
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our Ref: SB/7325 

 
Email: s.brown@woolfbond.co.uk 
 
22nd February 2018. 
 
Head of Planning Policy 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Town Hall, Castlefield Road 
Reigate,  
Surrey  
RH2 0SH 
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 
Representations on behalf of Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd  
 

Introduction 

 
We refer to the above Regulation 19 Consultation and write on behalf of our client’s, Taylor 
Wimpey UK Ltd., setting out a number of comments upon certain aspects contained within 
the emerging plan.  
 
Our representations relate to the following key policies: 
 

• Objective PS3 (Pg. 81): Allocation of Sites for Development 

• Policy ERM5 (Pg115): Oakley Farm, Bletchingley Road, Merstham 

• Policy MLS1 (Pg157): Phasing of Urban Extension Sites 
 
As the Council is aware from our earlier submissions and subsequent meetings, Taylor 
Wimpey UK Ltd has a controlling interest in the Oakley Farm site, proposed to be allocated 
for housing development under Policy ERM5.  Our representations are set out in the context 
of supporting the merits of the site for development.  
 
Reference is also made to the letter dated 7th October 2016 submitted in response to the 
Regulation 18 Consultation, copy attached for completeness. 
 

Objective PS3: Allocate Sites for Development Consistent with the Core Strategy  

 
Objective PS3 of the emerging plan states that sites will be allocated across the Borough 
consistent with the Core Strategy and the principles of sustainable development.  
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On the basis of the foregoing, the principle of providing an urban extension to the east of 
Merstham has been established through preparation of the Core Strategy. The allocation of 
land at Oakley Farm, through Policy ERM5 which would be entirely consistent with the 
approach set out in Core Strategy Policy CS8. As such we are supportive of the overall 
approach and aims of Objective PS3. 
 
The Council’s allocation of the site in Proposed Submission Development Management Plan 
reflects the suitability of the site for development in the manner proposed. 
 
Whilst we support the principle of the allocation, we object to the position of the site in the 
hierarchy having regard to its intended release/phasing. 
 
 

Policy ERM5: Oakley Farm, off Bletchingley Road, Merstham  

 
The Draft Policy Approach 
 
The draft policy allocates the site for approximately 95 dwellings together with small 
business space and/or community space and open space together with the overarching 
design and infrastructure requirements.  
 
We are broadly supportive of the sites allocation within the emerging plan. However, the 
indicative yield of approximately 95 dwellings is considered an inefficient use of what is 
currently Green Belt land in order to meet the boroughs housing targets. 
 
Policy Response 
 
We set out in the Regulation 18 consultation response letter how the site could sustainably 
deliver approximately 145 units. The previous response was accompanied by an indicative 
masterplan. 
 
In order to prevent repetition I have enclosed a copy of the previous Regulation 18 letter 
and accompanying masterplan. This sets out how the site can deliver in the region of 145 
dwellings and do so in an appropriate and sustainable manner thus making more efficient 
use of an identified site. This would reduce the pressure for land releases elsewhere.  
 
The accompanying plans and particulars that were previously submitted as part of the 
Regulation 18 consultation set out how a sole residential led allocation would be a more 
efficient use of what is likely to be former Green Belt land. 
 

Policy MLS1: Phasing of urban Extension Sites 

 
Our principal area of objection relates to Draft Policy MLS1 and the order in which the site 
would be released in order to contribute to an identified need for housing. 
 
Policy Response 
 
As outlined in the Regulation 18 consultation response we are supportive of the general 
approach to the prioritisation of the urban extension allocations as set out in the emerging 
policy. 
 
As to the overarching principle of only releasing the Green Belt sites on the basis of a lack of 
five year supply; it is self-evident that in order to boost housing supply to improve the 



 

 

Council’s five year housing land supply, those sites to be released can come forward in the 
short term. As such there should not be any potential objections. This principle is endorsed 
by Footnote 11 of the NPPF and the ‘Wainhomes judgement’ that require sites to be 
available now in order for them to be considered deliverable.  
 
We are of the view that the Oakley Farm site should be allocated for residential 
development regardless of the Council’s five year housing land supply, including on the basis 
that there are no known constraints to bringing the site forward in the short term, thus 
contributing to meeting the identified need for market and affordable housing in the early 
part of the current five year period.    
 
As mentioned, delivery of the site in the short term would also provide a significant, and 
much needed boost to affordable housing numbers in the Borough.  
 
Since 2012, the Council has consistently failed to meet its affordable housing target in the 
2012 SHMA annual target. The scale of the shortfall (against the need/target requirement) is 
set out in Table 1 below: 
 

Year 
2012 SHMA Target (per 

annum) 
No. of 

Completions 

2012/13 366 74 

2013/14 366 102 

2014/15 366 129 

2015/16 366 89 

2016/17 366 90 

Total 1830 484 

Shortfall:   1,346.00 

   Table 1: Affordable Housing Figures 
 
It is clear from the above table that there is a significant shortfall in the supply of affordable 
housing. With market housing when a Local Plan is adopted any deficit or surplus is ‘wiped 
clean’ and the position is started anew. However, the Local Authority’s housing register and 
the associated demand for affordable housing cannot just be ‘reset’. As such there is, and 
still will be, a significant shortfall in the provision of affordable housing within the borough. 
Therefore, the emerging Local Plan, and such planning decisions, must seek to address this 
shortfall in a timely and proactive manner. 
 
Before one critiques the order of potential reserve sites it is necessary to look at the Core 
Strategy. 
Policy CS6 entitled ‘Allocation of land for development’ of the Core Strategy (adopted in 
2014) states, inter alia: 
 

“3. The Council will 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): 
 a. Countryside beyond the Green Belt adjoining the urban area of Horley 
 b. East of Redhill and East of Merstham 
 c. South and South West of Reigate 
Sites beyond the current urban area will be released for development in 
accordance with Policy CS13 and detailed phasing policies within the DMP.”  

 
 



 

 

Policy CS13 entitled Housing Delivery states, inter alia: 
 

“4. Sites for sustainable urban extensions within the broad areas of search 
set out in policy CS6 will be released when such action is necessary to 
maintain a five year supply of deliverable sites (based on the residual 
annual housing requirement). The phasing of sustainable urban extension 
sites will be set out in the DMP and will take account of strategic 
infrastructure requirements.” 

 
The Core Strategy makes it clear that priority will be given to geographic broad areas of 
search with the top priority being given to land adjoining Horley. Secondly, land east of 
Merstham with the lowest priority given to land south and south west of Reigate. 
Consideration is also given to overall infrastructure requirements. 
 
Draft Policy MLS1 of the DMP lists the following sites for release in the following order: 
 

i. SEH4 and NWH2 (Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley) 
ii. NWH1 (Land at Meath Lane, Horley) [subject to access from North West 

Sector) 
iii. ERM1 (land at Hillsborw, Redhill) 
iv. SSW6 (Land west of Castle Drive) 
v. SSW7 (Hartswood Nursery) and 
vi. ERM5 (Oakley Farm). 

 
Based solely on the geographic areas of search; Sites (i) and (ii) adjoin the settlement of 
Horley and as such are in accordance with the Core Strategy Policy as does site (iii). 
 
However Sites (iv) and (v), in terms of a geographic area are located to the south of Reigate 
as shown over the page: 
 

 
   Map 1: Location of Sites SSW6 and SSW7. 
   (Source: www.magic.gov.uk) 
 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/


 

 

In geographic terms the Oakley Farm site, which is on land to the east of Merstham should 
be ranked in at least position 3 or 4 above sites SSW6 and SSW7. 
 
Notwithstanding the above inaccuracy in the Council’s order for release one must give 
consideration to the potential issues and objections that a sites deliverability may face. 
 
The Site Proformas within the emerging DMP contain a range of information on each of the 
proposed sites that, inter alia, set out the potential issues each of the sites face. 
 
Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley. 
 
Firstly, the northern section of Site NWH2 (Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley) is located in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.  As such any development may face significant flooding, and foul and 
surface water drainage issues in both its design and implementation. Such drainage and 
flooding issues are also likely to significantly constrain the total deliverable area that would 
therefore restrict the sites yield. Moreover, there is an issue in relation to the need to 
undertake an appropriate sequential test.  
 
Furthermore, this site is located adjacent to a Grade I Listed Building (Cambridge Hotel) and 
its Grade II Listed curtilage. Such heritage constraints will also impact upon the sites 
deliverability as sufficient buffer zones will need to be designed into the scheme thereby 
further reducing the sites overall yield. 
 
The proforma within the draft Local Plan refers to the Cambridge Hotel as being a Grade I 
Listed Building. The Historic England listing appears to have the building registered as a 
Grade II Listed Building. Regardless of whether the building is Grade I or II its listed is a 
constraint of potential significance. 
 
Land at Meath Green Lane, Horley 
 
The Council’s proforma, firstly, acknowledges that the deliverability of the site is dependent 
upon the Meath Green development to the south. Furthermore, the northern section is 
located in Flood Zones 2 and 3 thereby potentially restricting development in this northern 
section. Such a constraint would be likely to impact upon the sites overall yield. 
 
In addition to the sites reliance upon delivery of the Meath Green site, there are related 
flooding and drainage issues, there is also a Grade II Listed Buildings within the site and an 
area of archaeology potential together with undesignated historic landscapes. Once a 
detailed scheme is drawn up to respect such heritage constraints there are likely to be 
significant buffer zones thereby limiting the sites yield further still. 
 
Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill 
 
The information within the emerging DMP states that the site is surrounded by belts of 
dense woodland, some of which is protected ancient woodland. In addition, there is a steep 
slope on the southern part of the site which is unsuitable for development and the site has 
known localised pockets of contamination. 
 
When these numerous constraints are taken into account during the drafting of a detailed 
planning application there are likely to be delays in the deliverability of housing while the 
necessary remedial works are undertaken but also in the overall developable area that in 
turn impacts upon the sites yield. 
 



 

 

Land West of Castle Drive 
 
The site is an unusual and potentially restrictive shape with known localised areas of surface 
water flooding. Reference is also made to a Grade II* Listed Building and how the approach 
drive to the building needs to be carefully considered. 
 
As a result it is likely that the sites surface water flooding issues will require a sufficient SUDS 
scheme. Together with the heritage issues and the sites unusual shape such constraints are 
likely to impact upon the overall developable area and subsequent yield. 
 
Hartswood Nursery 
 
The draft DMP proforma refers to potential contamination issues owing to the sites 
historical use.  Secondly, there are a number of Grade II Listed Buildings which will require a 
buffer zone to retain their setting. Furthermore, the draft DMP allocation requires a buffer 
zone with the common on the east to retain the rural setting.  
 
Such potential contamination issues and the need for several buffer zones indicate that the 
sites deliverability and overall yield are likely to be severally constrained.  
 
Oakley Farm 
 
The proforma within the draft DMP does acknowledge that there is a need for a buffer zone 
to a nearby Listed Building. However, the previously submitted illustrative masterplan has 
included an appropriate layout that would include such a buffer zone. In addition, and 
importantly, there are no known drainage, flooding, contamination or arboriculture issues 
that would restrict the sites deliverability. On the contrary, the document acknowledges the 
proximity to the local centre and how the development could support the regeneration of 
the Merstham Estate Local Centre.  
 
Therefore, notwithstanding the inaccurate ordering in geographic terms, all of the sites 
above have potentially significant environmental, arboriculture, drainage and topographic 
issues. Such issues would impact upon the sites ability to deliver a boost to housing supply 
and do so in the short term. 
 
It is evident therefore that, as set out in Footnote 11, in order to be considered deliverable 
sites need to be available now. The Oakley Farm site is well placed in relation to neighboring 
facilities, is constraint free and as it is already subject to developer/housebuilder interest, 
would be available now for the short term delivery of market and affordable housing. 
 

 Summary 

 
One of the key aims of the NPPF is to, inter alia, boost significantly the supply of housing. 
Furthermore, paragraph 15 of the NPPF states: 

 
“Policies in Local Plans should follow the approach of the presumption in 
favor of sustainable development so that it is clear that development 
which is sustainable can be approved without delay…” (our emphasis) 

 
The Government has made it clear that the Sedgefield approach to dealing with any 
undersupply is adopted. In addition to this the February 2017 white paper entitled ‘Fixing 
our broken housing market’ highlights the scale of housebuilding needed in England. It states 
that England needs to be from 225,000 to 275,000 or more homes a year to keep up with 



 

 

population growth and years of undersupply. The above all serve to demonstrate the 
Government seeks to ensure that such a boost to housing supply is delivered in a timely 
manner. 
 
Against the above background, including on the basis of the Council’s technical work 
underpinning the adopted Core Strategy, there are no known constraints to bringing the 
ERM5 (Oakley Farm) site forward as a housing allocation through preparation of the 
Development Management DPD.  
 
Both paragraphs 157 and 182 of the NPPF ensure Local Plans are positively prepared. Such a 
short term allocation of Oakley Farm, a site which is available and constraint free, would be 
a more proactive approach to boosting the supply of both market and affordable housing 
and doing so without delay.  
 
We trust the above comments are of assistance in producing a revised version of the Local 
Plan for a subsequent Regulation 19 consultation and await confirmation of receipt of our 
representations in due course.  In addition, we welcome the opportunity to meet with you in 
order to discuss the suitability of the site as a housing allocation and the overall masterplan 
approach to be adopted, including in relation to the detailed policy wording. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact the writer should you wish to discuss any matter(s) arising. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Steven Brown BSc Hons DipTP MRTPI 
 
Enc 
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