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Introduction to KRAG 

 
KRAG was formed in 1993 in direct response to a planning application by the 

newly formed Redhill Aerodrome Ventures Ltd (RAVL) to develop the existing 
Aerodrome into a Feeder/Reliever Airport to operate in tandem with Gatwick. 

 
We are not anti-Aerodrome but we are against inappropriate and speculative 
development at the site that will change the existing rural Green Belt landscape to 

a more urbanised one.  
 

Our membership numbers over 900 households in the area affected by the 
activity at Redhill Aerodrome (RA). 
 

The majority of RA has always been within the Green Belt, which we believe must 
continue to be protected from unwanted development.  We acknowledge the 

existing built area is Brownfield land.  
 
We have a seat on the Redhill Aerodrome Consultative Committee, closely 

monitoring any proposal to develop the facility. 
 

Safeguarded Land  
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out that when amending 
Green Belt boundaries regard should be given to their intended permanence.  This 
will enable them to endure well beyond the plan period. In doing so, sites can be 

Safeguarded in order to meet longer-term development needs.  
 

Safeguarded land is therefore safeguarded for future development, not from 
development.  
 

However Safeguarded land should be genuinely capable of development when 
needed.  Are RBBC confident that the case with SAS1? 

 
The NPPF states at paragraph 85 (bullet 3): 

 
“where necessary, 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 NPPF is therefore explicit that Safeguarded land should be on the edge of the 
urban area. This is consistent with the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, 

which is to prevent urban sprawl.  
 
Safeguarded land should be located where future development would be an 

efficient use of land, well integrated with existing development, and well related 
to public transport and other existing and planned infrastructure, so promoting 

sustainable development.  
 
But to be consistent with the NPPF, any Safeguarded land would need to be on the 

edge of an existing RBBC urban area and would need to be of a sufficient scale to 
negate the need for a Green Belt review until well beyond the plan period.  
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We understand that, once adopted, a local plan must be reviewed every five 

years. Such reviews provide local authorities with numerous opportunities to 
revise existing site designation boundaries, propose safeguarded land for 

development and allocate further land for future expansion. But this five-year 
local plan review process also effectively removes the local authority’s need to 
Safeguard land in the first place. 

 
We surmise that when a site is Safeguarded, development is practically 

guaranteed to occur at the site at some point in future. On that basis. premature 
Safeguarding offers little benefit to RBBC, as once land has been removed from 
the green belt, it is effectively lost for ever. 

 
The development of local plans are supposed to be supported by a robust 

evidence base.  Where is the evidence to support the Safeguarding of Redhill 
Aerodrome (RA)? 
 

ISSUE 1: The RA site is not on the edge of an existing RBBC or TDC urban area.  
This means it should not be considered available to be Safeguarded for future 

development. 
 
ISSUE 2: No evidence has been produced to support the Safeguarding of RA.  
 
Local Plan Examination by an Inspector 

 
The Inspector’s task is to consider the soundness and legal compliance of the 

Plan, on the basis of the relevant legislation and the guidance in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 
Considering soundness involves examining the Plan to determine whether it is: 
(a) positively prepared – based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively 

assessed development and infrastructure requirements;  
 

(b) justified – the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;  

 
(c) effective – deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working;  
 

(d) consistent with national policy – able to achieve sustainable development in 
accordance with the Framework’s policies. 
 
We understand that the public examination of a Local Plan is not an Inquiry into 
objections raised by individual parties. It is structured around the issues which the 

Inspector has identified as crucial for his judgment on the soundness of the plan.  
 

LPAs need to be clear about what conclusions they have come to from the range 
of evidence available and how they have made choices, based on the evidence.  

 
The plan must not contain assertions of fact that are not supported by the 
evidence. Similarly the evidence should not be collected retrospectively in an 

attempt to justify the plan. 
 

Local circumstances will be directly relevant.  But where is the evidence to 
support the proposal to Safeguard site SAS1? 
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ISSUE 3: Is RA being considered for Safeguarding prior to a basic land 
categorisation assessment?  

 
ISSUE 4: Is the rationale behind the categorisation of RA as suitable to be 
Safeguarded sound? 

 
Achieving Sustainable Development 

 
The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development. There are three dimensions to sustainable 
development: economic, social and environmental.  

 
An economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy.  This is achieved by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and 
innovation.  LPA's should identify and coordinate development requirements, 

including the provision of appropriate infrastructure.  

 
A social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing 
the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future 
generations.  This can be achieved by creating a high quality built environment, 

with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its 
health, social and cultural well-being.  

 
An environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, 

built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve 
biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and 
mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy. 

 
ISSUE 5: Has the negative economic impact of the loss of the existing jobs at RA 

been assessed and taken into consideration? 
 
ISSUE 6: Safeguarding RA for development will have a negative impact on the 

existing Green Belt and not promote Sustainable Development.  
 

ISSUE 7: It is premature to Safeguard RA without knowing the preferred location 
selected by TDC for their Garden Village. 
 

Promoting Sustainable Transport  
 

The overarching aim of the Local Plan will be to ensure that growth is delivered in 
a sustainable manner.  Local Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the 

use of sustainable transport modes for the movement of goods or people. 
 

In line with the requirements of the NPPF, any Local Plan must strive to create 
sustainable communities which will embrace the principles of sustainable 
development using a co-ordinated approach to housing, transport, education and 

health, jobs, social opportunities, services and the physical environment. 
 

Further the NPPF specifies that when preparing Local Plans, the council should 
support development which promotes the use of sustainable modes of transport. 
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To provide context the following statements are extracted from the NPPF. 

 
NPPF Extracts 

Paragraph 29. “The transport system needs to be balanced in favour of 
sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice about how they travel.” 
 

Paragraph 30. “Encouragement should be given to solutions which support 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion. LPA's, when 

preparing local plans, should facilitate the use of sustainable modes of transport.” 
 
Paragraph 34. “Developments that generate significant movement should be 

located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable 
transport modes can be maximised.”  

 
Paragraph 35. “Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of 
sustainable transport modes for the movement of goods or people.” 

 
The NPPG also sets out the necessity for local planning authorities to undertake a 

transport assessment to ascertain the transport implications of development 
proposed within the Local Plan. 
 

A robust transport evidence base will ensure decisions on site allocations can take 
account of road network capacity issues and determine where improvements may 

be required. 
 
This evidence base should detail where there are opportunities to make a modal 

shift to sustainable transport usage where reasonable and appropriate. 
 

Although the need to deliver housing growth will be a key focus of any new Local 
Plan, it is vital that other needs are not overlooked. Critically, to deliver a 
successful plan RBBC must seek to balance the provision of homes with open 

space, employment, leisure, community facilities, retail, etc. 
 

It is vital that decisions take account of local circumstances so they respond to 
different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different areas. 

 
The NPPF (paragraph 160) states that: 
 

“Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of business needs 
within the economic markets operating in and across their area”. 

 
Are RBBC confident that the existing local infrastructure can support any 
additional growth? 

 
Surely a decision to Safeguard any site for future development should only be 

made after a comprehensive study of the site in question.   
 
Commuting to work to locations outside of the area is very common across RBBC 

and the neighbouring TDC district. In combination these areas have some of the 
highest levels in Surrey of commuting by train to work with 13% of people using 

this method, but the majority travel by car, equating to 62%. 
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The Redhill Aerodrome site has no rail link and is only served by a network of local 

roads that are already at capacity. It is apparent that the use of car mode travel is 
already dominant in the surrounding area. 

 
However the NPPF policy is to promote accessibility by modes of transport other 
than the private car, it highlights the significant need to manage travel demand 

and promote accessibility by modes of transport other than the private car. 
 

This is an important step in striving to achieve the Government objective which 
seeks a reduction in projected carbon emissions to minimise the impact on climate 
change.  

 
But the ability to achieve this diversity of travel options will not possible if the 

Redhill Aerodrome site is developed due to the absence of a rail link included 
within the proposal. This will result in increased car usage as it is the only realistic 
option for independent travel. 

 
The select of Redhill Aerodrome to be Safeguarded for future development would 

compromise Government Climate Change objectives and be non-compliant with 
the NPPF guidance. Accordingly, we submit that the proposed Safeguarding does 
not meet the national, regional and local planning policy imperative to minimise 

the need to travel, and thereby conform to meet the demands of climate change. 
 

In view of this, RA cannot reasonably be considered to be located in an accessible 
or sustainable location. 
Any viable overall spatial strategy should focus on locating future development in 

areas of the district that are highly accessible. This will enable increases in the 
capacity of existing transport infrastructure, reducing the need to rely upon the 

delivery of substantial new schemes.   
 
This sensible and pragmatic approach would not be possible at Redhill Aerodrome 

as it has no existing infrastructure to build upon. 
 

ISSUE 8: Has RBBC undertaken a transport assessment to consider to impact 
that Safeguarding RA will have on local roads? 

 
ISSUE 9: Do RBBC have a clear understanding of business needs within the 
economic markets operating in and across their area? 

 
ISSUE 10: Safeguarding RA would not comply with the NPPF regarding the 

promotion of Sustainable Transport and the choice of how to travel. 
 

Existing Local Roads 
 

The NPPF promotes the use of sustainable travel modes, achievement of safe and 
suitable access for all, and improvements to effectively limit significant impacts of 

any development.  
 

The RA site is currently served by small rural lanes, almost exclusively with no 
pavements. They are roads rural in character with variable road widths and often 
have restricted visibility.  

 
These provide very limited connectivity to the site from any direction.   
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The narrow roads are already considered dangerous by local residents.  They do 

not have additional capacity to cope with any further development.  Any 
residential development will generate a significant amount of additional traffic 

movements that they will be totally unable to accommodate. 
 
We conclude that RA is not in a location that has the ability to minimise the need 

to travel and maximise the use of sustainable travel modes. 
 

ISSUE 11: Safeguarding RA for development will exacerbate local road 
congestion. 
 

Absence of Rail Link 
 

The RA site has no rail connections and currently no availability of public 

transport. In fact no rail links are being proposed at the RA site but they already 
exist at another site being considered within this process. In any event the 

Redhill/Tonbridge line has a very poor rail service.  Currently plans exist to further 
reduce services.  

 
It will be a challenge to access rail stations from the RA site without the use of a 
car.  Current car parking arrangements at the existing rail stations are completely 

insufficient. Parking at Nutfield, Earlswood and Salfords Railway Stations is 
already at capacity. 
 

The NPPF is clear that the transport system needs to be balanced in favour of 
sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice about how they travel. 

However Redhill Aerodrome would appear by design to be accessed by car only 
mode which contradicts policy to reduce dependency on car mode. 

 
On that basis we would contend that RA is an unsustainable location for future 
development and should not be Safeguarded. 
 

ISSUE 12: RA, by design, will never be linked to Rail Network.  This will result in 

a car dependant development which is contrary to NPPF guidelines.  
 
ISSUE 13: Are RBBC confident that future development will be considered 

compliant with the NPPF with regard to being a Sustainable location? 
 

RBBC Site Description of SAS1 
 

RBBC Development Management Plan (DMP) misleadingly describes the site as 
Redhill Aerodrome, and have designated it SAS1.   
 

But SAS1 is a far larger area, including not just the Aerodrome land within RBBC, 
but an even greater area of land to the west, and to the north as far as East 

Surrey Hospital. 
 
In fact the Aerodrome section of SAS1 is only the area of RA that falls within the 

RBBC administrative boundary. This comprises of approximately 35% of the total 
area of RA, the remainder of the Aerodrome site is located within the Tandridge 

District Council area.  
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For this reason we would state that the descriptive reference SAS1 Redhill 

Aerodrome is completely inaccurate and therefore misleading. 
 

RBBC have approved development of various sites close to the Aerodrome which 
will reduce the Green Belt in this area which is already narrow.  
 

Any development at the Aerodrome will significantly add to the reduction of the 
existing Green Belt and undermine the purposes and principles of the Green Belt. 
 

ISSUE 14:  Are RBBC confident that their site selection description of SAS1 is 

representative when formally examined? 
 

Selection Process Flawed 
 

RBBC considered the potential contents of the DMP in November 2017. The parcel 
of land SAS1 was not identified, the only reference was a site for Safeguarding.  
 

The Safeguarding paper that should have been available to council was marked to 
follow. It didn’t. 

 
However agreement to include the site SAS1 to be Safeguarded is being promoted 
without proper evaluation. An accurate description of the land parcel being 

considered is also absent. 
 

ISSUE 15: Are RBBC confident that their site selection process will be considered 
robust when formally examined? 
 

Decision to development RA is beyond the control of RBBC 
 

RBBC recognise they are powerless to develop any part of the Aerodrome without 

TDC support and in particular access to SAS1.  
 
RBBC already acknowledge that in the absence of TDC support, development of 

SAS1 is rendered impossible. TDC are in the process of site selection for a garden 
village (GV) as part of their own Local Plan. No date for that decision is currently 

known.  
 
If TDC fail to select RA as their preferred GV site we contend that it is highly 

unlikely and totally illogical they would support development of RBBC site SAS1. 
This action would undermine their own choice for their GV and compromise the 

integrity of their own Local Plan.  
 
Without a guarantee of support from TDC (the controlling Authority of 65% of the 

Aerodrome) it is a potentially a futile and wasteful exercise to consider 
Safeguarding SAS1. In any event it is certainly premature. 
 

ISSUE 16: The selection of SAS1 to be Safeguarded is at the very least 
premature.  

 
ISSUE 17: Will this action be considered as reasonable and evidenced based 

when formally examined? 
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Status of the Green Belt  
 

The fundamental principle of Green Belt, to maintain openness, i.e. keeping land 
free from buildings, is robustly defended by Planning Law, national planning 

guidance, precedents and case law.  
 
At the core of this designation is the 'in perpetuity' requirement, that Green Belt 

boundaries will be maintained for much longer than the usual 15 or 25 year local 
plan period.  
 

In the past, county, regional and sub-regional planning authorities adopted robust 
policies to safeguard Green Belt; local authorities relied on these strategic cross-
boundary policies.  

 
Since Regional Spatial Planning was abolished in 2011, these strategic safeguards 

have been dismantled and, because of the loss of these over-arching policies, 
many local authorities now see the need to review the Green Belt as part of their 

Local Plan process.  
 
Green Belt reviews currently underway in many areas will almost certainly bring 

about significant changes in the extent of existing Green Belt, without any 
changes to national policy.  

 
It is anticipated this process may result in the release of extensive areas of land 
from the Green Belt designation in future years. This is exacerbated by pressure 

to increase the rate of house building. 
 

As this Green Belt review process unfolds it is apparent that individual local 
authorities have no model methodology or protocols to follow, so the outcomes in 
terms of qualitative analysis are likely to be inconsistent in the way they are 

implemented.   
 

Until guidance is issued or precedents are set this situation will leave LPA’s 
vulnerable to their Local Plan’s being challenged when examined by a Planning 
Inspector due to the approach adopted. 

 
It should be noted that the Redhill Aerodrome site was not even mentioned in the 

latest Green Belt review undertaken by RBBC. 
 
The Green Belt status of RA was confirmed as recently as October 2014 by the 

Court of Appeal in an action bought jointly by RBBC. 
 

ISSUE 18: Are RBBC confident that it has adopted an acceptable approach when 
reviewing its Green Belt land and in particular RA and SAS1? 
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Green Belt Reviews 
 

Green Belt National Guidance - NPPF 
The NPPF is intended to provide up-to-date, accessible and useful guidance on the 

requirements of the planning system.  
 

The Guidance was updated in October 2014, reiterating the importance of the 
Green Belt and acknowledging that Green Belt may restrain the ability to meet 
housing need.  

 
The NPPF, emphasises the importance and permanence of Green Belt. It sets out 

clearly the five purposes that the Green Belt is intended to serve, highlights that 
the Local Plan process offers the only opportunity for the Green Belt boundaries to 
be reviewed, and stresses that boundaries should be defined using permanent and 

recognisable physical features. 
 

The following paragraphs are relevant to Green Belt Assessment: 
  

 NPPF Paragraph 044 Do housing and economic needs override constraints 

on the use of land, such as Green Belt? – “The NPPF should be read as a 
whole: need alone is not the only factor to be considered when drawing up 

a Local Plan. The Framework is clear that local planning authorities should, 
through 

 their Local Plans, meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse 

impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole, 

or specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be 
restricted’ (as it is with land designated as Green Belt). ‘The Framework 

makes clear that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of 
the Local Plan.” 

 Paragraph 045 Do local planning authorities have to meet in full housing 
needs identified in needs assessments? – “Assessing need is just the first 

stage in developing a local plan. Once need has been assessed, the local 
planning 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." 

 
National policy (NPPF) requires that the Green Belt be protected from 

inappropriate development and that once established, boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances through the plan making process. 

 
When considering whether to amend the boundary of the Green Belt, the starting 
point for every local authority is that this decision should only arise after all 

reasonable and acceptable efforts have been taken to maximise the amount of 
development within the urban area. Optimising densities and ensuring that all 

land is appropriately used must be the first response to growth.  
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Relevant RA Site History 
 

The RBBC Safeguarding proposal is completely inconsistent to RBBC’s historical 
attitude to resisting development at the Aerodrome. 

 
For over 25 years RBBC have maintained a consistent approach to protect the GB 
within and around the Aerodrome site by opposing planning applications likely to 

undermine the purposes of the GB and openness of the area. 
 

The cases included the 2014 Court of Appeal (Civil Division) which endorsed the 
purposes and harm to openness issues.  
 

On the 4th October 2017 RBBC planning committee continued its consistent 
approach refusing a (retrospective) planning application at the aerodrome for 

work already completed on the unlicensed taxiway. They stated: 
 
“the proposal, by virtue of the extensive additional hard surfacing, constitutes 

inappropriate development within the Metropolitan Green Belt which would erode the 

openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the purposes thereof. The considerations in 

favour of the proposal are insufficient to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and 

any other harm.” 

 
RBBC’s position, expressed in October 2017, regarding a level (to the floor) 

taxiway/runway is clearly expressed. It is inconcievable how they can now 
consider that the construction of a substantial number of houses (1,500+) will not 
have an even greater adverse effect on the openness of this part of the Green 

Belt. 
 

Safeguarding the site for future development will undermine the Green Belt 
principles RBBC have consistently held over many years.  
 

RBBC (in conjunction with TDC) have spent significant public money to protect the 
Green Belt credentials of this very site.  

 
To suggest it should now be Safeguarded is completely inconsistent to the policy 
RBBC have followed over the last 3 decades. 
 

ISSUE 19:  For nearly 30 years RBBC have spent public money to defend the 

Green Belt at RA.  There are no new legislative reasons for this policy to change. 
 

Green Belt at Redhill Aerodrome 
  

The Redhill Aerodrome site is located within the Green Belt and continues to fulfil 

several Green Belt purposes. This was tested at the Redhill Aerodrome Public 
Inquiry as recently as January 2014. This site was also further examined in the 
Appeal Court in October 2014.  In both cases the Green Belt credentials of RA 

were recognised and preserved. 
 

It is surely unusual that a site that is now being proposed by RBBC to be 
Safeguarded has had such recent legal examination regarding the continuation of 
its Green Belt status. 
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The NPPF states that Green Belt boundaries can only be altered where exceptional 

circumstances exist. On its own, the suitability of a site for housing is unlikely to 
amount to an exceptional circumstance.  

 
Similarly, unmet housing need does not on its own constitute an exceptional 
circumstance justifying development in the Green Belt. 

 
Encroachment is of particular relevance at RA. Development of the site as a whole 

would result in the merging of the communities of South Nutfield with Salfords 
and Whitebushes to the west, and with Redhill in the north. 

  
The Metropolitan Green Belt, viewed as a whole, is already narrow and fractured 
at this point.   

 
Nutfield Ridge, extending from South Nutfield nearly into Redhill, is within the 

candidate area for inclusion in the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. (AONB).  This fact is ignored in the RBBC documentation, even though 
their policy states that great weight should be attached to protecting the 

landscape and scenic beauty of AONBs. 
 

Neither RBBC or TDC, have (so far) identified any exceptional circumstances to 
support the deletion of the Green Belt at Redhill Aerodrome.  This would be 
required if the site was to be Safeguarded by RBBC. 

 
RBBC are being historically inconsistent by suggesting RA is suitable to be 

Safeguarded. The site continues to warrant protection under its established Green 
Belt classification, something that RBBC have spent vast sums to maintain. 
 

Green Belt Text Redhill Aerodrome Public Inquiry 2014 

 
1. The Framework states that when located in the Green Belt inappropriate 

development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not 

be approved except in very special circumstances. The Framework 
provides that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the 

Green Belt, and very special circumstances will not exist unless the 
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any 
other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  

2. Such development would have a significant adverse effect on the 
openness of the Green Belt. The scheme would have many urbanising 

features, such as extensive parking and lighting, which would affect the 
countryside, even if controlled by condition. The resultant encroachment 
into the countryside would be at odds with one of the purposes of the 

Green Belt. 
3. On the first main issue, I find that the proposal would be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt. Furthermore, it would be at odds with 
one of the purposes of the Green Belt, and would erode its openness. 
The proposed development would, therefore, harm the Green Belt. I next 

consider whether the proposal would result in any other harm, and then 
have regard to other considerations, so as to undertake the balancing 

exercise outlined above.  
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The Practical Implications of the 2014 Appeal Court Decision 

Below is a summary of how the Appeal Court decision in October 2014 has 
impacted the implementation of Green Belt policy. It was written by leading 

solicitors Lichfields on 30th October 2014 
 
“The Redhill Aerodrome Appeal has impacts beyond development at airports and 

effects all future decisions in the Green Belt. In practical terms, for any 
development in the Green Belt, the following should now be carefully considered: 

 
 In weighing up whether very special circumstance exist, the determining 

authority can take account of all planning matters, whether they cause 
harm or benefit to the proposal. 

 Therefore, applicants must consider all negative impacts of the proposed 

development and the effect that they may have on decisions in the 
context of the Green Belt, by virtue of being ‘any other harm’. By way of 

example, this might include minor increases in traffic movement, 
impacts to a heritage asset or increases in noise pollution. 

 In weighing up whether very special circumstances exist, an authority 

can consider the cumulative effect of individual impacts. This is 
regardless of whether or not they are considered harmful to the Green 

Belt as individual considerations. 
 The NPPF does not affect a fundamental shift in policy governing the 

Green Belt, at least not to make development easier. The 
 presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

remains unaltered and is not diluted by the NPPF’s attempt to simplify 

and clarify planning policy through a single document. 
 

It is common ground that all “other considerations”, which will by definition be 
non-Green Belt factors, such as the employment and economic advantages 
referred to by the Inspector in her decision in this case, must be included in the 

weighing exercise.  
 

This view was apparently supported by the NPPF as a whole and the objectives of 
the Green Belt policy in particular.  
The five purposes of the Green Belt were restated (as per Paragraph 80 of the 

NPPF), as being: 
 

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 
 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into each other 
 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

 to preserve historic town’s setting and special character 
 to aid urban regeneration, by encouraging recycling of derelict and other 

urban land. 
 
If the proposed development would cause some, insignificant harm to biodiversity, 

some insubstantial harm to the setting of a listed building, and some, unsevere 
residual adverse cumulative transport impact, these harmful impacts would 

nevertheless constitute “material considerations” militating against the grant of 
planning permission.  
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The fact biodiversity grounds, heritage grounds or transport grounds would not of 

themselves justify a refusal of planning permission did not mean that planners 
could simply ignore their harm to those interests.  

In short they would not cease to be a “material consideration” merely because 
that particular ground, taken individually, had not crossed the threshold in the 
Framework for a refusal of planning permission. 

 
If development is proposed within the Green Belt, the position will be no different, 

save that the “very special circumstances” test will be applied if the proposal is for 
inappropriate development within the Green Belt. 

The protection of the greenbelt is one of the twelve core planning principles 
contained in the NPPF and it sets out the planning policy for development in the 
green belt. In particular it deals with the balancing exercise to be carried out 

when determining whether planning permission should be granted. Paragraphs 87 
and 88 of the NPPF state that: 

 
 Inappropriate development that is harmful to the green belt should only 

be approved in very special circumstances. 

 Very special circumstances” will not exist unless the potential harm to 
the green belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 
The Court of Appeal considered whether “any other harm” meant any other harm 

to the green belt or should include any other harm that was relevant for planning 
purposes, for instance harm to landscape character, adverse visual impact, noise 

disturbance or adverse traffic impact. 
 
The Court of Appeal held that “any other harm” must include non-green belt 

harm. This decision has re-established the green belt policy approach under the 
NPPF as to protecting the greenbelt. 

 
In light of this decision, if having carried out the balancing exercise, the planning 
inspector concludes that “very special circumstances” do not exist, the inspector 

will refuse permission on the ground that the proposed development does not 
comply with national policy to protect the green belt set out in the NPPF.” 

 
The natural conclusion of the Court of Appeal's decision is that the protection of 

the Green Belt is a central part of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
there has been no indication from the Government that this position has changed.   
 

Existing Employment 
 

Local plans are not just about the provision of housing.  It is a fact that the Redhill 
Aerodrome site is an important site of local employment, especially within 

neighbouring TDC area.  In evidence given at the 2014 Public Inquiry the owners 
RAL claimed it was the biggest employment site within the TDC area, this claim 
was not disputed by RBBC. 

 
In developing a sustainable economy protection should be provided to the existing 

employment base, which will retain/provide jobs locally to assist in the reduction 
of the very high levels of out-commuting.  Safeguarding RA will achieve the 
opposite as the existing 450 jobs will be lost. 
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Evidence accepted at the 2014 Redhill Aerodrome Public Inquiry stated: 

 
“Substantial out-commuting occurs and local business formation and retention is 

relatively poor. Local recruitment is regarded as a realistic possibility because 
employment surveys suggest some 70% of existing site employees as resident in 
the surrounding area.”  

 
It is an undeniable fact that Safeguarding RA would ultimately result in the loss of 

450 jobs, direct and indirect due to the uncertainty created. The job numbers 
used were presented by Redhill Aerodrome consultants York Aviation at the 2014 
Public Inquiry. They were accepted by the Planning Inspector. 

 
The loss of the existing jobs would likely commence as soon as the site as 

designated to be Safeguarded.  It is reasonable to surmise that the existing 
companies would likely evoke their lease break options and look for alternative 
premises to secure the future of their businesses.   

 
This would create a significant loss of GDP to the local community.  Evidence was 

given and accepted at the 2014 Redhill Aerodrome Public Inquiry that activity at 
the Aerodrome generated a total GVA of £18.5m.  
 

There is likely to be a significant lead time between the cessation of the existing 
employment activity at Redhill Aerodrome and any new employment, created 

should TDC select Redhill Aerodrome as their preferred GV option commencing.  
 
By TDC's own analysis this is likely to be a minimum period of 15 years. If there 

were only a 10 year gap between the closure of the existing employment and the 
provision of new employment then this could result in an overall GVA deficit of 

some £185m. This must be a material consideration. 
 
The probable result is that this important employment site (so rated by TDC itself) 

becoming a dwindling asset with its financial contribution to the local economy 
ceasing. 

  
The uncertainty, created by your proposed action to Safeguard Redhill Aerodrome, 

is likely to result in the existing companies moving elsewhere, very likely outside 
of the immediate area, especially if they are aviation based. 
Much of the existing employment at Redhill Aerodrome is aviation related, highly 

skilled and would not be replicated by new positions created even if the proposed 
TDC Garden Village development were to materialise.  

 
A significant percentage of the existing workforce employed at Redhill Aerodrome 
fall into the STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics) category. 

 
The Government already recognise the UK must meet the growing demand for 

people equipped with higher level, economically valuable skills. In particular, 
ensuring that businesses have access to science, technology, engineering and 
mathematics (STEM) skills is vitally important as these skills play a central role in 

developing innovative products and services. 
 

The UK’s economic future lies in high value, innovative and knowledge-intensive 
activities, especially post Brexit. To pursue this course a highly skilled STEM 
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workforce is essential. However, the shortage of STEM skills in the UK should be 

treated as a national crisis, according to experts in the field. 
 

ISSUE 20: RA already makes a significant contribution to the local economy 
which will be lost if this development is permitted. 

 
ISSUE 21: There are 450 existing jobs at RA that will be lost if this proposal was 

permitted.  70% of current employees live locally. 
 

General Aviation  
 

Government is aware that General Aviation (GA) aerodromes are closing, leading 
to a substantial reduction of such facilities.  

 
In recent years however a significant number of GA facilities have closed and 

others have been threatened as a result of owners seeking to release the value of 
their land and local planning authorities prioritising housing and other 
development on the land they occupy. 

 
Pressures on land uses are high, especially in the SE of England, and the GA 

industry has long accepted the need to be proactive in engaging with local 
planners and the local community.  This helps to identify and promote the value of 
the activities undertaken on their sites, in conjunction with mitigating 

environmental impacts.  
 

The UK network of GA aerodromes is regarded by DfT as an important part of the 
national transport infrastructure.   
 

Maintaining access to a national network of general aviation airfields is vital to the 
continuing success of both the general aviation industry and the provision of a 

viable nationwide business, leisure and transport resource.  
 
The network also provides important infrastructure and support for activities such 

as police and pollution patrols, medical flights, aerial surveys, and search and 
rescue operations.  

 
For the continuance and promotion of existing jobs and growth it is important to 
secure the on-going future and potential of GA aerodromes as an important local 

and national resource.  

 
However it is clear that many Local Planning Authorities do not fully recognise the 
General Aviation sector’s importance to either their local community or wider 

national prosperity. 
 
A review of policy to protect existing aerodromes is underway. NPPF and 

Department of Transport (DfT) policy directs local authorities when considering 
planning issues to take into account GA issues.  

 
Existing Government guidance now requires planning authorities to have regard to 
the extent to which an aerodrome contributes to connectivity outside the 

authority’s own boundaries, working together with other authorities and Local 
Enterprise Partnerships as required by the NPPF. 

 



17 

 

Government guidance also reminds planning authorities that a working or former 

aerodrome could be put forward for consideration proposed as a site for mixed 
use development (NPPF paragraph 17) that includes continuing, adapting or 

restoring aviation services in addition to other uses.  
 
Any change of use from its role as a working airfield should only be permitted 

after the planning authority has fully considered the extent to which the 
aerodrome has contributed to connectivity outside its own boundaries.  No 

attempt to undertake this exercise has happened at Redhill Aerodrome.  
 

We conclude that the unnecessary action regarding Safeguarding SAS1 indicates 

this policy has either been disregarded by RBBC or not even considered. 
 
Safeguarding SAS1 will create insecurity for residents and businesses alike within 

the area for the foreseeable future and at least until 2027.   
 

Existing businesses, including the owners of the aerodrome, may be deterred 
from investing, and new businesses may choose to go elsewhere. 

 
However, the DMP is silent on the matter. 
 

We conclude that the unnecessary action regarding Safeguarding SAS1 indicates 
this policy has either been disregarded by RBBC or not even considered. 
 

ISSUE 22: The network of GA aerodromes around the UK and the connectivity 

provided are seen as a national asset, providing economic benefits to the country 
as a whole. 
 

ISSUE 23: Development at RA will require the closure of the existing aviation 
related activity.  This will result in the cessation of the last fixed wing Aerodrome 

in Surrey. 
 
ISSUE 24: RBBC have not considered the impact that the closure of RA would 

have on the national transport infrastructure. 
 

Emergency Services at Redhill Aerodrome 
 

NPAS - National Police Air Service 

 
Redhill Aerodrome is currently the base of two Emergency Service providers 
(NPAS – National Police Air Service and the KSS Air Ambulance). 

 
NPAS have 15 bases nationwide and have been based at Redhill since October 

2012. 
 
The following information has been provided informally (email) by NPAS (Redhill). 

It details the impact that their activities have on the surrounding area.   
 

“Our operational area comprises the South, South East and London (which is our 
‘usual’ area of operation but being borderless this area can be extended if 
operationally required. 
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Between 1st Sept 2016 and 1st Sept 2017 NPAS 15 ‘G-CPAS’  – The ‘usual’ 

helicopter that is crewed by Redhill staff were directly responsible for locating: 
 

42 missing persons – persons either wanting to be missing or missing 
unintentionally (lost). Locating them and bringing them to safety from harm is the 
priority.  

 
This is achieved in association with local ground Police Officers, but very often, 

due to our technical capability and vantage point we are often solely responsible 
for locating them but we must not assume to take all of the credit – it is very 
much a team effort! 

 
28 Injured person located – same concept as above. 

 
Therefore 70 vulnerable people located in total. 
  

The above information is a significant and impressive body of achievement that 
adds tangible value to local residents in terms of security and confidence.   

This fact appears to be completely disregarded within the current proposal to 
develop Redhill Aerodrome.  NPAS have not been approached regarding the 
current proposals which, if successful, will displace them from Redhill entirely.   

 
Currently the nearest NPAS bases to Redhill are situated at NPAS London (Epping 

Forest) and RAF Benson in Oxfordshire. 
 

KSS Air Ambulance 
 

The Kent, Surrey & Sussex Air Ambulance Trust (KSSAAT) is a registered charity 

dating back to 1989 and exists to relieve sick and injured people in South East 
England and surrounding areas by providing a Helicopter Emergency Medical 

Service (HEMS) and Air Ambulance service for the benefit of the community. 
 
KSSAAT now operate 24 hours a day, providing a Helicopter Emergency Medical 

Service (HEMS), assisting the most critically ill and injured people in the region 
and responding to patients who have suffered trauma or serious medical 

emergencies. 
  
The KSSAAT base at Redhill became the first air ambulance service in the UK to 

provide a Helicopter Emergency Medical Service 24 hours a day. This service 
commenced at Redhill as the base at Marden was not configured for 24/7 

operations. The night operation was initially introduced on a trial basis from the 
end of September 2013.  
 

Since then, the Redhill based helicopter has been dispatched to over 2,600 
missions at night meaning the life-saving intervention they can bring to a patient 

is available to the people of Kent, Surrey & Sussex day or night, 365 days a year. 
 
One of the conclusions of the 2 year night operation trial showed that the trial 

cases were widely distributed and given the size of the region and spread of the 
population the most effective means for a single Enhanced Care Team (ECT) to 

reach patients, in a reasonable time frame, would be by aircraft delivery to scene 
operating from a base as centrally located as possible.  The base at Redhill is 
ideally placed to continue to fulfil this role. 
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The KSSAAT base at Redhill has recently moved internally within the existing 
Aerodrome.  They have no wish to move again The base at Redhill is ideally 

placed to continue to fulfil this role. 
 

ISSUE 25: Both of these vital emergency services will be lost at this location. 

This is a significant concern for local residents. 

 

KRAG Conclusions 

RBBC have followed NPPF (paragraph 85) policy in developing land in relation to 

existing urban areas. The DMP progresses NPPF policy and adopted a spatial 
strategy that council states “is based on an urban areas first approach.”  
 

The RBBC core strategy endorses this approach. However, SAS1 is detached from 
urban areas and significantly contributes to the GB purposes and principle of 

openness.  
 
Safeguarding, leading to development, will undermine the purposes of the Green 

Belt and significantly reduce the openness of the area. SAS1 does not conform to 
National or Local policy. 

 
We conclude that Safeguarding SAS1 is contrary to RBBC development practice 

and conformity to National and its own adopted local policy. 

 
When building new housing and considering new development (Safeguarding) we 

have a duty to future generations not to leave them a toxic legacy.  
 

This duty includes, but is not limited to, the loss of green fields, added flood risk, 
additional nitrogen oxide emissions and increasing traffic congestion.  We must 
ensure we meet the needs of those at the bottom of the housing ladder.  

 
If we need to build then we must ensure we only build in sustainable and 

accessible locations.  Development, should by design, enhance and improve the 
immediate surroundings and not create a negative imprint on existing adjacent 

communities. Redhill Aerodrome does not fulfil this basic criteria.  It fails in 
virtually every aspect if examined pragmatically. 
 

We suggest that Safeguarding RA is impractical both logistically and legislatively.   
 

We strongly advise RBBC not to select RA (SAS1) to be Safeguarded for future 
development.  
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REASONS NOT TO SAFEGUARD SAS1 – REDHILL AERODROME 

 
 

ISSUE 1: The RA site is not on the edge of an existing RBBC or TDC urban area.  
This means it should not be considered available to be Safeguarded for future 
development. 

 
ISSUE 2: No evidence has been produced to support the Safeguarding of RA.  
 
ISSUE 3: Is RA being considered for Safeguarding prior to a basic land 

categorisation assessment?  
 
ISSUE 4: Is the rationale behind the categorisation of RA as suitable to be 

Safeguarded sound? 
 

ISSUE 5: Has the negative economic impact of the loss of the existing jobs at RA 
been assessed and taken into consideration? 
 
ISSUE 6: Safeguarding RA for development will have a negative impact on the 
existing Green Belt and not promote Sustainable Development.  

 
ISSUE 7: It is premature to Safeguard RA without knowing the preferred location 

selected by TDC for their Garden Village. 
 
ISSUE 8:  Has RBBC undertaken a transport assessment to consider to impact 

that Safeguarding RA will have on local roads? 
 

ISSUE 9:  Do RBBC have a clear understanding of business needs within the 
economic markets operating in and across their area? 
 

ISSUE 10:  Safeguarding RA would not comply with the NPPF regarding the 
promotion of Sustainable Transport and the choice of how to travel. 

 
ISSUE 11: Safeguarding RA for development will exacerbate local road 
congestion. 

 
ISSUE 12: RA, by design, will never be linked to Rail Network.  This will result in a 

car dependant development which is contrary to NPPF guidelines.  
 
ISSUE 13: Are RBBC confident that future development will be considered 

compliant with the NPPF with regard to being a Sustainable location? 
 

ISSUE 14:  Are RBBC confident that their site selection description of SAS1 is 
representative when formally examined? 
 

ISSUE 15:  Are RBBC confident that their site selection process will be considered 
robust when formally examined? 

 
ISSUE 16: The selection of SAS1 to be Safeguarded is at the very least 
premature.  

 
ISSUE 17:  Will this action be considered as reasonable and evidenced based 

when formally examined? 
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ISSUE 18: Are RBBC confident that it has adopted an acceptable approach when 
reviewing its Green Belt land and in particular RA and SAS1? 

 
ISSUE 19:  For nearly 30 years RBBC have spent public money to defend the 
Green Belt at RA.  There are no new legislative reasons for this policy to change. 

 
ISSUE 20: RA already makes a significant contribution to the local economy which 

will be lost if this development is permitted. 
 
ISSUE 21: There are 450 existing jobs at RA that will be lost if this proposal was 

permitted.  70% of current employees live locally. 
 

ISSUE 22: The network of GA aerodromes around the UK and the connectivity 
provided are seen as a national asset, providing economic benefits to the country 
as a whole. 
 

ISSUE 23: Development at RA will require the closure of the existing aviation 

related activity.  This will result in the cessation of the last fixed wing Aerodrome 
in Surrey. 
 

ISSUE 24: RBBC have not considered the impact that the closure of RA would 
have on the national transport infrastructure. 

 
ISSUE 25: Both of these vital emergency services will be lost at this location. This 
is a significant concern for local residents. 
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