrated, the measures taken to address this 
have been thorough, proportionate and 
appropriate. 

This is reflective of the situation for non-Traveller 

19 



 

  

was no scope for the identification of any further sites to 
accommodate additional pitches within the borough 
beyond those identified as arising from Crawley’s need. 
CBC is unable to accommodate any of the unmet need 
arising from RBBC. 

housing; Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
demonstrated at the Core Strategy stage that it was 
not able to meet its objectively assessed need of 
640 homes a year and the target was set at 460 
homes a year recognising the level of constraint. 

 
Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy HOR9 -  Crawley Borough confirmed its intention 
to prepare a Statement of Common Ground with RBBC 
which will cover the outstanding strategic matters 
between the two authorities.  

Overall Crawley Borough Council’s position is 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.  
 

With regard to the Strategic Employment Site Allocation 
HOR9 : Land West of Balcombe Road : 

Crawley / Gatwick is the leading economic driver in the 
Gatwick Diamond, and as such is recognised as the 
main sub-regional focus for future economic growth.  

There is a strong demand from businesses wishing to 
locate in Crawley, though the scope to accommodate 

Noted; The Council notes Crawley Borough 
Council’s cautious support for the HOR9 proposal 
and confirms that it will continue to work together to 
ensure the most appropriate overall outcome for 
both borough’s. 

 

   

 

 

 

The Council notes that the planned development 
would predominantly serve need arising from 
outside of Reigate and Banstead  Borough 
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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. 

Crawley’s Local Plan (CBLP) 2015 positively for 
sustainable economic growth within the context of the 
borough’s constrained land supply, by protecting and 
intensifying the use of existing main employment areas, 
and supporting minor extensions to Manor Royal. 
However, the constrained land supply means there is an 
unmet need for business land in Crawley of 35 hectares 
over the Plan period (to 2030).   
 
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 Coast to Capital  LEP’s approach 
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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As land safeguarded for a potential second runway, 
and with no decision on this eminently, this land is 
unlikely to be available for employment 
development in the period of development of this 
site, although the Council recognises that the land 
is also safeguarded as an Area of Search for 
Future Employment Land (Policy CBLP EC1).  

 

 

 

Agree; This strategic site would help to provide for 
additional office employment need from Crawley 
within the Functional Economic Area (of the 
Gatwick Diamond Area).  



 

  

 
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. 

 

 

The strategic nature of this planned office park is 
designed to be complementary in the main, 
although there is likely to be some element of 
relocation.  

The uses on, and design of the site will be vital in 
ensuring the development in the main 
complements existing employment areas and town 
centres.  

 

 

 

Non-office uses will be very much limited, as per 
the Policy wording (including suggested 
amendments in relation to uses).  

 

It is not the Council ‘s intention for Horley Business 
Park to shift to become more industrial in its focus.  

B1c (light industry) is specifically limited in scale by 
Policy HOR9 “Requirements: Uses” section to 
“limited B1c.  



 

  

 
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 
Chilmark Study commissioned by RBBC in order to 
consider the implications of this strategic employment 
site proposal (Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
HOR9 Strategic Employment Site: Economic 
Assessment, 2017, Chilmark Consulting).  

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 

 

For clarity, it is recommended that the first bullet 
point of the Site Allocation Policy is amended to 
read :  

A mix of business space for strategic business park 
of predominantly offices employment purposes and 
suitable for a range of occupiers within Class B1 
uses 

 

A small factual correction needed to paragraph  
4.8.55 to delete: “predominantly focussing on B1(a) 
, B1(b) and B1(c)” 

 

These suggested changes will help to clarify 
that the Horley Business Park is predominantly 
focussed on B1(a) offices, and that large-scale 
light industrial uses are not acceptable under 
this policy  . 



 

  

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 appears 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. 
 
 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy HOR0 - Infrastructure 

The HOR9 requirement for comprehensive delivery of 
the proposed business park 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.  

Noted; the policy includes a requirement for a 
masterplan to be agreed with the Council and for 
this to be a factor in determining subsequent 
planning applications. 

Agree; whilst the Strategic Transport Assessment 
(Oct 2017) of the DMP undertaken by Surrey 
County Council does not include Gatwick growth, 
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It is 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 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. 

Crawley Borough Council supports 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 

the site promoter has submitted a Transport 
Assessment for the site, which includes Gatwick’s 
growth.  

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  

The Council Planning Policy Team and its 
Transport Consultant have considered the transport 
modelling and assessment work carried out by the 
site promoter’s Transport Consultant, and 
considers that the proposed mitigation would likely 
overcome Highways England’s concerns regarding 
likely “severe” impact of the development on the 
strategic road network (including those set out in its 
email of 22 December 2017). This will be explored 
further through a Statement of Common Ground 
(SofCG) which the Council and Highways England 
have committed to preparing.  

Agree; the Council recommends that the 
Requirement : Movement and Accessibility” is 
amended by deleting reference to “or Transport 
Statement”. 



 

  

strategic site.  

Additional, 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. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

Policy HOR9 - Protection of the Environment 

Crawley Borough Council BC welcomes 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). 

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 Assessment, and has been 
expanded upon in the CBC Green Infrastructure 
Supplementary Planning Document. 

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. 

 

Noted; Policy HOR9 reinforces the need for an 
appropriate landscape buffer and public open 
space to reinforce the distinctive identify of Horley 
and its separation from Gatwick Airport and 
Crawley.  

 
 
 
 
Noted; these are included in the Policy 
Requirements and the Infrastructure Schedule 
at Annex6 
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Adjoining 
Authority 

Crawley 
Borough 
Council 

The objectively assessed housing need for Crawley is 
calculated to be 10,125 dwellings in total over 15 years. 
The CBLP establishes a land-supply housing 
requirement of 5,100 dwellings to be delivered within 
Crawley over the 15year Plan period, approximately half 
of our identified Objectively Assessed Housing Need. 
The Housing Trajectory highlights that much of this is to 
be built out in the first half of the Plan period. Annual 
monitoring is continuing to support that assumption and 
is indicating the borough is on track to meet this level of 
delivery. 

Housing Provision in the CBLP commits CBC to working 
closely with its neighbouring authorities to seek to 
address the unmet need of approximately 5,000 
dwellings, arising from Crawley over the Plan period, in 
sustainable locations. Part of this unmet need is being 
met through provision as part of the Horsham District 
Planning Framework. Whilst the Mid Sussex District Plan 
examination has not yet concluded, indications through 
the approach agreed through the examination hearing 
sessions and subsequent Modifications Consultation 
suggests there could be 35dpa remaining outstanding 
from Crawley’s Objectively Assessed Housing Need. It 
should also be noted that the higher level of housing in 
Mid Sussex district required to meet any of Crawley’s 
unmet need remains subject to Habitats Assessment, in 
light of the Ashdown Forest legal judgement. 

It is understood that the housing figure established in the 
Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy allowed for some 

Noted; the issue of unmet need in adjoining and 
nearby boroughs is included in the DMP Duty to 
Co-operate paper.  
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continuing in-migration from other local authority areas 
including those within East Surrey and Northern West 
Sussex (a total of around 90 – 130 dwellings per year). 

The current CBC Local Development Scheme (2017) 
confirms that, through annual monitoring, the need to 
review the Plan at least every five years in line with the 
new regulations will be evaluated. 

It is anticipated that as the Reigate and Banstead DMP 
DPD is based on the Core Strategy, this includes an 
element of migration for Crawley’s unmet need. 

As Crawley’s housing requirement is a supply-led figure, 
based on the physical constraints of the borough it is 
anticipated that Crawley’s housing land supply will 
significantly reduce over the Plan period and beyond. 
The Housing Trajectory suggests the land supply for the 
latter years of the Plan will reduce to 55dpa (i.e. the 
“windfall” level). 

While the level of unmet need arising from Crawley 
beyond the last Plan year (2029/30) has not yet been 
formally identified, it is unrealistic to assume that 
household growth will simply stop at the end of the CBLP 
period. The land supply constraints will have increased 
as the last neighbourhood within the borough boundary is 
built out. There are a number of approaches that might 
be taken to measuring housing need beyond the Plan 
period, which all indicate that there will be unmet need 
arising from Crawley over and above the 5,075 dwellings 
relating to the period 2015-2030 as established by the 
CBLP. Therefore, there is no scope for CBC to meet any 



 

  

unmet needs arising from Reigate and Banstead. 
Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

• In general terms, the plan provides a 
comprehensive means to achieve the aims and 
objectives of the Reigate & Banstead Core 
Strategy.   

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Self and Custom Build Register 

• Noted that Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council holds a self and custom build register, and 
is intending to use the evidence of demand to 
develop a policy to enable housing to come 
forward via this mechanism.  
• Horsham District Council also holds such a 
register, and would welcome joint working in the 
future to establish if any of the demand is common 
to a number of authorities rather than being 
derived from within a district and borough. It is 
considered that this would assist all authorities in 
setting a realistic threshold as to the level of 
self/custom build that should be provided.  

• This comment has been noted.  
• We will continue to share information in 

relation to self build via established officer 
meeting channels.  

• However, due to the introduction of a local 
connections test to joining Part 1 of the Self 
Build Register, it is likely that those joining 
the register in the future will be connected 
specifically to Reigate & Banstead Borough. 

18 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective PS1: 

• Supportive of the work that has been 
undertaken by Reigate & Banstead to identify the 
requirement for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling 
Show People pitches in the period to 2027. It is 
considered that the potential sources of traveller 
accommodation set out in the table on page 99 
provide a sensible approach to identifying potential 
land to meet identified needs. 
• Horsham District Council adopted the 
Horsham District Planning Framework in 

• Policy GTT1 provides details on the 
Council's approach and the proposed sites.  
We will continue to communicate with 
Horsham District Council as part of the Duty 
to Cooperate. 
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November 2015 and is now undertaking further 
need assessment work, with a view to allocating 
land for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation in 
the forthcoming Site Allocation document. Would 
welcome continued dialogue with Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council on this matter through 
ongoing Duty to Co-Operate.   

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Proposed policy HOR9: 

• Horsham District Council welcomes the 
discussions that were held at an officer level in 
August 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 
as a whole, and consider that this will benefit the 
wider economy of all districts and boroughs in the 
Gatwick Diamond area.    
• As you will no doubt be aware, 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 

• Quantum/Uses:  
- Further work has been undertaken on 

HOR9 by Chilmark and the outcomes 
are set out in the Strategic Employment 
Site: Economic Assessment available on 
the Council’s website, and which 
comments have been sought from HDC 
on as part of the DTC. 

- The proposed site allocation provides 
further information on quantum’s and 
use expectations.  Further discussions 
with HDC, as well as CBC and MSDC 
will be undertaken on this matter.  
 

• Transport:  
- Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 

Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative 
impact of all planned development to 
2031. Although its base-date is 2009,the 
highways network has been audited and 
updated to reflect the position at 2014.  

- As it does not take into account potential 
for modal shift or improvements to 
sustainable transport modes (rail, bus, 

 



 

  

District Planning Framework, 2015).  The Council 
would therefore welcome continued dialogue with 
Reigate and Banstead to ensure that the wording 
of any future policy for HOR9 allows for business 
development that is complimentary to the Land 
North of Horsham allocation, and enables both 
developments to jointly contribute to the continued 
economic success of the Gatwick diamond as a 
whole.   
• 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. 

walking and cycling), nor any other 
mitigation, it represents a worse-case 
scenario.   

- It is a strategic highway model, and is 
not able to consider the precise 
composition of a proposed development, 
its modal split, detailed access 
arrangements and any highways 
mitigation proposed to support it.  

- This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, 
which includes more detailed modelling.  

- The proposed Horley strategic 
employment site (HOR9) is shown by the 
modelling to have a potential to generate 
over 1750 vehicle trips in both peak time 
periods.   

- The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this 
proposed development 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.  

- The largest impacts were found to be on 
the A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of 
vehicles following the main corridors 
including the A217, A23 and M23 and 
the M25 between Junction 9 
Leatherhead and Junction 8 Reigate.  



 

  

- Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on 
the M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 
during AM peak.  

- The transport modelling also considers 
cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

- The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the 
B2036 Balcombe Road.  

- The proposed policy allocation for the 
Horley employment site includes a 
requirement for a Transport Assessment 
to be submitted as part of the planning 
application, which demonstrates that the 
site would have 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.  

- The proposed policy allocation also 
includes stipulations regarding highways 
access and sustainable transport modes.  

- We welcome continued working with 
Horsham District Council on this topic. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 

Horsham 
District 

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 

• We welcome continued engagement with 
Horsham District Council 
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Authority Council the Horsham District Planning Framework, 2015).. 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. 

We are keen to ensure that this floorspace at Horley is 
complementary to that being provided at Land North of 
Horsham. We therefore would welcome the opportunity 
to work with Reigate and Banstead Council to address 
this issue together 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

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 

 

Council Planning Policy Team officers have met 
with West Sussex CC officers to discuss their 
concerns in details.  

Agree; this has been done 

• The site promoter’s Transport Consultant, 
Vectos, has worked directly with West Sussex 
and with their recommended Transport 
Consultancy to model in detail potential impact 
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of the development proposal on West Sussex 
road network close to Reigate and Banstead 
borough. This has informed the technical 
Transport evidence submitted by the site 
promoter as part of its Regulation 19 response. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

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. 

this land is needed to deliver the Council’s 
employment needs, as well as a portion of 
Crawley’s need in a sustainable and suitable 
location for such a Strategic 

Employment Park.  

 

Sufficient housing sites have been found to 
accommodate and to exceed the Council’s Core 
Strategy housing target. 

 

19 

Gatwick 
Diamond 

Horsham 
District 

Policy GTT1 is not effective or consistent with national 
policy (para 182 of the NPPF) 

Concern with the practicalities of the policy relying on 

• The comment does not provide any particular 
reasons for the concern. This is a similar policy 
approach to a number of other local plans found 
sound, for example Mid Sussex, Central 
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Authority Council producing gypsy and traveller pitches (in this case 11 
pitches) through large urban extensions.  

 

Lincolnshire and Basingstoke & Deane.   

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy GTT1 is not effective or consistent with national 
policy (para 182 of the NPPF) 

The policy fails to provide a 5 year supply of available 
pitches for gypsies and travellers (provision of 19 pitches 
versus a need for 23 pitches).  

 

 

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF requires the plan to be 
the most appropriate strategy, when considered 
against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence.  The borough of Reigate & 
Banstead is heavily constrained by features such 
as flooding, AONB, heritage assets and protected 
nature sites. Even so, almost 300 sites have been 
identified and assessed for potential Traveller sites 
to demonstrate that a thorough approach has been 
taken to identifying potential sites and a robust 
assessment has been applied as set out above. 
Whilst a five year supply cannot currently be 
demonstrated, the measures taken to address this 
have been thorough, proportionate and 
appropriate. 

This is reflective of the situation for non-Traveller 
housing; Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
demonstrated at the Core Strategy stage that it was 
not able to meet its objectively assessed need of 
640 homes a year and the target was set at 460 
homes a year recognising the level of constraint. 

19 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Sutton 

We have no comments to make on the Regulation 
18 Development Management Plan.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 



 

  

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective PE5: 

It is not felt that the allocated retail sites would 
prejudice the viability of Dorking and Leatherhead 
town centres.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective SC9: 

• Cross-boundary issues may arise in the area 
around Horley and Meath Green where the 
villages of Charlwood and Hookwood are adjacent 
to the MVDC/RBBC boundary. There has been a 
history of flooding in this area and MVDC trusts 
that Reigate and Banstead will take this into 
account when bringing sites forward for 
development.  
• MVDC are pleased to note that a sequential 
test for all potential development sites have been 
carried out in the Draft Sequential Test for flood 
risk: Potential development sites document. 

• A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
Level 1 (with Mole Valley and Tandridge 
District Council) has been prepared which 
will incorporate the changes in national 
planning policy and new climate change 
allowances.   

• A Reigate & Banstead specific Level 2 
SFRA has also been prepared to support 
site allocations in the Development 
Management Plan. This has been prepared 
in consultation with the Environment Agency 
and addresses the issues raised. 

• The Sequential Test for flood risk has also 
been updated to take account of updated 
mapping coming out of the SFRA and 
changes to sites. 

18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective PS1:  

• MVDC notes that RBBC’s updated Gypsy 
and Traveller Accommodation Assessment has 
identified a total need for 39 additional pitches for 
gypsies and travellers with site-specific proposals 
to follow. 
• MVDC’s most recent Travellers 
Accommodation Assessment pre-dated the August 
2015 Planning Policy for Traveller Sites and will 
need to be updated as part of Mole Valley’s Local 

• In terms of Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council identifying sites, approximately 300 
sites have been assessed for potential for 
Traveller site allocations, using a number of 
source (i.e. a call for sites, planning 
applications, existing unauthorised sites).  
Policy GTT1 sets out the targets used and 
the site allocated.  The number of identified 
sites fall short of the identified short term 
need.    

• We acknowledge the need to take a 
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Plan process. However, it is clear that finding 
sufficient land to meet the above requirement in 
full will be a significant challenge, bearing in mind 
the constraints, including Green Belt and Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty which cover a 
substantial proportion of Mole Valley District. 
• There is little realistic prospect that MVDC will 
be in a position to assist in making provision for 
traveller sites to meet identified needs from other 
Districts. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the 
nomadic nature of the gypsy and traveller 
community, MVDC would welcome ongoing 
discussion about emerging options to address this 
strategic issue.  

strategic view across borders with 
neighbouring authorities and Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council will continue to 
maintain a conversation with Mole Valley 
District Council in line with the Duty to Co-
operate.    

• We would note however that we have not 
been able to identify any extra capacity so 
would not be able to accommodate any 
neighbouring Traveller needs. 
 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective PS4: 

• The villages of Charlwood and Hookwood in 
the south east of Mole Valley do not have their 
own doctor’s surgery. Residents of Hookwood, in 
particular, are likely to be registered with practices 
in Horley which is reflected in Fig. 2 of 
Infrastructure Needs Evidence: Healthcare. This 
evidence paper also identifies greater pressure on 
GP places in the south of RBBC as a result of 
planned development. 
• MVDC is glad to see that options to meet this 
need have been considered in paragraphs 2.43-
2.46 of the Infrastructure Needs Evidence: 
Healthcare document and would ask that they be 
kept informed of this cross-boundary issue when 
assessing the infrastructure implications of 
potential developments around Horley. It is also 

• We are involving both Surrey Downs and 
East Surrey CCGs in our ongoing planning 
to ensure sufficient healthcare facilities are 
in place to support our planned housing.  
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan provides 
more information on infrastructure delivery 
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noted that Horley and Hookwood/Charlwood are in 
different CCG areas and therefore consultations 
with both Surrey Downs and East Surrey CCGs 
may need to be carried out.  

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Traffic impacts 

• The close proximity of Gatwick to MVDC’s 
south east boarder already contributes to 
increased traffic on the local road network to the 
south east of the District. Further development in 
this area has the potential to put additional 
pressures on the road network between RBBC and 
MVDC. 
• Of particular interest are the potential reserve 
urban extension sites to the South and South West 
of Reigate and the impact they may have on the 
A25, the surrounding local roads and the level of 
vehicle movements passing through the District. 
The A25 is a principal route through Mole Valley 
which runs from/to Guildford on its western 
boundary and Reigate & Banstead on the eastern 
boundary. Traffic heading into Mole Valley from 
Reigate along the A25 into Dorking already builds 
up during peak times causing congestion on the 
approach to the town. 
• Paragraph 6.1.6-6.1.7 of the Transport 
Assessment recognises the likelihood of additional 
vehicle delay and a need for mitigation on parts of 
the highway network which are under stress. 
• This stretch of the A25 is identified as being 
under stress on the map at figure 4.12. The 
infrastructure requirements of the proposed 

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009, the 
highways network has been audited and 
updated to reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.   

• It is a strategic highway model, and is not 
able to consider the precise composition of 
a proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it. 
This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.    

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council have 
also consulted with other infrastructure 
providers and further details on this will be 
set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan  

• For site allocations infrastructure 
requirements and mitigation have been 
included where there is a need i.e. on the 
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potential urban reserve sites identify that 
improvements to the road networks will be needed 
in order to support the traffic growth in this area 
and MVDC would encourage this.  
• As with MVDC, RBBC is heavily constrained 
and the majority of new development has to be 
accommodated on smaller sites which makes it 
difficult to phase development and ensure the 
provision of infrastructure and services is in line 
with the rate of building. MVDC would ask that 
RBBC are aware of this as and when applications 
begin to come forwards. 

South and South West Reigate site 
allocation there is a requirement to submit a 
transport assessment as part of a planning 
application, to include consideration of 
impacts on the junction of Woodhatch 
Road/A217 Dovers Green Road/Prices 
Road. Where necessary to contribute to any 
improvements and interventions required, 
with respect to the impact of additional 
traffic on safety, capacity and efficiency of 
this junction. 

• The proposed Horley strategic employment 
site (HOR9) is shown by the modelling to 
have a potential to generate over 1750 
vehicle trips in both peak time periods.   

• The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this proposed 
development 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.  

• The largest impacts were found to be on the 
A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of vehicles 
following the main corridors including the 
A217, A23 and M23 and the M25 between 
Junction 9 Leatherhead and Junction 8 
Reigate.  

• Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on the 
M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 during 



 

  

AM peak.  
• The transport modelling also considers 

cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

• The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the B2036 
Balcombe Road.  

• The proposed policy allocation for the 
Horley employment site includes a 
requirement for a Transport Assessment to 
be submitted as part of the planning 
application, which demonstrates that the site 
would have 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.   

• The proposed policy allocation also includes 
stipulations regarding highways access and 
sustainable transport modes. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Policy HOR10: 

• Mole Valley District Council raises no 
objections regarding the designation of the land 
identified under  HOR10 as Green Belt 

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Policy MLS2: Safeguarding Land: 

• It is recognised that paragraph 85 of the 
NPPF sets out a framework for safeguarding land 

• National planning policy sets out that where 
necessary, local planning authorities should 
identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded 
land’ between the urban area and the Green 
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to meet longer term development needs. However, 
the NPPF also requires that local authorities plan 
to meet objectively assessed needs in full and plan 
strategically across boundaries, so that wider 
development needs can be met at a strategic level. 
• In the event that RBBC is able to identify land 
which is suitable to be removed from the Green 
belt at a future date, options for using that land to 
meet objectively assessed needs – including 
unmet needs in neighbouring authorities – should 
be fully explored in preference to safeguarding 
land for longer term development.  

Belt, in order to meet longer-term 
development needs stretching well beyond 
the plan period.  

• The Core Strategy also set out that the 
concept of safeguarded land would be 
investigated through the Development 
Management Plan. As such, to ensure a 
robust plan, this concept needed to be 
considered.  

• The work done identified that safeguarded 
land would be needed beyond the plan 
period and proposes some potential 
locations.  

• The safeguarding background paper 
provides further information on the process 
and the conclusions.  

• It is important to note that safeguarded land 
is not a site allocation; any allocation would 
have to be considered through a 
subsequent local plan review.  

• The site identified has a number of 
immediate constraints including availability 
and infrastructure.  

• In addition, Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council aren't yet meeting own needs so 
are unable to meet those of Mole Valley 
District Council, should you find you have 
unmet need.   

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

The latest objectively assessed housing need figure for 
Mole Valley is 391 dwellings per annum as calculated in 
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment for Kingston 
upon Thames and North East Surrey Authorities, June 

• Noted  19 



 

  

2016. If the standardised methodology consulted upon by 
the (then) Department of Communities and Local 
Government in autumn 2017 is adopted, the figure will 
rise to 441 dwellings per annum. We are in the process 
of reviewing our Local Plan to determine to what extent 
we are able to meet forecast housing demand in Mole 
Valley. Assessment work carried out so far indicates that 
despite maximising the use of brownfield land and 
making a more efficient use of land within the built up 
area, there will still be unmet housing demand.  

We are exploring greenfield options for accommodating 
some or all of this unmet demand, but for reasons that 
will be familiar to RBBC there are nationally recognised 
constraints which are likely to prevent full OAHN being 
met. For that reason, I do not envisage Mole Valley being 
able to accommodate any of Reigate & Banstead’s 
outstanding housing demand. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Mole Valley has very recently updated its Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment, February 2018. 
The level of demand forecast lies between 23 and 40 
pitches (depending on definition) and 3 plots. From 
work undertaken to date, it is clear that finding sufficient 
land to meet this demand in full will be a significant 
challenge, bearing in mind the constraints which cover 
a substantial proportion of Mole Valley. Therefore there 
is little realistic prospect that we will be in a position to 
assist in making provision for traveller or showpeople’s 
sites to meet RBBC’s identified needs. 

Noted  19 

Adjoining Tandridge • Tandridge District Council (TDC) 
acknowledge that this consultation relates to a 

• It is considered that all opportunities for 
housing delivery have been considered 
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Authority District 
Council 

subsidiary document to Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council’s (RBBC) adopted Core Strategy. 
The scope of the document is the delivery of 
housing set out in that primary plan document and 
an updated assessment of housing need is not 
required. It is recognised that the RBBC Core 
Strategy identified that the borough was unable to 
meet its housing need in full. 
• However, it is considered that the RBBC 
Development Management Plan, which includes 
potential housing allocations on green belt and 
other land, should explore all opportunities for 
housing delivery within the RBBC Core Strategy 
framework. It should seek to meet the identified 
unmet need if possible and further could examine 
opportunities to assist with unmet need from 
adjoining authorities such as Tandridge. 

within the Core Strategy framework, and 
that the housing figure in the Core Strategy 
is still up-to-date and accurate,  

• The DMP, in identifying potential site 
allocations, has undertaken an extensive 
and comprehensive site search including 
looking at Green Belt and other land in the 
Core Strategy areas of search to 
accommodate unmet need if possible and 
potential to assist with unmet need from 
adjoining authorities.  Taking account of 
completions, current outstanding 
permissions and projected future 
development we believe that delivery will 
provide around 7220 homes, which is over 
our housing target of 6900 for the whole 
plan period.  However, the RBBC Core 
Strategy Inspectors report required that we 
treat the annual housing target of 460 as a 
minimum figure, given that RBBCs OAN is 
between 600 - 640 units per year.   As such, 
we do not believe we will have spare 
capacity going forward and as such no 
scope for meeting additional unmet needs 
from other boroughs at this time. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

• TDC are not opposed to the approach taken 
to landscape protection in the draft document for 
consultation but we would like to raise ‘landscape’ 
as an matter which has potential for joint working 
in determining up to date landscape designations 
that replaces the AGLV which is a revoked 
designation following the abolition of Structure 

• Our Core Strategy stipulates in Policy CS2 
that the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) is a landscape of 
national importance and therefore will be 
provided with the highest level of protection.  

• The same principles will be applied to 
protect the AGLV as an important buffer to 
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Plans. 
• Tandridge District Council and Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council share many different 
landscapes, and indeed designations (Surrey 
Hills), and these make up extensive natural open 
spaces and green infrastructure networks that are 
an asset for the communities and visitors of both 
areas.  
• For the benefit of the wider landscape and 
the current and future users of the countryside, 
TDC feel that this is an opportunity for the Duty to 
Cooperate to be utilised in considering if joint local 
landscape designations could be carried forward 
and supported through the planning process 

the AONB and to protect views from 
and into the AONB, until such time as there 
has been a review of the AONB boundary 
by Natural England.  

• As such, we will not reviewing the AGLV at 
this point in time in line with our Core 
Strategy but a reference will be inserted to 
the importance of cooperation and that 
discussions will be initiated once the review 
of the AONB boundary has been completed. 

• Reasons section updated to read: "The 
opportunity to designate such areas will be 
taken as appropriate once the AONB 
boundary review (to be undertaken by 
Natural England) is complete should these 
be needed to protect high quality areas that 
fall outside any revised AONB boundary, in 
cooperation with adjoining local authorities."
  

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Green Belt: 

• Note that Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council has carried out an assessment of the 
Green Belt in their area and that they seek to 
amend the Green Belt boundary through the plan 
process and allocate land for development in the 
Green Belt.  
• It is however not clear, the extent to which 
exceptional circumstances have been met to arrive 
at the sites which are presented in the plan.  

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Core 
Strategy CS3 states that : 
3) In exceptional circumstances land may 

be removed from the Green Belt and 
allocated for development through the 
plan making process. Exceptional 
circumstances may exist where both (a) 
and (b) apply: 
a). There is an overriding need for the 
development in order to secure the 
delivery of the strategic objectives and 
policies of the Core Strategy, and either: 

 



 

  

i) The development proposed cannot be 
accommodated on land within the 
existing urban area or on land which is in 
the countryside beyond the Green Belt; 
or 
ii) The development of land within the 
Green Belt would represent a 
significantly more sustainable option 
than (i). 

b)There is no or limited conflict with the 
purposes and integrity of the Green Belt. 

• The Core Strategy also states in 7.4.5 that: 
"Our evidence indicates that we can deliver 
at least 5,800 homes within the urban area 
over the plan period. Although other 
unanticipated urban opportunities may come 
forward, current housing land supply 
evidence indicates that it will not be possible 
to accommodate the total level of planned 
housing growth within the existing urban 
area."   

• The proposed site allocations are supported 
by a Green belt review which filtered out any 
sites which  make either: a) a higher 
contribution to two or more Green Belt 
purposes, or b) a moderate (or greater) 
contribution to three or more purposes, as 
their release would be in direct conflict with 
the principle of Core Strategy Policy 



 

  

CS3(3b). 
• An updated housing trajectory has been 

undertaken in support of the Development 
Management Plan which still identifies that 
sustainable urban extensions are likely to be 
required in the plan period.   

• Further information on exceptional 
circumstances is set out in the Green belt 
review 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Strategic Objective PS1: 

• Notes that Tandridge is jointly working with 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council to undertake 
an assessment of Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation need.  
• To ensure that Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council makes every effort to meet their needs, 
and to establish whether Reigate & Banstead 
Borough Council are able to assist others in 
meeting needs, recommend that a clear and 
extensive Call for Traveller Sites is carried out.  
• Tandridge District Council would welcome 
assistance from Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council in meeting future needs.  

• In terms of Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council identifying sites, approximately 300 
sites have been assessed for potential for 
Traveller site allocations, using a number of 
source (i.e. a call for sites, planning 
applications, existing unauthorised sites).  
Policy GTT1 sets out the targets used and 
the site allocated.  The number of identified 
sites fall short of the identified short term 
need.    

• We acknowledge the need to take a 
strategic view across borders with 
neighbouring authorities and Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council will continue to 
maintain a conversation with Mole Valley 
District Council in line with the Duty to Co-
operate.    

• We would note however that we have not 
been able to identify any extra capacity so 
would not be able to accommodate any 
neighbouring Traveller needs. 
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Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Site Allocation ERM1 

• TDC would like to raise concerns regarding 
the impact on the A25. It is noted that the 
development could warrant increase public 
transport services on the Nutfield Road, but this 
would not offset the additional private traffic, which 
is already at a high level. 
• It is noted that allocation of this site would 
result in an amendment to Green Belt boundary 
and is considered by RBC evidence to be a low 
priority for protection in Green Belt terms. 
• It is not clear why this extension has been 
segregated into multiple parcels rather than one 
large extension to include ERM1, ERM2 and 
ERM3, with appropriate phasing set out. ERM2 
and 3 are presented as one in the indicative 
masterplan supporting this view to an extent. 

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.  It is a 
strategic highway model, and is not able to 
consider the precise composition of a 
proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  
This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• Any planning application on this site would 
have to demonstrate in further detail what 
the impact would be on the local road 
network and how this would be mitigated.    

• This transport assessment also allows us to 
understand where  potential 
mitigation/resources should be focused 
anyway, to inform the borough’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 
subsequent Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL). 
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• ERM2/3 will be combined to create one site 
allocation going forward as they are 
controlled by the same land owner and are 
both restricted by the timings of the landfill.  
ERM 1 will remain as a separate site 
allocation given this is owned by a different 
land owner and is not restricted by 
operation of the landfill site 

• It is felt that the above is a proportionate 
approach 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Site Allocation ERM2 and ERM3: 

•  TDC would like to raise concerns regarding 
the impact on the A25. It is noted that the 
development could warrant increase public 
transport services on the Nutfield Road, but this 
would not offset the additional private traffic, which 
is already at a high level. 
• Further, Cormongers Lane is frequently used 
by those in north Redhill and those living at the 
Watercolour development, to access the A25 and 
to bypass Redhill town centre. Cormongers Lane 
is a narrow lane with ‘blind’ passing points, and 
which suffers from flooding. Whilst it is noted that 
the indicative masterplan does not suggest a main 
access onto/from Cormongers Lane the use of the 
lane would be exacerbated by additional vehicles 
in both directions.  
• At the ‘Watercolour’ end of Cormongers 
Lane, on the RBBC side of the boundary and 
where it meets Nutfield Marsh Road, traffic 
calming measures are in place with restricted 

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.  It is a 
strategic highway model, and is not able to 
consider the precise composition of a 
proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  
This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• Any planning application on this site would 
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vehicle size. This is frequently ignored by 
oversized vehicles and lorries, and forces 
inappropriate diversion up past Mercers Lake 
Country Park and onto the narrow Church Hill, to 
regain access to the A25. Additional measures 
would need to be put in place to reduce this risk 
given the likely increase of vehicles. 
• In addition, surface water run-off from the 
new development, if not properly mitigated, would 
exacerbate the current flooding issues in that 
location for both the homes in the Nutfield Marsh 
location, and the road network. TDC would 
welcome a better understanding and engagement 
on any mitigation measures should RBBC 
progress this urban extension into a preferred 
approach. 
• It is noted that allocation of this site would 
constitute reutilisation of industrial land and result 
in an amendment to Green Belt boundary and is 
considered by RBBC evidence to be a low priority 
for protection in Green Belt terms. 
• It is not clear why this extension has been 
segregated into multiple parcels rather than one 
large extension to include ERM1, ERM2 and 
ERM3, with appropriate phasing set out. ERM2 
and 3 are presented as one in the indicative 
masterplan supporting this to an extent. 

have to demonstrate in further detail what 
the impact would be on the local road 
network and how this would be mitigated.    

• The site allocation also requires: 
- Improvement and extension of 

pedestrian and cycle facilities, including 
new footways on Nutfield Road and 
significant upgrades of the existing 
footpath east of Redstone Park (Foot 
Path No. 102 and Cycle Route 21) 

-  Additional north-south pedestrian and 
cycle links through the site as an integral 
part of the design 

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

- Comprehensive initiatives to support and 
encourage sustainable travel 

- Measures to manage the effects on 
nearby rural and residential roads, 
including Cormongers Lane/Fullers 
Wood Lane, from rat-running and re-
routing 

- Safe highway access onto Nutfield 
Road, taking a co-ordinated approach 
any other allocated development sites in 
the vicinity 

• This transport assessment also allows us to 
understand where  potential 
mitigation/resources should be focused 
anyway, to inform the borough’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 



 

  

subsequent Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL). 

• ERM2/3 will be combined to create one site 
allocation going forward as they are 
controlled by the same land owner and are 
both restricted by the timings of the landfill.  
ERM 1 will remain as a separate site 
allocation given this is owned by a different 
land owner and is not restricted by 
operation of the landfill site  

• National and local policy requires that sites 
over 1 ha demonstrate how they will not 
impact on flooding elsewhere and mitigate 
any potential impacts, both for the site itself 
and the surrounding area.   The site 
allocation requires: 
- Measures to manage and reduce 

surface water run-off including a 
comprehensive system of SUDs 

- Layout to incorporate a buffer zone and 
improvements to the Redhill Brook 
corridor 

• Policy CCF2 also states that proposals must 
not increase the level of risk of flooding 
elsewhere. Where possible, proposals 
should seek to secure opportunities to 
reduce both the cause and impact of 
flooding. 

• It is felt that the above is a proportionate 
approach 

Adjoining Tandridge 
District 

Site allocation ERM4 • National and local policy requires that sites 
over 1 ha demonstrate how they will not 
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Authority Council TDC would raise concerns on the impact of traffic 
in this location which is likely to put additional 
pressures on the surrounding rural road network 
and a better understanding of required mitigation 
would be useful. Indicative plans would suggest 
development on the site would be separated from 
the Tandridge border by an area of green space. It 
is not apparent at this stage how the effects of 
surface water run-off from the new development 
would be managed. Given the proximity of the 
Nutfield Marshes and wetland areas, if not properly 
mitigated, development in this location would 
exacerbate the current flooding issues (Flood Zone 
2). TDC would welcome a better understanding 
and engagement on any mitigation measures, 
should RBBC progress this urban extension into a 
preferred approach. 

This proposal would result in an amendment to 
Green Belt boundary and is considered by RBBC 
evidence to be a low priority for protection in 
Green Belt terms. 

This site is also adjacent to the Surrey Hills AONB 
which extends into TDC and any development in 
this location would need to be suitably designed to 
ensure no negative impact on the setting of the 
AONB. 

impact on flooding elsewhere and mitigate 
any potential impacts, both for the site itself 
and the surrounding area.   The site 
allocation requires: 

- Measures to manage and reduce surface 
water run-off including a comprehensive 
system of SUDs 

• Policy CCF2 also states that proposals must 
not increase the level of risk of flooding 
elsewhere. Where possible, proposals 
should seek to secure opportunities to 
reduce both the cause and impact of 
flooding.  

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.  It is a 
strategic highway model, and is not able to 
consider the precise composition of a 
proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  
This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 



 

  

developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

 
• The transport assessment indicates that this 

area is a hot spot and mitigation would likely 
be required.   Any planning application on 
this site would have to demonstrate in 
further detail what the impact would be on 
the local road network and how this would 
be mitigated.  The site allocation requires: 

- Improvements to the A23/School Hill 
junction. At the planning application stage 
developers would be required to carry out a 
feasibility study, and where necessary 
contribute to any improvements and 
interventions required, with respect to the 
impact of additional traffic on safety and 
efficiency of this junction. 

• This transport assessment also allows us to 
understand where  potential 
mitigation/resources should be focused 
anyway, to inform the borough’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 
subsequent Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL).   This feeds into the work that Surrey 
County Council do on improving the local 
road network which they manage. 

• The site allocation requires:• Design and 
layout to enhance landscape quality, 
provide an appropriate transition to 
surrounding countryside and minimise 
visibility of the development in long range 



 

  

views 
• It is felt that the above is a proportionate 

approach 
Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Site allocation ERM5 

TDC would raise concerns on the impact of traffic 
in this location which is likely to put additional 
pressures on the surrounding rural road network 
and a better understanding of required mitigation 
would be useful. 

Indicative plans would suggest development on 
the site would be separated from the Tandridge 
border by an area of green space. 

This proposal would result in an amendment to 
Green Belt boundary and is considered by RBBC 
evidence to be a low priority for protection in 
Green Belt terms. 

This site is also adjacent to the Surrey Hills AONB 
which extends into TDC and any development in 
this location would need to be suitably designed to 
ensure no negative impact on the setting of the 
AONB. 

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.  It is a 
strategic highway model, and is not able to 
consider the precise composition of a 
proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  
This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• The transport assessment indicates that this 
area is a hot spot and mitigation would likely 
be required.   Any planning application on 
this site would have to demonstrate in 
further detail what the impact would be on 
the local road network and how this would 
be mitigated.  The site allocation requires: 

- Improvements to the A23/School Hill 
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junction. At the planning application stage 
developers would be required to carry out 
a feasibility study, and where necessary 
contribute to any improvements and 
interventions required, with respect to the 
impact of additional traffic on safety and 
efficiency of this junction. 

• This transport assessment also allows us to 
understand where potential 
mitigation/resources should be focused 
anyway, to inform the borough’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and 
subsequent Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL).   This feeds into the work that Surrey 
County Council do on improving the local 
road network which they manage. 

• Site allocation requires: Design and layout 
to enhance landscape quality, particularly in 
proximity to the AONB and minimise 
visibility of the development in long range 
views 

• It is felt that the above is a proportionate 
approach  

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Policy HOR9 
TDC 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. 

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009,the highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
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transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.   

• It is a strategic highway model, and is not 
able to consider the precise composition of 
a proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  

• This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• The proposed Horley strategic employment 
site (HOR9) is shown by the modelling to 
have a potential to generate over 1750 
vehicle trips in both peak time periods.   

• The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this proposed 
development 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.  

• The largest impacts were found to be on the 
A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of vehicles 
following the main corridors including the 
A217, A23 and M23 and the M25 between 
Junction 9 Leatherhead and Junction 8 
Reigate.  

• Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on the 



 

  

M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 during 
AM peak.  

• The transport modelling also considers 
cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

• The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162 vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the B2036 
Balcombe Road.  

• The policy allocation for the Horley 
employment site includes a requirement for 
a Transport Assessment to be submitted as 
part of the planning application, which 
demonstrates that the site would have 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.  

• The policy allocation also includes 
stipulations regarding highways access and 
sustainable transport modes. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Horley, Meath Green and Burstow Stream: 

• Raise concerns about mitigation and impacts 
upon the Burstow Stream.  
• Recognise and support the joint working 
which is currently taking place between Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council, Tandridge District 
Council, Surrey County Council and the 

• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council are 
supportive of the joint working with 
Tandridge District Council and Mole Valley 
District Council (and the Environment 
Agency and Surrey County Council).  

• In addition, Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council have prepared a Level 2 SFRA for 
any sites within FZ2 or 3 or sites with 20% 
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Environment Agency with regards to the Burstow 
Stream and flooding matters.  
• The implications relating to development in 
these areas should be fully and properly 
understood before any formal allocation is made.  

area of 1 in 1000-yr risk of surface water 
flooding - these include the Horley sites 
NWH1, NWH2 and HOR9.  

• The SFRA Level 2 suggests mitigation for 
any potential impacts on the wider area. 

• Furthermore, In line with national policy, 
proposed policy CCF2 requires that sites 
that are greater than 1ha in area will be 
required to complete a site-specific flood 
risk assessment which will be required to 
demonstrate surface water run-off impacts 
and how this will be managed and mitigated. 
This will be supported by the updated SFRA 
Level 1 that Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council have commissioned alongside 
Tandridge District Council and Mole Valley 
District Council.    

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Retail: 

• Local residents in Smallfield and Burstow 
areas use facilities in Horley – the value of local 
shopping provisions should be fully considered 
before any allocation for redevelopment is made.  

• The value of local shopping provision for all 
users has been taken into account when 
allocating sites in Horley town centre.  The 
vitality and viability of the town centre are 
important so our policies seek to retain 
existing provision of  facilities such as the 
library whilst promoting further provision of 
retail, leisure, residential etc.   

18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Site allocation HOR5:  

• Any redevelopment of Horley library should 
be reliant on finding an alternative site for the 
library.  

• Retention (or re-provision on another site) of 
Horley library is specified in the proposed 
site allocation policy as a requirement of the 
site's redevelopment. 

18 

Adjoining Tandridge 
District 

Policy RED9: • East Surrey Hospital has provided 
information around services/function and it 
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Authority Council • The hospital is currently designated as Green 
Belt and enabling the hospital to operate more 
efficiently, could mean removing the Green Belt 
designation and putting in place other policy 
mechanisms which would minimise any potential 
impacts on the remaining Green Belt area that 
would remain adjacent to the operational 
boundary. 
• TDC would support considering this as an 
option for the benefit of the hospital function which 
serves the needs of communities across eastern 
Surrey. It is noted, however, that no decisions 
regarding this have been made and the options 
surrounding the site to make it more effective are 
being consulted on. It is considered that options 
such as Local Development Orders are also 
considered to assist with the proper planning of the 
site. 

is considered that a special circumstance is 
applicable and that the Hospital should be 
removed from the Green Belt.   

• Further information will be provided on this 
in the Green Belt review evidence paper.   

• It is considered that taking the Hospital out 
of the Green Belt rather than using a Local 
Development Order will allow a better level 
of control given this is a complex use and 
full planning applications would still be 
required. 

• Site allocation RED9 has been prepared 
with regard to removal of the Hospital from 
the Green Belt 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Policy MLS2: 

• Should Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
be in a position as to identify a land supply over 
and above their current housing delivery needs, 
Tandridge District Council would like to engage on 
this matter through Duty to Cooperate to establish 
whether Reigate & Banstead Borough Council is 
able to offer Tandridge assistance in meeting a 
shortfall of development needs that may arise 
within the District.  

• National planning policy sets out that where 
necessary, local planning authorities should 
identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded 
land’ between the urban area and the Green 
Belt, in order to meet longer-term 
development needs stretching well beyond 
the plan period.  

• The Core Strategy also set out that the 
concept of safeguarded land would be 
investigated through the Development 
Management Plan. As such, to ensure a 
robust plan, this concept needed to be 
considered.  

• The work done identified that safeguarded 
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land would be needed beyond the plan 
period and proposes some potential 
locations.  

• The safeguarding background paper 
provides further information on the process 
and the conclusions.  

• It is important to note that safeguarded land 
is not a site allocation; any allocation would 
have to be considered through a 
subsequent local plan review.  

• The site identified has a number of 
immediate constraints including availability 
and infrastructure.  

• In addition, Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council aren't yet meeting own needs so 
are unable to meet those of Mole Valley 
District Council, should you find you have 
unmet need.   

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

As a general point, TDC would like to stipulate that 
in the absence of firm proposals at this draft plan 
stage, it reserves the right to object to the 
allocation/development of any site it considers 
would have negative consequences for Tandridge 
District. 

• Comment is noted  18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Housing figures  

• Tandridge District Council (TDC) acknowledge that 
this consultation relates to a subsidiary document to 
RBBCs adopted Core Strategy.  The scope of the 
document is the delivery of housing set out in that 

The DMP housing trajectory projects that around 
720 units over its minimum housing target will be 
delivered over the plan period.  The plan must 
balance the delivery of housing against the 
protection of the environment.  
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primary plan document and an updated assessment 
of housing need is not required.  It is recognised that 
the RBBC Core Strategy identified that the borough 
was unable to meet its housing need in full.   

• However, it is considered that the RBBC 
Development Management Plan (DMP), which 
includes potential housing allocations on green belt 
and other land, should explore all opportunities for 
housing delivery within the RBBC Core Strategy 
framework.  It should seek to meet the work with 
other authorities to identify how unmet need could be 
met. 

 
The Council has worked with relevant authorities to 
seek to identify how unmet need could be met.   

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Redhill Aerodrome  

• Tandridge DC’s preferred strategy to deliver a garden 
village was agreed in March 2017. Tandridge DC 
consulted on its regulation 18 Local Plan which 
included four potential garden villages in Autumn 
2017. It is currently considering responses and 
evidence before a decision is made on the location of 
the garden village.  

• RBBC’s DMP Policy safeguards Redhill Aerodrome 
for development after the Local plan Review, so the 
development will not come forward until after 2027.  

• TDC’s evidence demonstrates that due to need for a 
new junction off the M23, and its impact on M25 J6, if 
deemed appropriate and deliverable, the site is 
unlikely to be developed until after its own current 
plan period to 2033 

• Would welcome continued joint working with RBBC 

RBBC are committed to joint working with 
Tandridge  
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on this. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Landscape  

• TDC would still like to continue joint working in 
determining up to date landscape designations that 
replaces the AGLV which is a revoked designation 
following the abolition of Structure Plans, including 
the AONB review.   

• The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC is a 
European designation and should be afforded the 
most protection. TDC have been working alongside 
RBBC and Mole Valley District Council to ensure that 
any development in combination has no adverse 
impact to the SAC. TDC would like to continue to 
work with RBBC and other authorities to ensure if any 
adverse impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation 
measures are put in place.  

• RBBC are committed to joint working with TDC 19 

Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Green Belt  

• TDC note that RBBC has carried out an assessment 
of the Green Belt in their area and that they seek to 
amend the Green Belt boundary through the plan 
making process and allocate land for development in 
the Green Belt. It is still not clear, however, the extent 
to which exceptional circumstances have been met to 
arrive at the sites which are presented in the plan.  

• The Green Belt provides a section on 
Exceptional Circumstances.  No further 
comment is provided on why this justification is 
not sufficient 
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Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Gypsy and Traveller  

• TDC note the traveller allocations without the plan 
and would like to continue to work together to identify 

• RBBC are committed to working with TDC 19 



 

  

where unmet needs could be met.  
Adjoining 
Authority 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

Transport  

• TDC still have concerns over the level of impact on 
the A25 and the rural road network around Smallfield 
and the limited information on mitigation measures to 
reduce this impact that is included in the Plan. It 
would be helpful to understand what mitigation 
measures are to be sought and financial contributions 
that will be required to pay for these.  

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact of 
all planned development to 2031. The highways 
network has been audited and updated to 
reflect the position at 2014. 

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and cycling), 
nor any other mitigation, it represents a worse-
case scenario. It is a strategic 

• highway model, and is not able to consider the 
precise composition of a proposed 
development, its modal split, detailed access 
arrangements and any highways mitigation 
proposed to support it. This is more 
appropriately done at the planning application 
stage, through a developer’s Transport 
Assessment, which includes more detailed 
modelling. 

• Any planning application on this site would 
have to demonstrate in further detail what the 
impact would be on the local road network and 
how this would be mitigated. 

• The Policy Requirements include a number of 
measures and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
also provides some detail on costs for the two 
sites.   

19 

Adjoining Tandridge Flooding  Requirement for measures (including SUDs) to 
manage and reduce surface water run-off is 
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Authority District 
Council 

• TDC are still concerned that surface water run-off 
from the new development at Copyworks, if not 
properly mitigated, would exacerbate the current 
flooding issues in that location for both the homes in 
the Nutfield Marsh location, and the road network.  

 

included in the Design approach and mitigation 
requirements.   The site would have to provide a 
site specific floor risk assessment. 

• CCF2 also states that proposals must not 
increase the level of risk of flooding elsewhere.   

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

West Sussex 
County 
Council  

Transport: 

• Necessary for all development proposals 
(large scale such as HOR9 or cumulative smaller 
scale) are properly assessed in terms of the 
potential traffic affects cross-boundary.   
• 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. Would 
welcome further discussions with both Reigate & 
Banstead and Surrey County Council.  

• Surrey County Council’s 2017 Strategic 
Highways Assessment modelled and 
considered the potential cumulative impact 
of all planned development to 2031. 
Although its base-date is 2009, the 
highways network has been audited and 
updated to reflect the position at 2014.  

• As it does not take into account potential for 
modal shift or improvements to sustainable 
transport modes (rail, bus, walking and 
cycling), nor any other mitigation, it 
represents a worse-case scenario.   

• It is a strategic highway model, and is not 
able to consider the precise composition of 
a proposed development, its modal split, 
detailed access arrangements and any 
highways mitigation proposed to support it.  

• This is more appropriately done at the 
planning application stage, through a 
developer’s Transport Assessment, which 
includes more detailed modelling.  

• The proposed Horley strategic employment 
site (HOR9) is shown by the modelling to 
have a potential to generate over 1750 
vehicle trips in both peak time periods.   
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• The Strategic Highways Assessment 
concluded that impacts from this proposed 
development 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.  

• The largest impacts were found to be on the 
A23 Airport Way in the vicinity of the 
development, with the majority of vehicles 
following the main corridors including the 
A217, A23 and M23 and the M25 between 
Junction 9 Leatherhead and Junction 8 
Reigate.  

• Of these sizeable increases in flow, the 
highest percentage increase occurs on the 
M23 northbound off slip at junction 9 during 
AM peak.  

• The transport modelling also considers 
cross-boundary impacts, although due to 
the methodology these cannot be as 
specific.  

• The maximum increases occur in the 
weekday average AM peak, with 162vph 
entering the borough of Reigate and 
Banstead from West Sussex via the B2036 
Balcombe Road.  

• The proposed policy allocation for the 
Horley employment site includes a 
requirement for a Transport Assessment to 
be submitted as part of the planning 
application, which demonstrates that the site 



 

  

would have 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.  

• The proposed policy allocation also includes 
stipulations regarding highways access and 
sustainable transport modes.  

• We will continue to engage with you on this 
topic. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Education: 

• Whilst work is ongoing to expand school 
provision within Crawley, there may be potential 
that Crawley will be unable to cater for its growing 
secondary school population by 2019. This may 
place additional pressure on schools in Reigate & 
Banstead.  
• Would welcome any advice about potential 
sites for new secondary free school close to the 
borough boundary.  

• We are unable to set aside land for a new 
secondary school to provide predominantly 
for Crawley pupils, although Surrey 
County's School place planning work does 
consider cross-boundary pupil movements, 
particularly at secondary school level. 

• RBBC is committed to working with SCC 
(whose school place planning considers 
cross boundary needs) and CBC in relation 
to development. 

18 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Consideration of implications of development on 
highways network in adjoining County 

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 

Agree; 

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  
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amounts of movement, a Transport Assessment or a 
Transport Statement will be required.” 

The individual site allocation policies, specifically Policy 
HOR9 Horley Business Park 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 considered that policy INF1 should also state 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 

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  

 

 

Agree;  

 

 

Agree; this should be added for the policy to 
specifically address cross-boundary impacts.  

 

 

Agree; add wording to the end of Policy INF1(5) 
“the Council will work with partners to secure the 
delivery of infrastructure, including cross-boundary 
infrastructure.  

 

Agree;  additional wording added to the first 
sentence of paragraph 4.8.58 will strengthen link 
between infrastructure and delivery of the 
development :  

“This will also ensure that the impact on the 



 

  

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 (paragraph 
4.8.58) on delivery of Policy HOR9, should express the 
importance of comprehensive development of the site in 
order to ensure the delivery of required infrastructure. 

surrounding area is properly managed and 
minimised, with infrastructure improvements and 
mitigation provided when needed to support the 
development, including cross-boundary 
infrastructure, whilst allowing flexibility for future 
market changes.” 

 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

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 

Concerns noted;  

The Borough Council and Surrey County Council 
have met with West Sussex County Council to 
discuss highways modelling and impact 
assessment work.  

Further to the Strategic Highways Assessment 
(SHAR), Oct 2017, as discussed with West Sussex 
CC, the additional transport modelling work is site-
specific detailed traffic modelling, rather than 
additional strategic modelling undertaken by Surrey 
County Council.  

The SHAR acknowledges that ongoing site specific 
assessment work is being undertaken for the 
Horley Strategic Employment Site by the 
promoter's transport consultant in liaison with 
SCC's Transport Development Team, and that a 
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sound. 

Further strategic transport assessment should be 
undertaken before the site is allocated for development 
because there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate 
that the Local Plan 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.  

site-specific Transport Assessment will be required 
as part of any planning application.  

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  
This has considered concerns regarding potential 
impact on both the Strategic and the Local Road 
Network.  

The Council’s Planning Policy Team and its 
Transport Consultant have considered the technical 
transport assessment work and the mitigation 
proposed by the site promoter’s Transport 
Consultant at the Regulation 19 stage, and 
consider that that on the basis of the mitigation 
proposed, it is likely that the residual cumulative 
impact on the local road network is unlikely to be 
severe.  

Given the site-specific transport work, the Borough 
Council does not consider it necessary to delay the 
submission of the DMP, as there appears to be 
suitable deliverable mitigation to ensure that any 



 

  

residual highways impact is not severe.   

The Council welcomes continued joint working with 
West Sussex County Council. It would be suitable 
for West Sussex CC to consider in detail the 
findings of the transport modelling and transport 
assessment undertaken by the site promoter's 
transport consultant which was submitted at the 
Regulation 19 Publication stage.  

This would include consideration of whether the 
likely residual impact on the West Sussex road 
network is like to be severe, given the mitigation 
and opportunities for sustainable travel suggested 
(to be secure by S106 planning obligation).  

As agreed, the Council will continue this joint work, 
and will produce a Statement of Common Ground 
to inform the DMP examination. 

•  
  General  

West Sussex County Council will seek developer 
contributions through CIL or S106 towards 
infrastructure improvements required in West Sussex to 
mitigate development. 

• At the planning application stage, the Transport 
Assessment submitted in support of the 
planning application will highlight any residual 
impacts on the West Sussex highways network. 
The Borough Council, as planning authority will 
require the developer to enter in to a S106 
planning obligation to mitigate any potential 
adverse impact. 

19 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy EMP1: 

• Support - The Council accepts that the 
justification for Principal Employment Areas as 

• This comment has been noted.  18 



 

  

they are locations of strategic employment 
importance due to their size, accessibility and 
commercial offer. 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy EMP8: 

• Support - welcomed and is similar to the 
criteria and requirements of the proposed skills 
and employment section in Croydon's proposed 
non stat S106 and CIL guidance 

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy DES1: 

• Support - Croydon expects this policy to be 
positively applied and not to restrict appropriate 
housing supply and development.  

• The proposed policy does not attempt to 
restrict housing supply, merely to ensure it 
takes place in an appropriate manner.   
It is considered that this policy has been 
worded positively in line with national 
guidance and will be applied in this vein 

18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy DES2: 

• Supports and welcomes acceptance of 
appropriate development of housing on back 
garden land as this will also help to reduce 
pressure to release Green Belt Land for housing.  

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy DES5 (now DES4): 

• Supports proposed policy DES5 (now DES4) 
• Notes that there may be different 
circumstances for housing mix for Croydon than 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy NHE5: 

• Supports policy NHE5 

• This comment has been noted. 18 



 

  

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy CCF2: 

• Supports 

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy GTT1: 

• The London Borough of Croydon welcomes 
the examination of need against the previous and 
current definition and considers planning for need 
should be based on both definitions.  
• Believe that the allocation of sites should 
happen at the earliest opportunity and a clear 
programme set out to avoid creating pressure of 
unauthorised encampments in the borough and 
neighbouring areas.  
• Welcomes the intention to make provision for 
a five year supply of deliverable sites, but in the 
context of national planning policy suggest that a 
ten year supply should at least be identified that 
includes developable sites.  

• Theme 3 provides details on the Council's 
approach and the proposed sites.  It outlines 
that a robust approach to site identification 
has been undertaken but not enough sites 
have been identified to address need 
identified in the GTAA in the short term.  
However, there is a longer term supply 
identified which will help to address this 
shortfall.   

18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Policy CEM1: 

• Support - Welcomed by Croydon which also 
has similar criteria based policy approach 

• This comment has been noted. 18 

Adjoining 
Authority 

London 
Borough of 
Croydon 

Affordable housing policy   

note that the Affordable housing policy is largely 
addressed in the adopted CS and affordable 
housing SPD 

• A new policy has been included on 
affordable housing (Policy DES6) which 
supersedes the policy in the Core Strategy 
 

18 

Adjoining London • The only comment that Croydon Council has is • It is considered that this is covered by Policy 
CCF2 which requires that proposals must not 
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Authority Borough of 
Croydon 

regarding Policy CCF2 – Flood risk.     
• The London Borough of Croydon is at high risk of 

surface water flooding (previously identified as 
the local authority with the 4th highest level of 
risk in England of surface water flooding). There 
are a several surface water flow paths from R&B 
borough into the Coulsdon area of the London 
Borough of Croydon. These in turn flow along the 
Brighton Road corridor through Purley towards 
Central Croydon. Along this corridor 
‘downstream’ of the point of entry from Reigate 
and Banstead, our Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment has identified in excess of 40 
incidents of surface water flooding.    To reduce 
the incidence of surface water flooding Policy 
DM25 of the Croydon Local Plan 2018 states that 
developments should achieve better than 
greenfield runoff rates (and at a minimum 
greenfield run off rates should be achieved). It is 
noted that Policy CCF2(3) of the Reigate and 
Banstead DMP seeks only to ensure that 
development does not increase the risk of 
flooding elsewhere, and where possible should 
seek to secure opportunities to reduce both the 
cause and impact of flooding.   

• Given the underlying geology of much of the 
catchment ‘upstream’ of the London Borough of 
Croydon, the level of Surface Water Flood Risk in 
Croydon, and flood risk being a cross-boundary 
issue (in that water flows from Reigate and 
Banstead into Croydon), Croydon Council 
requests that Policy CCF2(3) be amended to 

increase the level of risk of flooding elsewhere.   



 

  

state that "in locations where surface water would 
drain into the London Borough of Croydon 
developments should achieve better than 
greenfield runoff rates, and only if it is not 
technically feasible to do will a higher runoff rate 
be permitted (and in such instances a minimum 
of greenfield runoff rates must be achieved)."   

Surrey 
Authority 

Runnymede 
Borough 
Council 

• We have no comments to make on the 
Regulation 18 Development Management Plan.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Surrey 
Authority 

Runnymede 
Borough 
Council 

• RBBC is unable to identify sufficient sites to meet 
its identified needs for gypsies and travellers in 
the Borough.  Runnymede is currently exploring 
options to meet its own needs in full but given 
own difficulties, Runnymede Borough Council will 
be unable to meet any unmet needs for traveller 
pitches from Reigate and Banstead. 

• Noted 19 

Surrey 
Authority 

Waverley 
Borough 
Council 

• We have no comments to make on the 
Regulation 18 Development Management Plan.  

• This comment has been noted.  18 

Surrey 
Authority 

Waverley 
Borough 
Council 

• Having reviewed the plan and associated 
documents, the Council are satisfied that it does 
not have any implications for Waverley, and as 
such we have no comments to make at this 
stage. 

 

• This comment has been noted. 19 

Surrey 
Authority 

Guildford 
Borough 

Policy GTT1: 

• We are pleased to note that Reigate and 

• The response rate is consistent with levels 
of response that ORS have found across 
the country. Many travellers are still 

18 



 

  

Council Banstead has an up to date Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (2016). However we 
do have reservations about the low response rate 
to the GTAA interviews and the resultant impact on 
the findings. We note that the previous GTAA 
identified a need for 52 pitches and 13 plots 
compared to the 14 pitches (plus potential 9 
additional pitches from unknown households and 9 
that do not meet the new definition) and 7 
additional plots identified in the current GTAA. We 
are concerned that figures may not reflect the true 
level of need for traveller accommodation in your 
borough and there is a danger that you will under 
plan, resulting in a large unmet need across 
Surrey. 
• We are interested to find out what approach 
you will take to planning and providing 
accommodation for those that don’t meet the new 
definition of traveller, but whom are ethnic 
travellers (particularly those with an aversion to 
bricks and mortar).  
• Given the high level of traveller 
accommodation need that exists within Surrey we 
consider that all councils should maximise 
opportunities to meet their own need by identifying 
suitable and deliverable traveller sites. In our 
opinion the table (on page 99) setting out the 
potential sources of traveller accommodation 
supply is thorough, but we  seek clarification on 
whether ‘new sites within the countryside’ would 
include Green Belt land as we note you have 
recently published a Green Belt Review report.   

cautious about being interviews - especially 
given some of the scare-mongering about 
the implications of the new definition. ORS 
are confident that by including an 
assessment of need for households where 
an interview was not completed it is robust 
and provides sufficient information to allow 
the council to plan ahead.   

• In addition, this assessment used a 
significantly lower rate for new household 
formation (3.00% was used for the previous 
study which would have significantly 
overestimated need).  

• Interviews with those who don't meet the 
definition and our knowledge from planning 
applications/enforcement cases for those 
who were not able to be interviewed 
indicates that they are all ethnic gypsies. 
Having sought legal advice, we are seeking 
to identify sites to accommodate all our 
need, even where they do not meet the 
planning definition, to ensure compliance 
with the Equalities Act 2010. 

• Our site search did indeed include Council 
owned land, the following is a list of the 
sources that were used which included any 
land put forward or identified with potential 
within urban land, rural surrounds of Horley 
or the Green Belt. 
-  Existing traveller sites (authorised and 
unauthorised) 
- Sites that have been promoted for housing 



 

  

Would an additional option be to include provision 
on Council owned land?   

- Sites with unimplemented permissions for 
housing or traveller accommodation, or 
where permission has been refused but 
reasons have the potential to be overcome 
(e.g. design No change access/mitigation) 
- Sites suggested by the traveller community 
- Sites suggested through the DMP 
Regulation 18 consultation 
- Council owned land and land in other 
public sector ownership 
- Empty or derelict land or land which is 
under-utilised 

• With regard to the Green Belt, we have 
ruled out some sites against the purposes of 
the Green Belt. We have not ruled this out 
as a constraint, as all suitable and available 
sites are in the Green Belt for the shorter-
term.  

• Proposed sites are set out in Policy GTT1 of 
Theme 3 

Surrey 
Authority 

Spelthorne 
Borough 
Council 

Proposed Policy DES4: 

• Proposed policy DES5 (now DES4) notes 
that 10% of units should be one or two bed on 
schemes of up to 25 units and 20% on those of 25 
or more.  
• Spelthorne is currently undertaking work to 
consider the impact of residential extensions on 
the stock of dwellings, which tends to increase the 
stock of larger dwellings whilst depleting the 
supply of smaller more affordable dwellings.  
• Whilst we welcome the policy approach to 

• This comment has been noted.  
• Reigate & Banstead haven't undertaken a 

formal study, but the policy has been 
informed by a number of considerations, 
including the SHMA and local knowledge 
and understanding of the Reigate & 
Banstead context. 

• We would be interested in the findings of the 
Spelthorne assessment. 

• Agreed that interrelationships between 
RBBC and Spelthorne are limited, 
particularly as the DMP does not deal with 
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housing mix, it is of interest whether Reigate and 
Banstead have taken housing extensions into 
account when formulating this policy as a similar 
study could indicate if a greater proportion of 
smaller dwellings is required. 
• Given that the Development Management 
Plan does not deal with more strategic level 
matters, it is considered that issues between 
Reigate and Banstead and Spelthorne are likely to 
be limited, however we look forward to further 
discussion under the Duty to Cooperate. 

more strategic issues. 

Local 
groups with 
strategic 
planning 
issues 

Surrey Hills 
AONB Board 

Strategic Objective SC10: 

• Support the general sentiments and direction 
of the landscape aspects of the section on 
landscape protection.  
• Suggest that the list of NPPF policies should 
include NPPF paragraph 116 relating to major 
development in AONBs.  

• Noted and agreed – however, cross-
references to NPPF policies have now been 
removed from the text. 

18 

Local 
groups with 
strategic 
planning 
issues 

Surrey Hills 
AONB Board 

Policy NHE1: 

• Possibly too short and to the point.  
• It confuses protecting the setting of the AGLV 
with the recognised protection given to views into 
the and from AONBs.  
• Such government support or any other known 
plan policies do not give the same protection to the 
setting of AGLVs unfortunately. This is one aspect 
that sets AONBs apart from AGLVs.  
• Like the current emerging local plans of other 
constituent Surrey Hills planning authorities, it is 
urged that the Surrey Hills AONB Management 

• The Core Strategy Policy CS2 identifies that 
the AONB is a landscape of national 
importance and therefore will be provided 
with the highest level of protection.  The 
Core Strategy goes on to note that the same 
principles will be applied to protect the 
AGLV as an important buffer to the AONB 
and to protect views from and into the 
AONB, until such time as there has been a 
review of the AONB boundary by Natural 
England. The DMP has been drafted to 
conform with the Core Strategy, but seeks 
to differentiate between the AONB and 

18 



 

  

Plan be tied into this plan’s AONB policies. The 
Surrey Hills Board is anxious there be a 
consistency of approach to the protection of the 
AONB across all the constituent Surrey Hills 
Authorities.  
• In light of this it is recommended that the 
following wording is added:  
"1) Within or adjacent to the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty great weight will be 
given to conserving its landscape and scenic 
beauty and development proposals will assessed 
against the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan. 
• 2) Within the Area of Great Landscape Value 
the same principles as above for the Surrey Hills 
AONB will be applied to determining planning 
applications until the Surrey Hills AONB Boundary 
Review has been carried out." 

AGLV. 
• Reference to the Surrey Hills AONB 

Management Plan has been included in the 
reasons section of NHE1   

Local 
groups with 
strategic 
planning 
issues 

Surrey Hills 
AONB Board 

Clause (1) should be replaced with “1) The Surrey Hills of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) as designated on 
the Policies Map will be conserved and enhanced to 
maximise its special landscape qualities and scenic 
beauty.  

In accordance with national planning policy, there will be 
a presumption against major development in the AONB 
except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated it can be demonstrated to be in the public 
interest. High priority will be given to the conservation 
and enhancement of the natural beauty of the AONB and 
development proposals outside its boundaries must have 
regard to protecting its setting. Development proposals 

Suggest the policy is updated as follows:  
1) Within or adjacent With regard to the Surrey 

Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty: 
a) Great weight will be attached to the impact 

that the development proposals would have 
on the landscape and scenic beauty of the 
Surrey Hills Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty  The same principles will apply to 
proposals within the current Area of Great 
Landscape Value and maintained as such, 
until such a time as the AONB Boundary 
Review is completed which may extend the 
AONB onto current AGLV.  

b) Proposals for major development within the 
AONB will be supported only in exceptional 
circumstances and where it is demonstrated 
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will be assessed against provisions of the current Surrey 
Hills AONB Management Plan. 

2) The same principles for protecting the AONB will apply 
in the Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) as 
designated on the Policies Map and will be retained for 
its own sake and as a buffer to the AONB until there has 
been a review of the Surrey Hills AONB boundary.” 

Paragraph 3.5.9 can then be deleted, as it is covered in 
the above. 

as being in the public interest.  
c) Proposals must conserve and enhance the 

landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB 
and development proposals outside its 
boundaries must have regard to protecting 
its setting.   

d) Development proposals should have regard 
to the current Surrey Hills AONB 
Management Plan.  

2) The principles set out in Policy NHE1(1) above 
will apply in the Area of Great Landscape Value 
(AGLV) as designated on the Policies Map until 
such a time as the AONB Boundary Review is 
completed which may extend the AONB onto 
current AGLV.   

2 3) Proposals for development … 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

Strategic Employment Site – Policy HOR9 

Mid-Sussex District Council 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. 

Noted 19 

Gatwick 
Diamond 

Mid Sussex Policy HOR9 - The Chilmark study, ‘Economic and 
Market Impact Analysis’ (September 2017), a key part of 

Noted; It is acknowledged that a new strategic 
business of this scale will have some impact on 
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Authority District Council the evidence base for the proposed allocation, notes that:  

‘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: 

• Providing new employment space which attracts 
existing businesses in Mid Sussex and causes them to 
re-locate to Horley; 

• Attracting businesses which are considering potentially 
re-locating to Mid Sussex, which then decide to move 
instead to Horley; 

Generating increased traffic movements on the A23 and 
other roads in Mid Sussex such as the A264 through 
commuting to work. 

both existing business premises in the sub-region, 
and on the road network in the borough and 
adjoining areas.  

 

The wider impacts will vary depending on the 
specifics of the development proposed. 

 

Policy HOR9 includes a requirement for an 
economic impact assessment to be submitted in 
support of a planning application, which would 
need to demonstrate “no significant adverse impact 
on nearby town centres, in particular, Horley and 
Crawley.” 

  

The Council welcomes the ongoing dialogue 
with Mid-Sussex District Council through the 
Duty to Cooperate. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

Policy HOR9 - Proposed Uses 
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 sqm non-core floorspace would be provided. 

The DMP Policy HOR9 states that:  
‘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, 

Agree; the policy allocation wording could be 
clearer to help to clarify that the Horely Business 
Park is predominantly focussed on B1(a) offices. 

 

The Council suggests that for clarity, the first bullet 
point of the Site Allocation Policy is amended to 
read :  
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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, MSDC notes 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 MSDC accepts 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, it urges 
RBBC to ensure that the principle of predominantly B1a, 
with some other B class uses, will be maintained. 

A mix of business space for strategic business park 
of predominantly offices employment purposes and 
suitable for a range of occupiers within Class B1 
uses 

 

And 

 

A small factual correction is needed to paragraph 
4.8.55 to delete: “predominantly focussing on B1(a) 
, B1(b) and B1(c) 

 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

Policy HOR9 - 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, 
ensuring 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. 

as set out in the Policy Requirements: Delivery, an 
agreed masterplan will help to ensure that the site 
is comprehensively developed with supporting 
infrastructure programmed 
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Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

Policy HOR9 - 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.  

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. 

the Council acknowledges that as the Chilmark 
Report concludes, most of the employment need to 
support this development is from outside of the 
borough.  It is acknowledged that a new strategic 
business of this scale will have some impact on 
existing business premises in the sub-region. 

The strategic nature of this planned office park is 
designed to be complementary in the main, so 
although there may be some element of relocation, 
it is anticipated that the majority of demand from 
Mid-Sussex will still be met within the district.  

 

The Council welcomes the ongoing dialogue with 
Mid-Sussex District Council, including through the 
Duty to Cooperate.  As agreed, the Council will 
continue this joint work, and will consolidate areas 
of agreement and disagreement into a Statements 
of Common Ground to submit to inform the DMP 
examination. 
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Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

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 HOR9 are 
fully aware of the cumulative impacts of planned growth 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree;  delete “Transport Statement”   

 

 

 

 

 

A site specific- assessment based on bespoke 
modelling and including the Crawley highway 
model for West Sussex road network adjacent to 
the borough has been undertaken by the site 
promoter’s transport consultant, and submitted in 
response to the Regulation 19 DMP publication.  

 

This assessment has been produced in liaison with 
Highways England, Surrey County Council, West 
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in the respective districts and in the sub region, to inform 
both pieces of work and to ensure that the impacts of 
development are cnsidered strategically.  

Cross boundary working 
MSDC supports the approach to cross-boundary working 
set out in DMP Paragraph 4.8.60 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.’ 
 

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 

Sussex County Council, and Gatwick Airport Ltd.  

 

The Council welcomes the continued liaison 
between Councils with regards to potential 
highways and economic impacts of this strategic 
employment site.  As agreed, the Council will work 
with MSDC and other relevant Councils to produce 
Statements of Common Ground to submit to inform 
the DMP Examination Hearings.   



 

  

attractive offer across the sub-region for inward 
investment. 

Gatwick 
Diamond 
Authority 

Mid Sussex 
District Council 

Policy HOR9 - 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, MSDC has concerns about;  

 The  pote ntia l for change s  to the  mix of us e s  be twe e n 

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 
HOR9;  

• The fact that the demand for employment space 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;  

• The likely increase in traffic generated by a 
development of this size, the attendant delays and 
congestion which could result if proper mitigation 
measures are not put in place; and  

 

The need for effective cross boundary working to ensure 
that neighbouring authorities are kept fully appraised as 

Cautious support for the site allocated is noted; 
with specific concerns responded to in detailed 
sections. 
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plans for the site develop, to ensure awareness of 
opportunities and risks associated with the proposed 
development. 



 

  

Annex 6 – Environment Agency letter 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Environment Agency 
3rd Floor, Seacole Building, 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF 
Telephone: 03708 506 506 
Email: enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk  
Website: www.gov.uk/environment-agency  

Rosie Sterry 
Principal Policy Development Officer 
Planning Policy 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council  
Town Hall, Castlefield Road  
Reigate, RH2 0SH  
 
LDF@reigate-banstead.gov.uk 
 

          
          Our ref:  SL/2011/108875/OT-07/SB1 
 
         Your ref: Email  
 
         Date:  06 December 2017   

Dear Rosie, 
 
Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan- pre-submission 
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the above. We have reviewed the 

Development Management Plan and there are no outstanding concerns or comments on any 

topics within our remit. Our main concern is to ensure that relevant environmental objectives 

are adequately covered in the plan to enable you make robust decisions on development 

proposals that protect and enhance the environment. 

We support the Development Management Plan and the strategic approach to flood risk 

management including an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this further.   

Yours sincerely, 
 
Charles Muriithi, MRTPI 
Planning Specialist 
 
Kent and South London 
Direct dial: 0203 263 8077 
Direct e-mail:  charles.muriithi@environment-agency.gov.uk 
 

 

 

 

mailto:enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk
http://www.gov.uk/environment-agency
mailto:LDF@reigate-banstead.gov.uk
mailto:charles.muriithi@environment-agency.gov.uk


 

  

Annex 7 – Environment Agency: Protected 
Areas  
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Annex 8 – Correspondence relating to the 
potential M23 spur road 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

       

    

  

Coast to Capital Letter (4 April 2017) regarding M23 spur road 
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Affected authorities letter (23 June 2017) 
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Affected authorities letter (6 July 2017) 

64 



 

 
 

   

65
 



 

 
 

     

 

 

 

  
 

   
   

   
 

   
 

   
  

  

 
   

  
  

 

   

   

 
   

   
  

  
  

 

 
   

    
 

 

 

 

Highways England letter (28 July 2017) 

Dear Sarah and Cath 

Background 

I refer to the following letters written to Department of Transport Secretary of State, 
Chris Grayling: 

1.	 Dated 23/6/17 from Reigate & Banstead Council Chief Executive, John Jory, 
at the House of Commons 

2.	 Dated 6/7/17 from Reigate & Banstead Council Leader, Cllr Victor Broad, at 
his constituency office (also enclosing a letter to John Jory dated 4 July from 
Robert Boughton, Group Managing Director of Thakeham: the site promoters) 

Sarah has confirmed that while the letters are on RBBC headed paper, they are 
effectively letters on behalf of both councils; with Officers/Members attending the 
meetings referred to, and having received presentations form Thakeham. 

Both seek “in principle” Ministerial support for a potential new settlement centred on 
Redhill Aerodrome that straddles the Reigate & Banstead and Tandridge boundary. 
The latter also seeks Ministerial support from the Department and Highways England 
to “understand the transport options and impacts in relation to this development 
proposal”. 

I understand that Ministers will be responding to the letters in due course. 

However, it has been agreed that in view of Tandridge’s impending Local Plan 

consultation (commencing 14 August) and at the request of RBBC/Thakeham, 
Highways England should provide more “nuts and bolts” advice regarding the 

policies, programmes and practicalities likely to need to be taken into consideration. 
This email aims to provide that advice, while being mindful that the considerations 
may change as work progresses on the proposals and other material considerations 
become apparent. 

24 July Meeting at Reigate & Banstead Council Offices 

On Monday 24 July, Highways England (Spatial Planning Managers: Kevin Bown & 
Janice Burgess) and Department for Communities & Local Government (Ben 
Greener) met representatives from Reigate & Banstead Council and Thakeham to 
discuss their proposals. 

A wide ranging discussion took place. Thakeham will provide minutes in due course. 

In summary, HEs position is that: 
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	 HE welcomes the opportunity to work with all parties at pre-plan/ pre-
application stages to help identify matters to be addressed, agree ways of 
working, methodologies and timetables; and hence make best use of time and 
resources 

	 HE has met with the various parties and others (eg Surrey County Highways) 
separately or jointly in recent months to discuss both general plan-making and 
these proposals; and commits to continuing to do so. 

	 More details regarding working with Highways England on planning matters 
can be found in The strategic road network: planning for the future 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/planning-and-the-major-road-network-in-england 

	 The primary purpose of HE is to ensure the safety, reliability and operational 
efficiency of the Strategic Road Network (SRN). 

	 Commensurate with these purposes HE also seeks to improve the network 
and to facilitate growth and regeneration where possible and appropriate. 

	 We also recognise that our customers do not distinguish between local and 
strategic networks when making their journeys, so we work with local highway 
authorities to ensure, where possible, proposals are acceptable from both 
perspectives. 

	 The M25 and M23 form a vital part of the SRN, with particular functions to 
carry long distance traffic travelling around London and/ or through the South 
East to the likes of Gatwick Airport, Crawley and Brighton. It is also noted that 
the M23/A23 corridor has a resilience role in terms of being a strategic 
emergency evacuation route for London. 

	 With regards development proposals per se, decisions regarding whether they 
should be in Local Plans or granted permission are for the relevant LPA or 
planning Inspector/Minister. Therefore HE (like most other statutory 
consultees) does not express “support” for proposals, rather it starts with a 
“neutral” stance and then seeks to reach a position whereby any impacts and 
necessary mitigation are agreed, and hence we have “No Objections”. It is 
perfectly possible that while HE has no objections from a SRN viewpoint, 
proposals are refused for other reasons. Equally, but rarely, it is possible that 
proposals can be acceptable from other viewpoints, but due to their impact on 
the SRN, and the impossibility for that impact to be mitigated, HE must 
maintain an objection. 

	 HE normally seeks to agree “Statements of Common Ground” with LPAs 
and/or site promoters ahead of Local Plan Examinations, setting out the work 
done, the matters which are agreed and the matters that are still “work in 
progress” or are not agreed. 

	 In accordance with NPPF and DfT C2/13 The Strategic Road Network and the 
delivery of sustainable development 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/strategic-road-network-and-the-
delivery-of-sustainable-development the promoters of the Redhill Aerodrome 
site will have to 
a) demonstrate a strategic case for a new junction (para 39) 
b) demonstrate that all that can reasonably and appropriately be done will be 
done to achieve modal shift and sustainable transport choices (eg bus/rail 
etc); and 
c) demonstrate either no impact on the SRN or an ability to mitigate that 
impact (mitigation to meet required standards, be deliverable etc) 
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	 It should also be noted that with regards any new connections the HE licence 
https://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad 
=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjkwKO0u6zVAhUCahoKHToWDu8QFggoMAA&u 
rl=http%3A%2F%2Fqna.files.parliament.uk%2Fws-
attachments%2F226922%2Foriginal%2F150312%2520-
%2520Highways%2520England%2520Licence%2520(%2520Implementation 
%2520of%2520the%2520Strategic%2520Highways%2520Company).pdf&us 
g=AFQjCNGv8hKh38f_CIKych5uRTpAuDGbCA sets out the following 
requirement: 

“5.36 The Licence holder must, in making decisions under section 175B of the 
Highways Act about permission for any new connections to its network: 

a. Unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of State, consider granting 

permission in light of the nature of the road in question and the consequences 

of the new connection, having particular regard to: 

i. In the case of sections of the network designed for high-speed traffic, with 

partially or comprehensively limited access, there should be a presumption 

against connection, except where it can be provided safely and where there is 

a demonstrable benefit to the economy; 

ii. On all other sections of the network there should be a presumption in favour 

of connection, except where a clear case can be made to prohibit connection 

on the basis of safety or economic impacts. 

b. Include its section 175B decision in its consultation response to the local 

planning authority whenever it is consulted about a development which 

requires consent under that section.” 

	 Re a) we note that the currently envisaged scale of the development (6,000-
8,000 homes + 3,000 jobs + all community infrastructure) appears smaller 
than elsewhere where new development has justified new Motorway junctions 
(eg M20J10a at Ashford, Kent, M49 at Severnside, M1 at Dunstable), but 
equally note that there are no set thresholds. Therefore the “business case” 
that incorporates both planning reasons to justify the location (eg in Green 
Belt etc) and transport reasons to justify a new motorway junction will be 
crucial. It was recognised by all parties that DCLG and DfT Ministers may 
have a role to play in setting the strategic line to take on such matters, mindful 
of the potential precedents that agreement to the proposals would set. 

	 Re a) we will need to be mindful, at the strategic level, of all other proposed/ 
permitted developments that may impact on the M23/A23 corridor in 
assessing any case made for any particular site. We are already aware of 
other new settlements and major employment hubs, either in the public 
domain or at confidential pre-plan/pre-application stage, that would affect the 
M23/A23 corridor. Therefore we will need to consider the cumulative impact of 
all such proposals, as far as they are material, before reaching any 
conclusions regarding any particular site. 
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	 Re b) we note that the promoters are in early discussions with the likes of the 
rail operators and bus companies, but will need to see robust commitments 
before being able to take proposals into account. While we recognise the 
aspiration for the proposals to demonstrate many facets of sustainability, we 
would be obliged to consider the “worst case scenario” in terms of impact on 
the SRN unless and until robust evidence demonstrating the deliverability of 
the sustainable transport elements is provided. 

	 Re b) we note that a new junction on to the M23 would provide an alternative 
access to East Surrey Hospital, but ahead of reviewing the business case and 
evidence in the round cannot assess the weight to be attached to such a 
benefit. 

	 Re c) we note that M23 is already heavily congested between and at the M25 
to Gatwick/Crawley junctions. Therefore, ahead of robust modelling evidence, 
we note that it would seem inevitable that Redhill Aerodrome would have an 
impact on the SRN. The major question is whether that impact could be 
acceptably mitigated. 

	 Re c) we note the promoters believe that a new junction would relieve both 
the local network and other parts of the SRN, due to vehicles being able to 
access the SRN sooner and closer to their point of origin. Such evidence will 
form an important part of both the business case and the modelling evidence; 
although it should be noted that the SRN should not be used as a means to 
simply relieve congestion on local networks. 

	 Re c) we note that the proposed location of the new junction appears to 
accord with the requirements of DMRB (Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges) regarding junction separation and weaving distances; although all 
parties agreed this needs to be confirmed in terms of any particular additional 
requirements for Smart Motorways. 

	 Re c) we note that the Roads Investment Strategy Period 1 M23 Smart 
Motorway Project is due to be implemented in 2018. However, it is more 
about smoothing existing and known future flows than creating large 
quantums of additional capacity. At this early stage it is unknown what 
mitigation might be required for any new settlement and hence whether they 
would be compatible with the proposed Smart works. 

	 We also note that in order to avoid disrupting our customer’s journeys, HE 
normally seeks to ensure that either all required works to our network take 
place in one short timeframe or they are done separately: say 5 years apart. 
Therefore, ahead of the production of all required evidence and design work, 
it is currently unknown whether the Smart Project and any Redhill 
development are compatible from this viewpoint. 

	 Re c) we note the promoters offer to privately fund any junction/other works 
(up to around £110m for infrastructure was mentioned), but at this early stage 
it cannot be known what mitigation is required (eg type of junction/ any other 
works), when and hence how much it would cost. Also HE, to safeguard 
Government and taxpayers interests, would require appropriate fiscal and 
other guarantees to be in place. 

	 Re c) we note that it will be vital to understand the phasing of any 
development and/or any new junction to ensure that any new capacity is not 
used up by other traffic “rat-running” and that it is co-ordinated with any other 
major works in the M25/M23 corridors or on local networks. 
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	 With regards the production of the required evidence, HE is content for LPAs 
and/or site promoters to work together to produce robust, relevant, up-to-date, 
appropriate and proportionate evidence. However, we also noted that it must 
support the Local Plan as well as the individual sites. Those around the table 
with modelling experience appreciated the subtle difference between these 
slightly different requirements. 

	 We note that we have been involved in discussions about other potential 
major developments that could affect the M25/M23 corridors, and so our 
assessment and responses will take account of all circumstances not simply 
those surrounding any Redhill Aerodrome proposals 

	 Re Roads Investment Strategy Period 2 (5 years from 2020). Route Sponsor 
colleagues (Peter Phillips and Tommy Whittingham) have been working with 
the central RIS team to gather evidence from stakeholders as to their 
aspirations and concerns for the various corridors that make up the overall 
SRN. The evidence is in the process of being collated to establish 
respectively, corridor, regional and national priorities. Route Strategies were 
published in March 2017 as part of this process. In due course further rounds 
of consultation will occur leading to final publication and implementation of 
RIS2. Further details about the process and its timetable may be found 
at https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/road-investment-strategy-post-
2020 

	 We note Thakeham have indicated there is support for the proposals from the 
local C2C LEP. We would be grateful to receive copies of pertinent 
documents to ensure we are fully aware of all material considerations. 

	 It is unknown whether and what RIS2 might be able to say about the Redhill 
proposals. This can only be determined in due course based upon the 
progress that has been made to work up and assess the proposals. 

Next Steps 

	 Thakeham wish to constitute a working group to take forward various 
evidence base gathering exercises (eg Transport Assessment including all 
necessary modelling to cover both the Local Plan per se and Redhill 
Aerodrome in particular). HE stands ready to participate as appropriate in the 
group, making available its own information, data and modelling as 
necessary. 

	 HE will be attending a Tandridge Local Plan: Garden Villages Consultation 
(Regulation 18) workshop on 9 August 

 HE will participate and respond to any Local Plan consultations 
 HE will engage with other site promoters on an equal and proportionate basis. 

I hope that this advice and notes assist. 

Should any party have any queries about the contents of this email, please contact 
me. 

Regards 

Kevin Bown, Spatial (Town) Planning Manager BSc(Hons) MPhil CMS MRTPI 
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Appendix J – Department of Transport letter (3 August 2017) 
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Annex 9 – Historic England email 
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