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Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan 2018 – 2027 Proposed Submission 
January 2018 
 
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council on the Reigate and Banstead Development 
Management Plan 2018 – 2027. 
 
Our response reflects the key issues for the county council relating to the implications for the 
infrastructure provided by the council, especially with regard to our role as the authority for education 
and highways and transport and minerals and waste. Our detailed comments on the policies within 
Section 3: Potential Development Sites, as they relate to these issues, are set out under relevant 
headings in the annex attached to this letter. 
 
We have made some general comments below with regard to the provision of a primary school 
required to serve the Redhill/Reigate area. 
 
We have concerns related to 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. The 
provision of education is at the heart of sustainable communities and there is a fundamental need to 
ensure that the education contributions made by developers are sufficient to cover the increase in 
the demand for school places likely to be generated by new development.  
 
It is considered important that appropriate steps are taken to mitigate the impact of new 
development on education infrastructure. Without adequate investment, schools may not be able to 
provide the most suitable accommodation for the additional pupils generated by new housing 
development.  
 
The borough council will be aware that paragraph 72 of the NPPF advises local planning authorities 
(LPAs) to take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to ensuring that a sufficient choice of 
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school places is available to meet the needs of communities and that LPAs should give great weight 
to the need to create, expand or alter schools to widen choice in education. 
 
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. Our detailed representations 
relating to this policy are set out in the attached annex. 
 
The former Copyhold site is allocated for waste management purposes in the current Surrey Waste 
Plan (2008), although, the site is not allocated in the emerging Surrey Waste Local Plan (2018). The 
site is also located adjacent to the operational Patteson Court landfill site.  However, 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. This 
landfill site is of strategic and regional importance and is currently programmed to be completed in 
2027 and the site fully restored by December 2030. 
 
We are additionally concerned about the assumed approach set out in the plan for funding the 
provision of the school on this site, including the funding source for the compensation to be paid to 
the developer. The Draft 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 the county council is unable to commit to the liability set out in the IDP 
under scheme reference PE3.  
 
It needs to be clearly stated in Policy ERM2/3 and in the IDP that the school will be funded from the 
development in this area to meet the cumulative need that will be generated by the development of 
the sites allocated in the Local Plan. Appropriate mechanisms need to be in place to ensure that 
funding can be delivered in this way, such as a memorandum of understanding or statement of 
common ground between our authorities to give assurance that a school will be delivered and 
funded through appropriate developer contributions to meet future projected need. Reference to the 
county council making payment to the developer in the IDP under scheme reference PE3 should be 
removed from the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule. 
 
We understand that the developer will not provide the serviced land for the school without 
compensation, as the development proposals for the Copyhold site is currently projected to yield just 
39 pupils. This is well below the 420 pupils that would be required for a 2 FE school, and as a result, 
it is likely that the CIL contribution the developer is required to pay will be considerably less than the 
value of the land.  
 
The amount to be offset against the CIL charge for development will depend on whether the land for 
the school site is valued at a nil value, agricultural value, Green Belt value, or as land with a 
residential planning permission. We are not aware of any previous examples of where CIL has been 
off-set against an ‘in kind asset’ and presume that Member authority will be required before such a 
scenario can be promoted. This will need to be secured as the financial calculations will need to be 
agreed before the developer can be confident that the site is viable prior to the making of any formal 
planning application. The site is currently restored agricultural land within the Green Belt and it 
should be clearly indicated in Policy ERM2/3 that a specific area of the site is safeguarded for school 
or community use and has no potential for residential development. 
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The county council supports in principle the provision of a 2FE school as an optimal solution for 
meeting the needs of all the new development proposed in the Redhill/Reigate area. Our support is 
based on there being no cost implications to the county council in meeting the provision for need that 
is generated by new planned development. 
 
In order for the school to be deliverable, and thereby ensure that the Plan meets the relevant tests of 
soundness in being positively prepared and being based on a strategy to meet infrastructure 
requirements, we consider that a clearer assurance is required in the plan that the school will be 
delivered and appropriately funded by developer contributions. 
 
If you require further information please contact Kath Harrison by email at 
kath.harrison@surreycc.gov.uk, or by phone on 0208 541 9453.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
 
Katharine Harrison  
Spatial Planning Team Leader 
  

RylanCat
Stamp

RylanCat
Stamp
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Annex  
Surrey County Council detailed comments on Reigate and Banstead Development 
Management Plan 2018 – 2027 Proposed Submission  
 
 
Section 3: Potential Development Sites 

Policy ERM1: Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill 
 
Transport issues 
Given the scale of the proposed developments, it should be made clear in this Policy, that a 
submission of a Transport Assessment will be required as part of a planning application, to include 
consideration of the impacts of additional traffic on the safety, capacity and efficiency of the A25. 
 
 
Policy ERM2/3: Land west of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works (pages 109 - 112) 
 
Transport issues 
Given the scale of the proposed developments, it should be made clear in this Policy, that a 
submission of a Transport Assessment will be required as part of a planning application, to include 
consideration of the impacts of additional traffic on the safety, capacity and efficiency of the A25. 
 
Education Issues 
Policy ERM2/3 effectively provides a release clause for the developer in stating that provided the 
applicant can demonstrate, at the point of submitting a planning application, that there is no need for 
a school then the requirement to deliver a school falls and the need for an alternative community 
facility must be tested. The precise requirement to be fulfilled by the developer further lacks clarity as 
there is no indication of the type or scale of alternative community facility to be provided or the 
criteria for selecting and testing for its need.  
 
Additionally, the statement seems to relate to an assessment of need at the time of submitting an 
application, rather than at the time the development is actually delivered. It is also not clear as to 
whether the developer is required to consider the cumulative need to be generated by the future 
planned housing on the other development sites in this area. 
 
As the supporting text in para 4.10.15 acknowledges, the delivery of this site is reliant on an 
extended timescale to ensure that the landfill operation is not compromised. Early development of 
the site would furthermore appear to run contrary to the Phasing of the urban extension sites as set 
out in Policy MLS1.  
 
The Patteson Court landfill site is currently programmed to be completed in 2027 and the site fully 
restored by December 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. 
 
Should an application be submitted early, it is unlikely that a new school will be required until the site 
is actually delivered, i.e. at a time when the operations at Patteson Court will have ceased. It is 
clearly in the best interests of the education provision and the landfill operations for the development 
not to come forward before 2022 and for a mechanism to be put in place for this position to be 
enshrined in policy. See additional comments below under the heading “Waste Planning.” 
 
It is our view that the suggestion in Policy ERM2/3 that there is flexibility for the developer in meeting 
the provision a school does not give a clear assurance that a school will be provided in this area to 
meet the needs generated by the new development proposed in the Local Plan. We do not therefore 
consider the plan to fully meet the tests of soundness in being based on a planned strategy to meet 
future infrastructure requirements. We therefore consider that Policy ERM2/3 should be redrafted to 
ensure that the following points are made clear to the developer: 
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 any assessment of need for education provision 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 size of the serviced site to be provided for a school site needs to be clearly defined as 
1.5 ha, as set out in paragraph 2.25 of the IDP. 

 The wording in paragraph 4.6.46 should be included in the policy to make it clear that the 
release of this site for housing will be in line with MLS1. 

 The indication in PE3 of the Infrastructure Development Plan Infrastructure Schedule, that 
the county council will forward fund the compensation to the developer for the cost of the 
land over and above the developer’s CIL contribution needs to be removed. 

 
 
Policy ERM2/3 Waste Planning Issues 
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.  
 
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 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 should also be included in the 
wording of Policy ERM2/3 to ensure that it is realised. 
 
 
Policy HOR9 - Horley Strategic Business Park 
PolicyHOR9 states that development will be subject to a number of requirements including, "A 
secondary access from Balcombe Road, 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. Further modelling work would need to be undertaken to understand the impact 
that this would have on the local highway network. 
 

 

Section 5: Managing Land Supply 
Policy MLS1  
The county council supports the proposed phasing of the urban extension sites in Policy MLS1, 
particularly ordering the ERM2/3 Copyhold site last on this list of sites. 
 
Policy Explanation Paragraph 4.10.15  
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.  
 
 


