
1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          
 

Representations on Reigate & Banstead 
Council’s Development Management Plan 

(DMP) 2018-2027:- 
 

Proposed Submission Document  
(Regulation 19 Consultation)   

 
  Site at Sandy Lane, Kingswood,  

                                                  Tadworth, Surrey   
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

February 2018 

 



2 
 

1.0 Introduction & Background 
 

1.1 This report has been prepared in response to the Council’s Local Plan Proposed 

Submission document (Regulation 19 Consultation).  

1.2 The landowner’s team has been involved in promoting the subject site for residential 

development since 2006, including its release from the Green Belt to form a logical 

rounding off of the eastern fringe of Kingswood. 

1.3 Most recently, we followed the advice from Officers at the previous Local Plan stage 

(Regulation 18 consultation) to advance a detailed planning case with supporting 

specialist needs evidence and sequential test work to justify its release from the Green 

Belt (against Clause 3 of Policy CS3). This demonstrated that there are ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ involved in relation to the subject land that justify its release for 

development. 

1.4 Prior to that, during 2012 and 2013, the subject proposals (for a retirement village) 

went through an extensive pre-application process with the Local Planning Authority 

on a ‘without prejudice’ basis, which resulted in all design, and all other non Green 

Belt planning and transport matters, being resolved to their satisfaction. 

1.5 All of this work has effectively been ignored by the Authority and dismissed by them 

in four short paragraphs at pages 660 and 661 of the ‘Consultation Statement, 

September 2017’.  The Officers’ failure to recognise the considerable merits of the 

subject site for release means that an opportunity to deliver sustainable development 

in the borough is presently being lost. This is not in alignment with a whole raft of 

adopted Core Strategy and emerging DMP policies, and moreover is not consistent 

with national policy.  

1.6 This report will highlight these inconsistencies and will find the plan to be ‘unsound’ 

in this particular regard. 

 

2.0 Commentary on Council’s Response 
 

2.1 Firstly, we wish to express our surprise and disappointment that the body of work 

(consisting of 3 comprehensive inter-related reports) submitted at the last stage of 

the Local Plan has not been addressed by the Council. Namely;- 

• Justification for Green Belt Release – Magenta Planning (October 2016) 

 

• Sequential Test/Scoping Report – Planning Sense & Magenta Planning (July 

2016) 

 

• Care Needs Assessment – Pinders (April 2016) 
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2.2 The brief and scope for that work was agreed ‘in principle’ with Officers at a meeting 

held on 26th October 2015; see agreed meeting notes appended (as amended by the 

LPA). This work was not undertaken lightly by the landowner and it is not reasonable 

of the LPA to offer no feedback on it, particularly in respect of the role that the subject 

site plays in the Green Belt, against the five identified purposes for including land 

within it, as outlined in the NPPF. 

2.3 For ease of reference, we set out the four paragraphs that are offered by the LPA 

verbatim, as follows:- 

‘It is accepted that there is an element of need for elderly accommodation, particularly 

for Extra Care. However, as set out in the ‘Development Plan Management Plan 

(Regulation 18) evidence paper, Housing for Older People’, elderly people 

accommodation needs are varied (some may stay in their homes and bring in care, 

some may go live with relatives etc.) As such, we are taking a varied approach to 

facilitating elderly persons accommodation needs through the Local Plan given the 

range of options to older persons housing needs. 

We are proposing a policy specifically for elderly persons accommodation in the 

Development Management Plan, which will support new elderly provision in 

appropriate locations and resist the loss of existing. We are also proposing a policy 

which will require a certain percentage of housing for certain developments to be 

accessible and adaptable, as well as adaptable for wheelchair users. In addition, there 

are a number of proposed site allocations in the document which include a requirement 

for elderly provision. Other policies on housing mix also seek to ensure there are the 

right types of housing being provided, including smaller units which can encourage 

downsizing. 

The aforementioned evidence paper goes on to summarise that ‘it is not appropriate 

or necessary to include borough-wide targets for provision of new accommodation’ so 

our approach is not about hitting a numerical target for elderly persons 

accommodation but rather facilitating a broad range of options.  

Given all of the above, whilst we are supporting the development of extra care in the 

right locations, the provision of extra care in itself is unlikely to be enough to 

demonstrate special circumstances required to justify harm to the Green Belt’. 

2.4 We consider this response to be far too broad and vague to be of any meaningful value 

to the Inspector in assessing the merits of the subject site. It has not addressed any of 

the detailed arguments put forward by the landowner’s team, despite the Officers 

involved requesting those specific arguments to be made.  

2.5 Whilst a varied approach is supported, and particularly given the needs evidence 

available to the Authority, there is no reason why such an approach could not embrace 

a retirement village concept at this location, as part of a range of different tailored 

solutions. Indeed, the new policy referred to (ie. DES7 – Specialist Accommodation; 2) 
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Older people and support needs) recognises ‘Extra Care Assisted Living’ as playing an 

important role and this would be fully consistent with such an allocation being made 

at Sandy Lane in that:- 

• The site is accessible to shops; public transport; community facilities and services 

appropriate to the needs of the intended occupiers (as well as benefitting from a 

whole range of facilities on-site); refer to clause a. 

 

• The development will be of a high quality, including generous amenity space and 

taking into consideration opportunities for sitting, socializing, gardening and active 

leisure pursuits; refer to clause c. 

 

• The proposed development would include some form of affordable rooms or a 

contribution in lieu of affordable accommodation elsewhere; refer to clause d. 

 

• There would necessarily be a high level of accessibility for wheelchair users 

throughout the scheme, above and beyond normal building control requirements; 

refer to clause e. 

 

2.6 Additionally, it should be noted that this DMP policy is supported at Core Strategy 

level. Namely, policy CS14 (Housing Needs of the Community) which is complied with, 

as demonstrated in our previous representations. This policy refers to providing such 

specialist housing accommodation for the elderly in ‘sustainable locations’ and in this 

regard, it should be stressed that the Local Plan identifies ‘Waterhouse Lane, 

Kingswood’ as being a Local Centre (Policy RET – Local Centres). 

2.7 In order to be effective, the varied approach advocated by the Council must respond 

to the evidence, noting that paragraph 3.2.22 of the plan states:- 

 ‘There is also an identified need for suitably sized accommodation for older people who 

may want to downsize and remain within their existing communities and this policy 

seeks to provide a choice of units to accommodate this. This will help to free up larger 

family-sized homes which there is a need for in the Borough…..’ 

Furthermore, paragraph 3.2.48 of the document, states:- 

 ‘There is a significant oversupply of units/bedrooms within care homes, some 

additional need for sheltered housing and a prominent undersupply of extra care’ (our 

emphasis in bold) 

2.8 Unfortunately, the Council’s proposed site allocations fail to respond to this evidence 

and are not consistent with their overall policy objectives of providing ‘choice and 

flexibility’ in this sector. The proposed retirement village at Sandy Lane would not only 

perfectly align with the needs demonstrated in the Local Plan’s evidence base, and the 

particular demographics of the village, it would also provide precisely the type of 

flexible accommodation advocated by the Council in that the accommodation 
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provided can adapt to the changing needs of the residents as they grow older, 

including dementia care facilities (ie. ageing in place). Whilst wishing to avoid undue 

repetition from our previous representations, it is instructive to refer to an excerpt 

from the conclusions of the specialist Pinders report, as follows:- 

 ‘It is impossible to accurately forecast how the increased demand should be distributed 

between care homes and extra-care housing, but the combination of further care home 

closures and the growth in the over-85 population, where the highest care needs occur, 

will necessitate an expansion of homes geared towards specialist dementia and 

palliative care. Furthermore, a specialised dementia/nursing facility as part of the 

integrated village proposed would ensure a wider choice of accommodation’. 

2.9  The Council imply that Sandy Lane is somehow not the ‘right location’ but there is no 

evidence provided to support this. If their argument is solely about the ‘Green Belt’, 

then they should address our previous representations. Local political sensitivities 

about the Green Belt are fully understood, but a more realistic and pragmatic review 

process as part of this Local Plan, rather than relying solely on complex urban 

extension projects, would have been the correct approach in light of the objectively 

assessed needs and could strengthen the Council’s position in the protection of other 

more sensitive Green Belt and countryside locations elsewhere in the borough. 

2.10 The Council also imply that hitting numerical targets for specialist housing is not 

important yet their Regulation 18 DMP Housing for Older People report identifies 

(over the period 2014 to 2027) a theoretical need for between 1,571 to 1,677 units of 

sheltered, enhanced sheltered and extra care units plus 151-218 units of registered 

core spaces. Specifically for ‘Extra Care’ it identifies a need for between 294-306 

(market units) and 98-102 (affordable units). Unless the Council can marry this need 

with appropriate allocations it will simply not be met. To rely on ‘windfalls on 

appropriate urban sites’ will not deliver the Council’s objectives and is not a sound 

approach to securing the level of development that is clearly needed. 

2.11 In our opinion, the Council’s failure to allocate the subject site makes no sense. The 

site plays no strategic role in the Green Belt, and the particular merits and benefits of 

the proposals would far outweigh any harm. Rather, the retirement village proposals 

would be an exemplar of sustainable development and good design practice, against 

a whole range of adopted Core Strategy and emerging DMP policies, such as;- 

  CCF1 – Climate Change Mitigation 

 CCF2 -  Flood Risk  

 NHE2 – Protecting & Enhancing Biodiversity 

 NHE4 – Green/blue infrastructure 

 These design matters were considered as part of the previous pre-application process, 

with sustainability measures integrated into the design at the outset of the project, 

including balancing ponds; Sustainable Urban Drainage (SUDs) scheme; renewable 
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energies; and landscape/biodiversity enhancements. Notwithstanding the green belt 

issue, this process resulted in all matters, including design, amenity and transport, 

being resolved to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority.  

 

3.0 Conclusion 
 

3.1 For all of the reasons outlined in this report, the land owner continues to object to the 

Council’s exclusion of the subject site from the emerging Local Plan’s site allocations. 

In particular, through these and previous representations, it has been demonstrated 

that its allocation would fully comply with the Local Plan’s objective (DMP Objective 

PS3) which seeks to ‘allocate sites for development across the borough consistent with 

the Core Strategy and sustainability principles’.   

3.2 The Council’s current approach not to include the site flies in the face of the adopted 

Core Strategy objectives and is ‘unsound’, as it conflicts with the sustainability 

principles outlined in the NPPF. In the absence of a robust assessment of the site from 

the LPA, we therefore urge the Local Plan Inspector to consider this matter very 

carefully and we are confident that such an impartial analysis will tip the balance of 

the arguments towards an allocation and a release from the Green Belt for specialist 

housing, as consistently promoted by the landowner for many years, for:- 

‘Retirement village (composite Class C2/Class C3 use), comprising 78 retirement homes 

(of 66 retirement apartments and 12 bungalows) together with a 40 bed care facility 

including 20 dementia beds’. 

3.3 Finally, we confirm our wish to participate at the appropriate forthcoming EIP hearing 

session(s). 
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