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Policy 
Town Hall 
Castlefield Road 
Reigate 
Surrey 
RH2 0SH 

 

 

22nd of February 2018 

Dear Policy Team, 

I am writing in response to the Development Management Plan Regulation 19 consultation. 

Firstly, I would like to highlight that the responses given by members of the public regarding HOR9 at the 
Regulation 18 stage of the consultation were not adequately responded to. 268 people wrote to the Council 
and objected to the business park, stating a wide variety of valid concerns and highlighting policy 
constraints. Yet none of the comments were actually responded to and these comments will not be carried 
forward. Comments were broken down, paraphrased and archived in the 700-page consultation statement. 
Next to nearly every comment was the statement “Policy updated in line with evidence base” yet the policy 
was not changed as a result of the representations made. The ‘Summary of changes between Regulation 18 
and Regulation 19’ document which takes in to account the representations made at the Regulation 18 stage 
states “Policy has been updated for clarity and robustness”, however no apparent changes were made. 

The Council have consulted the public, but ignored their representations even when they are in line with the 
evidence presented within the DMP evidence base, such as the current policy constraint’s, flooding issues, 
traffic, noise, pollution and more. The ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ (page 130) recognises these same concerns 
“This site is located reasonably close to the town centre and is likely to be accessible by methods of 
transport other than cars. However, part of the site is located within flood zones, and the site is near to 
residential properties and a busy main road, possibly leading to problems with noise and air pollution.” Yet 
noting has been done to address these issues. 

We would also like to highlight the difficulty that we have had in having sufficient time to fully read all of the 
DMP documents and evidence base before formulating our representations. The main DMP Document, its 
Annexes and the Consultation Statement would take over 99 hours to read, based on a 5 minute per A4 page 
reading time. That is not including all of the documents and reports in the DMP evidence base. We feel that 
the consultation time period is unrealistic given the formal nature of the representations required. The 
average individual in full time employment would find it difficult to fully analyse the documents and make a 
suitable representation in the timeframe given. 

We strongly object to the proposed changes to the Local plan and we do not believe policy HOR9 to be 
sound for the reasons outlined below, many of which include the points we raised at the Regulation 18 
stage of the consultation. 

Inconsistency and misleading site data 

There has been much confusion surrounding the size of the business park site, seemingly due to the 
confidential nature of the proposal. In October 2015 the site was identified by the Council as being on both 
sides of the Balcombe Road (172 acres). In the Regulation 18 stage of the consultation the site was identified 
as being on the Western side of the Balcombe Road now identified as SEH1 and SEH2 (Bayhorne Farm, 
Fishers Farm and Meadow Croft House). The Regulation 19 DMP stated that “In the longer term, beyond the 
current plan period, potential for development on the eastern site of Balcombe Road may be explored 
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subject to employment, business and economic development needs.” The document only showed a map 
highlighting the western side of the Balcombe Road. However, the Regulation 19 DMP page 146 states that 
the site area is 83ha (over 205 acres). Upon querying this discrepancy with the Planning and Policy team at 
the Council on the 13/2/18 we were told verbally on the telephone that the figure was incorrect and was a 
mistake and should read 32ha (79 acres). Furthermore, in the DMP Viability Report (page 17) the site area is 
listed as being 31ha. It is very concerning that a mistake of this nature was not noticed by the Council prior 
to the DMP being published. It is also concerning that the Council have not been able to highlight this error 
to the public. We question if the DMP is legal based on this misinformation. 

Lack of supporting evidence to substantiate the need 

The opening statement in the Regulation 19 DMP relating to the business park says “There is increasing 
pressure on existing employment land provision in the borough from alternative uses. In particular recent 
changes to permitted development rights introduced by central government are resulting in a loss of 
employment sites to residential uses, at a time when the economy is growing, but still fragile from the 
recent economic downturn.” This is suggestive that controlling the conversion of employment space to 
residential space is beyond the scope of the Council. However, the Council can stop the change of use and 
protect existing employment space by using an ‘Article 4 Direction’, as other local Councils have done such 
as ‘Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’. Our recent Freedom of Information request showed us that Reigate 
and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) have not used any ‘Article 4 Directions’. The Council are choosing not 
to protect existing employment space in the Borough. RBBC has stated that there is an “increasing pressure 
on existing employment space” but this does not justify a need, so is therefore not a sound or valid 
justification for a business park in Horley’s Public Open Space. 

In the ‘Scope for a strategic employment site within Reigate & Banstead’ report published in 2014 by 
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) it says that “The Council seeks to explore whether and what role the 
Borough could play in meeting aspirations for greater employment growth across the Gatwick Diamond.” It 
describes the report as being commissioned by the Council to explore the ‘aspirational’ needs, not the actual 
needs. The report states on page 26 that “Manor Royal represents the largest employment site within the 
Gatwick Diamond area and in reality the only one with the critical mass and profile to cater for ’extra-local’ 
business needs.” The Manor Royal business district has the profile and capacity to cater for local needs 
already, showing that a new business park in Horley could be in excess of the actual local requirements. 

In the DMP, the Council say that “Demand for a strategic business site is likely to be driven by occupiers 
seeking a highly accessible location”. The Manor Royal business district which is situated less than 3 miles 
from the business park site just outside of our Borough has plenty of empty office space. In the ‘Manor Royal 
Development Plan 2010” it says that rental rates have remained stagnant since 2005, at a level which is 
generally below that of other leading business locations. Vacancy rates are also relatively high at 
approximately 19% of total office floor space, showing that there is business space available already in the 
immediate local area.  

The Manor Royal Business District, which is situated just 2 miles from Gatwick Airport “is the biggest 
business park in the south east covering a total area of 240 hectares, 154 hectares of which is developed or 
developable” (A Plan for Progress Document, Manor Royal page 24). It is difficult to see how the Horley 
Business Park would be able to compete with it. 

In the Regulation 19 DMP document (page 145) The Council also say “In addition it is increasingly clear that 
some nearby authorities may not be able to fully meet their own employment needs.” But this conflicts with 
what some other local authorities have stated in the Duty to Co-Operate Statement; It is noted that Mid 
Sussex District Council have had Discussion around Strategic Employment site and transport “Some 
reservations on the complementarity of the Horley Strategic Employment Site and the new employment 
provisions that MSDC is bringing forward.” (page 130). Whilst Horsham District Council were noted having 
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reservations about the scale of HOR9 and had “some reservations about the scale of the Strategic 
Employment Site, which has been discussed with Horsham a number of times.” (Page 131). 

“Further clarity is required regarding the wider commercial and leisure option, in terms of the quantum of 
floor space 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 floor space that would be delivered as part of the larger 40-50 hectare option, and 
would encourage further joint working in this regard.” It would seem that Crawley Borough Council is lacking 
the information about the proposal required, to be able to make an informed judgement about its impact on 
Crawley. 

Page 27 of the NLP report gives feedback from commercial property agents “Demand for commercial space 
in the Gatwick Diamond weakened during the recession but has picked up in recent months, particularly for 
industrial space. By contrast, demand for office space has lagged behind due to occupier uncertainty 
alongside more general changes in working practices which influence demand for premises.” This highlights 
the lack of demand for new office space within the Borough. With this in mind, the aspirational ‘need’ for a 
business park is not a reasonable justification for a new one in Horley’s public Open Space and Rural 
Surrounds especially bearing in mind that the Council has accepted the high-risk nature of the proposal. 

Furthermore the 43 acre Legal and General site in Kingswood (within the Borough) which consists of 275,000 
square feet of high quality office accommodation has recently been sold to a residential property developer. 
Despite the sites excellent transport connections by road and rail and its location in Gatwick Diamond region 
it has been sold for potential residential development. 

If RBBC has deemed that there is a need for high quality office space within a large site with good transport 
links, to meet local employment needs, it should be protecting and use existing space including the 
Kingswood site. The Council cannot possibly justify developing a massive office space in Horley’s Public Open 
Space when a lack of demand leaves existing vacant sites facing demolition and redevelopment into 
residential property. 

Since the Council first announced their plans for the business park in October 2015 they have commissioned 
a number of reports to try to prove the need for such a business park in the specified site. They say that “The 
'need' for a strategic employment site is outlined in the Local Economic Needs Update, the Employment 
Opportunity Study and the Chilmark Reports.” (Page 689 Consultation Statement) but they are referring to 
reports that were commissioned to evidence a predetermined need.  

HOR9 is not sound because there is a lack of unbiased independent supporting evidence to substantiate the 
need. 

Transportation and traffic 

In the Duty to Cooperate Statement Highways England say “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.” (Pages 148-9) Yet no evidence has been provided to show how the effects could be 
mitigated. 

Highways England also go on to say that “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.” Yet upon request, on the 
21/2/18 the Council we were not able to provide a copy if the “statement of common ground”, which was 
also mentioned in the Duty to Cooperate Statement (page 38).  
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Highways England also recommend that “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” (Duty to 
Cooperate Statement, pages 148-9) but the local rail connections are already seemingly stretched to 
capacity. In addition to this any access (busses included) on to the Balcombe Road would add to the existing 
traffic problems in the area as supported by Surrey County Council “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.” (Duty to Cooperate Statement pages 158-9). 

In the Duty to Cooperate Statement Surrey County Council’s Transport Development Planning Team have 
also logged other concerns regarding a business park of this scale in the proposed location “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” they go on to state that “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.” 

Surrey County Council also says that “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.” (pages 158-9) None of these concerns 
appear to have been addressed. 

The Council’s response to these high-level concerns was “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.”  The Council are deferring dealing with the transportation issue and its highways 
impacts, by delaying their response until the planning application for their proposed Business Park.  We 
question why the Council are proceeding with the selection of HOR9 as a strategic employment site if it has 
been deemed unsuitable due to the traffic and transportation issues. These issues alone and the evidence 
base provided should alone prevent the site being considered at the Local Plan stage. The planning 
application that the Council may or may not make, is irrelevant at this stage and cannot be seen as 
reassurance that the identified problems can be resolved. The Council also say “We continue to work with 
the Surrey County Council strategic transport modelling team who have assessed the cumulative impacts as 
well as Highways England.” The County Council have assessed the impacts as having the potential to be 
severe, the Borough Council have not addressed the issues.  

In the Duty to Cooperate statement Crawley Borough Council also state “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.” (Page 185) but the Council have 
not addressed these issues in the Regulation 19 DMP document. 

Horsham District Council also seek reassurance regarding the traffic impact of HOR9 as detailed in the Duty 
to Cooperate statement “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.” (Page 188) 

Tandridge District Council also “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.” (Duty to Cooperate Statement, page 208). 
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In addition to the above concerns raised by Local Authorities, in the Duty to Cooperate Statement West 
Sussex County Council also states its concerns “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.” (Page 213) Again these concerns have not 
been addressed.  

HOR9 is not sound as the Council is not able to demonstrate any solutions to the highways and traffic issues 
that a business park of this scale on this site would bring.   They have not addressed the concerns of 
neighbouring Boroughs. 

The Gatwick Open Setting 

“Gatwick Airport is unusual among international airports in being set in open surroundings. This adds 
considerably to its attractiveness. Maintaining this openness has long been an aim of planning policy” 
(extract from the Local Plan 2005). The DMP says “In the southern part of the potential development site the 
land falls within the Gatwick Open Setting designation in the Borough Local Plan 2005”, what it does not 
clearly recognise is that the majority of the proposed business park site on both the Eastern and Western 
sides of the Balcombe Road falls within the ‘Gatwick Open Setting’. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 
to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport as detailed in Policy Hr 37 “There will be a strong 
presumption against proposals which would contribute to the coalescence of Horley with Gatwick Airport 
and result in the loss of the open setting of the airport, as shown on the Proposals Map.” 

The policy was put in place to safeguard the openness of Gatwick Airport and has offered the added 
advantage of absorbing both noise and air pollution and providing a general safety zone around the Airport. 
Removing this green natural barrier between Horley and Gatwick would have a long lasting negative impact 
on Horley by increasing both noise and air pollution and making Horley less distinguishable from Gatwick 
Airport.  

During the Regulation 18 stage of the Consultation as detailed in the Consultation Statement (page 685) 
concerns were raised about the destruction of the Gatwick Open Setting, the Council responded by saying 
“HOR9 is currently only publicly accessible via a public right of way. The proposed policy seeks the provision 
of an appropriate transition to, and relationship with, neighbouring residential and countryside areas and 
the inclusion of an appropriate 'landscape buffer' between Horley and the business park and public open 
space to reinforce the distinctive identity of Horley and its separation from Gatwick and Crawley”. The issue 
is about the loss of a vast area of open green space, that through its triangular shape creates a very large 
wedge of land, a buffer that mitigates some of the effects of the airport. In this instance the level of 
accessibility that the Council focuses on is irrelevant. 

In the Duty to Cooperate statement Crawley Borough Council “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.” (Page 178) If only 5Ha of the 
32Ha site were kept as green open space in HOR9, a total of 84% of the open space would be lost. Retaining 
just 16% is unsatisfactory. 

HOR9 is not sound because there is no acceptable situation in which the Gatwick Open Setting can be 
removed without causing significant harm to Horley and its residents. 

Flooding and flood risk 

The Council accept in the DMP document that “Some areas are at risk of flooding”. A large part of the site 
floods every year (several feet deep). Parts of the site are also identified as at risk of flooding as shown on 
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the current online ‘proposals map’ and on the ‘Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning’. Together these 
indicate that there is an indisputable likelihood that the area will flood again in the future. 

There is a well-known and well documented historic problem of flooding within the proposal site and its 
surrounding areas. The proposed business park would increase the risk of flooding to the surrounding areas 
and neighbours to the development. The Keep Horley Green campaign has a library of photographs showing 
severe flooding both on and around the site (see attached ‘Flooding Evidence Oct16’). The Horley Local 
History Society also had a ‘Picture Gallery’ which evidences many flooding incidents. Some of the most 
severe flooding is just 400 meters from Horley town centre.  
In addition to this the “Strategic Flood Risk Assessment - Level 1 Appendix I - Areas with recorded incidents 
of sewer flooding” map identifies the site and surrounding areas to be red on the map having had the 
highest number of recorded sewer flooding incidents in the Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, Mole 
Valley District Council and Tandridge District Council areas. The drainage issues identified in this report have 
not been addressed. Building the business park on a recognised floodplain without first addressing these 
historic issues will only exacerbate the risk of local RH6 residents and businesses flooding with surface water 
and sewerage. The Regulation 19 DMP states “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;” (page 147) 
which by a process of elimination suggests that the new ‘town park’ will be situated here, but does little to 
address the bigger issue of where 32ha or even 83ha (minus 5ha for the park) of surface water will go, 
bearing in mind that the RH6 area has been identified as being the worst affected area in within the 3 local 
Boroughs in the report.  
  
Furthermore, the Duty to Cooperate Statement (page 38) states that Thames Water has not provided 
comments regarding HOR9 to demonstrate how it will support the development and ensure adequate 
infrastructure for the sewerage network “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.” Thames Water has 
said that it will consider the site but has not offered any reassurance that it will be able to support the site.  
 
HOR9 is not sound because it does not go far enough to address the known concerns about flooding in this 
area. 

Sudden deviation from existing policy 

There is little evidence to validate a sudden deviation from existing policy and strategy. The ‘Horley Master 
Plan 2005’ identifies the main employment areas for Horley as being in Salfords and within Horley Town 
Centre. The ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015 which took two years and cost 
approximately £10,000 to produce, makes no reference to any need for such a business park development in 
Horley. Furthermore the ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 
existing employment land. It is also worth noting that the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ states that a 
development of this nature would “exacerbate existing housing shortages in the Crawley/Gatwick area and 
thereby diminish the benefit to be gained by the release of land for housing.” it goes on to say “the Plans 
strategy envisages no new major commercial development for Horley.” The Core strategy requirements 
state that “Approximately 24,000sqm” is needed not 200,000sqm as is now being proposed. In the DMP 
there is no justification or reasoning given for this unexpected need to diverge from these agreed plans and 
use Greenfield land for employment provision.  

The Rural Surrounds of Horley 

‘Policy Hr 36’ identifies the proposed development site to be a part of the rural surrounds of Horley. The 
rural surrounds of Horley “relates to an important area of land in terms of safeguarding the countryside from 
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encroachment and providing the setting for the urban area.” ‘Policy Hr36’ also states that “Within this area 
development will not be permitted unless it is for a use related to the essential needs of agriculture, 
forestry, outdoor sports and recreation.” The proposed business park does not fall within these categories so 
should not be considered suitable for development in this area. 

Inconsistent application of policy 

The Planning application for 46 houses in The Close, Horley which would be partly in the proposed Business 
Park on Eastern side of the Balcombe Road was refused permission by RBBC on 3/7/2015, planning 
reference: 14/01075/OUT/AP. The Council's refusal was based on three reasons. The primary reason for 
refusal was that the site was in the ‘Rural Surrounds of Horley’ and Gatwick Open Setting. The refusal 
document from RBBC stated “The proposed development, within the Rural Surrounds of Horley and Gatwick 
Airport Open Setting designations, would have a serious and harmful impact on the openness of the area 
and would contribute towards the coalescence of Horley with Gatwick Airport. This would be contrary to 
Policies Hr36 and Hr37 of the Reigate and Banstead Borough Local Plan 2005”. 

The planning and development committee also rejected plans for a 17 hectare business park and hotel on 
the Bayhorne farm site in 1989 (RE.89P/616) on the grounds that the plans would; Worsen pressure on 
housing, be visually intrusive, reduce the gap between Horley and Gatwick (protection of this being a long 
standing aim of the Local Council), and transport links not sufficient into the site. The committee also 
identifies the flood risk associated with the site, and highlights that the site would have a negative impact on 
neighbouring houses. The same barriers preventing development in 1989 still exist today. 

It is vitally important that the Council consistently apply planning policy to every proposed development and 
planning application. It is therefore inappropriate that the Council should refuse permission to one proposal 
based on conflicts with policies yet put forward their own proposals which are in direct conflict with the 
same policies. 

Public Open Space 

The proposed Horley Business Park is accounted for as 20ha of ‘Public Open Space’ as shown on the current 
online ‘Reigate and Banstead Proposals Map’ and detailed in the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and is also 
recognised as such in the DMP. 

There has been a shortfall in the total area of public open space needed for Horley for some time. The 
‘PPG17 Sport and Recreation Assessment’ carried out in August 2011 (9.40) states that “open spaces should 
not be built on unless an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space to be 
surplus to requirements. There is not a surplus in the Borough”. 

The ‘Horley Mater Plan 2005’ point 14.85 states that “The NPFA standards recommend the provision of 2.4 
hectares of outdoor playing space per 1,000 population. Surveys undertaken in 1985 showed a shortfall in 
provision in Horley of some 18 Hectares”. When taking in to consideration the recent vast new residential 
developments in Horley, the shortfall must be even greater today. With this in mind it is not acceptable to 
take away any of Horley’s Public Open Space. The proposal in the DMP replaces just 5Ha of Public Open 
Space at the site to be unsatisfactory. The Council should be looking for ways to address the existing 
historical shortfall in the area. The focus should be on delivering the designated Public Open Space at the 
Bayhorne Farm/ Fishers Farm site as this has never been provided but was accounted for as such. 

Strain on the local infrastructure 

The business park would put additional pressure on existing already stretched infrastructure and public 
facilities; the highways network, hospitals, doctors’ surgery’s, dentists, primary schools, the secondary 
school, and housing. The Council said on their website that the business park would bring “tens of 
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thousands” of extra jobs Horley. No evidence has been presented to demonstrate that the town can support 
this extra footfall. 

Catastrophic impact on local wildlife 

The site is historic and protected farmland under policy HR36 the rural surrounds of Horley. It is home to 
protected species and is inhabited by a wide range of creatures. The land at Bayhorne Farm and Fishers Farm 
in particular is a haven for wildlife including deer, badgers, rabbits, squirrels, bats (who nest in the listed 
buildings), insects and many different species of birds including house martins. It is also a nesting site for 
herons. These creatures would lose their habitat if the business park is built. The proposed site also has 
many wooded areas where bluebells flourish in the spring. Many people raised these concerns at the 
Regulation 18 stage of the DMP consultation, In the Duty to Cooperate Statement, Surrey Local Nature 
Partnership “HOR9 - Welcomes requirements to benefit biodiversity”. (Page 144) Although the comment 
was ‘noted’ HOR9 remained unchanged. 

The Council have not carried out an environmental impact assessment. In the Consultation Statement (page 
687) they state “A planning application would need to be accompanied by an environmental impact 
assessment.” This implies that there has been no assessment made to date.  

In the Consultation Statement (page 691) A number of species were referenced as living on and using the 
site such as bats, badgers, herons, crested newts, mosses, grasses, deer (roe, red), woodpeckers (green, 
greater spotted), owls (barn, tawny, little), trees, foxes, flowers, hedgehogs, sparrow hawks, buzzards, 
orchids, geese, butterflies, moths, house martins, squirrels, rabbits, insects, bluebells, swifts, horses, mice 
(wood, harvest), bank voles, cuckoos, terns, gulls, mallards, woodcocks, lapwings, fieldfares, redwings, and 
kestrels, but the Council’s response was simply “This comment has been noted.” 

HOR9 is not sound because it does not recognise or address the impact that this development would have 
on the local wildlife, flora and fauna. 

Negative impact on the environment and atmosphere 

The proposed site covers a very large area which is grassland bordered with miles of mature hedgerow with 
many veteran trees. This vast area currently acts as a carbon sink capturing carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere therefore contributing to counteracting the effects of climate change and local air pollution.  
Representations made at the Regulation 18 Consultation say “The current green area is a carbon sink that 
captures CO2 and contributes to climate change objectives” (Consultation Statement, page 705). The Council 
responds to this by saying “This area is not designated as a carbon sink area. The Council will continue to 
monitor air pollution levels within the area.” (Consultation Statement, page 705) This statement fails to 
recognise that a carbon sink is anything that absorbs more carbon than it releases as carbon dioxide.  

Detrimental to the local area and neighbourhood 

The proposal would be unacceptable in terms of its visual impact to the surrounding countryside (the Rural 
Surrounds of Horley) and would have a negative effect on the character of a neighbourhood that it would be 
situated in. The business park which the Council have stated will be 83Ha or 32Ha in size would be 
overbearing and out of scale with the existing neighbourhood. In response to concerns about the 
development increasing noise, light, and air pollution in the area, the Council say “The proposed policy 
requires development to be sensitively designed to achieve an appropriate transition to, and relationship 
with, the neighbouring area.” (Consultation Statement, page 700) It is difficult to envisage how a business 
park of this scale over 84% of the existing green open space can be achieved ‘sensitively’. Despite repeated 
requests for further information from the Council they have refused to offer the public any information for 
the last 2 ½ years. The Council’s business park website (http://horleybusinesspark.co.uk) gives little 
information about the development and is updated infrequently. The ‘news’ tab has only been updated once 
in the last 18 months. 

http://horleybusinesspark.co.uk/
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There would also be a loss of the countryside view from the public footpath which runs through both sides 
of the Balcombe Road, a part of which is designated on the Ordinance Survey Map as a public ‘Recreational 
Route’.  
In response to this concern the Council said “There is currently very limited public access to this site via an 
existing public right of way. Should the development be brought forward, the existing public right of way 
would be retained.” (Consultation Statement, page 688) The Council have not recognised the concerns 
stated. The public footpath runs right through the site and at one point, is through a large open field, the 
Councils statement about limited public access is misleading and is not true. 

High risk venture 

“A mixed employment area is considered to have greatest potential to meet current identified needs; as 
would an office/business park; however, the latter has higher risks in terms of market demand/occupation” 
This comment in the DMP implies that the Council are focusing on a business park, which they accept is high 
risk and that could be in low demand. There is no justification offered for the decision to focus on a high-risk 
business park as opposed to a mixed employment area. The Regulation 19 DMP document quotes these 
same facts stating on page 149 that “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 mixed 
employment area would require more than the 32ha available on the Western side of the Balcombe Road, 
presumably this would include the land on the east side of the Balcombe Road. 

The Gatwick Diamond 

The DMP states “The potential for strategic employment developments has also been recognised by the 
Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, with the ‘heart of the Diamond’ being identified as a strategic 
growth location that should be a focal point for future inward investment and growth.” The Chief Executive 
of the Council made a £10,000 payment to the Gatwick Diamond of which he is also a director. This 
statement is made by a partner in the Gatwick Diamond Group. This cannot be seen as an independent 
assessment.  

The ‘Horley Business Park LLP’ 

The directors of the Council’s joint business venture partner (Millhill Properties Horley Ltd.) have been 
involved in numerous liquidated companies.  

We would also like to highlight the relationship between the Council’s Head of Property John Charles Reed 
and Jeremy Andrew Richardson of Millhill Properties Horley Ltd, who were both directors of Weald Estates 
Limited (until 2009). We are concerned that this relationship could reflect a conflict of interests. 

The Council have already spent £450,000 of public money and have recently agreed to increase the working 
capital for the development, yet so far they only seem to have ‘studies’ to show for this. Studies created to 
try to prove the need for such a business park. 
How can the Council be sure that Millhill Properties is not simply preying on the perceived financial 
weakness of the Council, and looking to capitalise on the opportunities that public’s assets present and the 
obvious ambition of individual officers and Councillor’s. 

Lack of benefits for Horley 

The Council has a poor track record of investment in Horley. Most recently none of the millions of pounds 
earned by the Council in a New Homes Bonus Scheme has been invested in Horley so far, despite hundreds 
of houses being built, equating to £5.2 million. 
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The business park would not be directly accessible via the Balcombe Road and it is stated that the business 
park will include a hotel, on-site catering, retail provision, a gym, a crèche, medical services and local 
pharmacy. This would mean that Horley would not get any direct business benefits from the development. 

The Borough has a low unemployment rate. In ‘the Quality of Life in Reigate & Banstead Borough Profile, 
February 2014’ It states that “Reigate & Banstead’s overall Job Seekers Allowance claimant level of 1.4% is 
less than half that of the national level of 3.2%. It is also noticeably lower than the South East level of 2.0%” 
Demonstrating that employment needs are being met. 

Community engagement 

The DMP Consultations could have been delivered in such way that it involved more residents in an 
accessible way to enable more residents to participate. The DMP document itself is complicated and lengthy 
making it difficult for ordinary people to read and digest its content, within the timeframe of the 
consultation. Not all Horley residents received a postcard from RBBC inviting them to comment on the DMP 
at the regulation 18 stage of the consultation. In a phone conversation Steven Hayward from the planning 
policy team at the Council agreed that there was inconsistency in the delivery of the DMP leaflets. He also 
said that he thought that the A5 size postcard style leaflet meant that many people had mistakenly 
discarded the leaflets. It is therefore surprising that the same format has been used for the Regulation 19 
consultation. There has been minimal advertising other than some Facebook posts. For both stages of the 
consultation we also received feedback from residents that they felt that the online survey with its tick box 
approach was ambiguous and made it difficult for them to fully express their views. Many people said that 
they were confused by and put off completing the survey by the legal questions at the start. 

The leader of the Council set up the ‘Horley Consultative Group’ to seek residents views about all of the 
major developments in Horley, as a Borough Councillor said in an email sent on the 13/1/16 “A Consultative 
Group comprising Horley residents from across the three Horley Wards is being established to ensure that 
the whole of Horley is involved, and all issues openly and transparently addressed, on all the major 
development initiatives in Horley, of which the potential business park is one.” However, the group was not 
open or transparent. It did not represent the whole of Horley as promised. Only 6 people were invited, only 
3 could attend, and all others excluded. A Freedom of Information request about the agendas and minutes 
for these meetings was declined because the leader of the council held them as ‘informal’ meetings. 

In summary HOR9 details major changes to the Local Plan, which we feel are not sound as they are 
unjustified, and are unacceptable to Horley. The evidence base provided and resulting policy is not sound. It 
is clear that in the longer term the Council plans to develop the business park in two phases on both sides of 
the Balcombe road, plans which we feel are unwarranted. Horley has expanded greatly in recent years and 
has had a great deal of residential development, including 2,400 new houses to the North. The town faces 
considerable further residential development and is also set to lose public parking in the town centre and 
the town library. It is not sound to expect Horley to absorb such enormous new developments, without 
substantial investment and meticulously planned supporting infrastructure. The proposed changes to the 
DMP would not only take away Horley’s protected Rural Surrounds and Public Open Space, they would 
create an undesirable and unacceptable coalescence between Horley and Gatwick Airport without any real 
justification or any benefit to Horley. Overall this is unsustainable and an overdevelopment, as well as being 
a departure from the Local Plan and well-established policies and planning decisions.  It would seem that the 
Council recognises that the site is not suitable for a number of key reasons, but due to the overriding 
pressure from developers and requirements to earmark future employment land, it is identifying this land 
despite it being unsuitable for the reasons outlined above. 

We feel that it should also be noted that to date over 3,500 people have signed a petition against the 
business park. The petition can be viewed using the following web link 
https://you.38degrees.org.uk/petitions/keep-horley-green . The Council have not taken on board or 
responded to the comments made.  

https://you.38degrees.org.uk/petitions/keep-horley-green
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Please submit the points detailed above including the attached documents ‘Flooding Evidence Oct16’ and a 
copy of our representations made at the previous Regulation 18 DMP Consultation as our formal comments 
on the consultation. We would be grateful if you could confirm the receipt and submission of our comments. 

I would like to be contacted regarding the DMP and its Examination and would like to take part in the DMP 
hearings. 

Kind Regards, 

 

Keep Horley Green Campaign 

 

 

 

 


