
Wellesford Close Additional Comments 

 

Dear Sir 

Below are our additional comments regarding the land adjacent to Wellesford Close, “the site”, 

being de-designated from Urban Open Space as per the Development Management Plan. 

1. The site, according to the Ordinance Map, has been designated as Allotment Gardens since 

at least 1886, (excerpt attached).  As far as we can ascertain, it has never been built upon 

and the only reason it is not in the Green Belt is that until 1991 it was being used as 

allotments.  In 1991 allotment holders were issued with a notice to quit either by Legal and 

General, the owners at the time, or Reigate and Banstead Council.  Logic dictates that at that 

point it became an anomaly in the Green Belt and should have been included in it during the 

next Council review. 

 

2. Freedom of Information Act, “FOIA”, Request 

On 8 February we submitted a FOIA request to which the council responded on 9 March.  

The response is incomplete and misleading.  Only 3 documents were provided which were, 

in part, redacted.  Some parts of the request were entirely, with no reason given. The 

redactions do not appear to be for personal information which would provide an exemption 

under the Data Protection Act, and to date the Council have not explained, either in their 

original response or to 2 subsequent emailed requests what exemption under FOIA they 

have applied.  We have again taken this matter up with the Council, but consider that it has 

not fulfilled its obligations under the Act. 

Executive Member Briefing Note Dated 23 June 2016 

From what little information we have been provided with, it appears that the Council have 

been in contact with either Whitecote Limited and/or Frontier Estates (San) Limited during 

the course of preparation of the DMP and prior to the Regulation 18 consultation.  The first 

page, (the second page was not provided), of an Executive Member Briefing Note dated 23 

June 2016, copy attached, states that  

“A developer, Frontier Estates, has approached RBBC as they would like to build an extra care 

home facility of between 50 and 70 apartments on the site.  This would be subject to the 

normal planning tests.” 

 It goes on to state  

“Planning policy have notified us that the site is likely to be taken out of the UOL designation 

and that this will form part of the emerging DMP. 

The site is totally unsuitable for such as development for the reasons stated in our original 

representations.  It also gives the implication that the consultation on the site was nothing 

more than lip service. 

The memo also notes that Frontier maintain  

“…that the land is no longer fulfilling its function as urban open land” 



The only reason for this is that neither Whitecote nor Frontier have made any attempt to 

maintain the land, despite being requested by residents of Wellesford Close, to do so.  

Neither has the Council made any attempt to see whether this part of the overall site 

included in title deed SY288968 and subject to the restrictive covenant held by the Council 

has been maintained by the owners or the developers as the rest of the site has been. 

The memo does however explain one comment in the note which forms part of the review 

of the site in the DMP which states that  

“Representations made in favour of removing the UOS designation stated that the site would 

be suitable for residential development or elderly accommodation; that the site no longer 

performs a public use such as allotments; that the site does not reflect or contribute to the 

character of the adjacent area; and that the site performs no recreational, community, 

ecological, or amenity function. “  

As stated in our initial representation none of the 23 representations made in response to 

the Regulation 18 consultation said that the site was suitable for elderly accommodation.  

Therefore, this comment can only have come from the Executive Member Briefing Note.  We 

consider that the review of the site made as part of the DMP should have been ringfenced 

and not influenced by other worked carried out by the Council.   Which has clearly not been 

the case. 

Agreement for Deed of Release dated 11 August 2016 

It appears that, as a result of the briefing note, the Section 52 agreement which relates to 

the site is to be, or has been, removed without any consultation with the public, (copy of the 

agreement attached). 

Despite requests to the Council, we have been unable to ascertain whether the Council have 

followed their own procedures regarding the removal the covenant detailed in point 3 of the 

1985 agreement that the land can only be used for agricultural purposes.  The copy of the 

agreement we have been given is partially redacted and therefore is unclear.   It is not fully 

signed by all parties and has not, as far as we are aware, been lodged with the Upper 

Tribunal (Lands Chamber).  

No consultation was undertaken with the public who will be directly affect by this action. 

3. Land Registry Title Deed SY288968 

In our initial representation we were in the process of obtaining additional information from 

the Land Registry.  This has now been obtained and we are currently in the process of having 

this information review by a Solicitor and will, if necessary, provide further comment. 


