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RBBC\Represe Banstead &
RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0113
District
ation\0104
Federation of
Residents'
Associations

Mrs

Catalina

VassalloBonner

Agent Ref

Agent
Organisation

Agent
Organisation
Ref

Agent Job Title The Council
Paragraph:
will keep your
personal
details for the
purposes of
contacting you
regarding the
Development
Management
Plan …

Policy:

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

EMP1

Objective

Other

Policies Map:

Legally
compliant?

Sound

DtC

Please give details of why you consider the Development Management Plan is not legally compliant or is Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary
unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate…
to make the Development Management Plan legally
compliant or sound,….

Extra Docs

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support the policy but would like to see it strengthened by use of Article 4 Directions. We are
pleased that there is no reference to the marketing requirements set out in Policy EMP4.
We would have thought that the proposed Strategic Employment Site should have been included here
as an important part of the employment strategy.

No

We suggest a third part to the policy
‘3.The Council will serve Article 4 Directions where
appropriate to prevent changes of use to housing’.

If your
If you wish to participate at the oral part of the
representatio examination, please outline why you consider this to
n is seeking a be necessary:
modification,
do you
consider it
necessary
to participate
at the oral
part of the
examination?

Reason
The Borough has already lost several employment sites and
we consider it important to retain all the principal
employment areas which are covered by this policy. If action
is not taken to remove permitted development rights, when
there are pressures for changes to residential, because of
higher land values, the importance of these estates in
providing employment will be compromised.
It is essential to retain adequate employment land, taking
into account the increase in the numbers of households
proposed and the inadequate infrastructure for commuting
to London. There should be opportunities for local
employment.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0146.
1

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Tadworth and RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0146
Walton RA
ation\0019

Mrs

Gillian

Hein

TWRA

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
rganisation\01
02

EMP1

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support the policy but would like to see it strengthened by the use of Article 4 Directions. We are
pleased that there is no reference to the marketing requirements set out in Policy EMP4. We consider
that the proposed Strategic Employment Site South of Horley should have been included here as an
important part of the employment strategy.

We suggest a third part to the policy: ‘3.The Council will
No
serve Article 4 Directions where appropriate to prevent
changes of use to housing’.
Reason
The Borough has already lost several employment sites and
we consider it important to retain all the principal
employment areas which are covered by this policy. If action
is not taken to remove permitted development rights, when
there are pressures for changes to residential, because of
higher land values, the importance of these estates in
providing employment will be compromised.
It is essential to retain adequate employment land, taking
into account the increase in the numbers of households
proposed and the inadequate infrastructure for commuting
to London. There should be opportunities for local
employment.

No

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0125.
1

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Kingswood
ntor\0125
Residents
Association

Mr

Barry

Miles

Kingswood
Residents
Association

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
54

EMP1/ EMP2

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

It is important that Employment areas are protected and we therefore support the policy. However,
given the importance of employment within the Borough we would like to see this strengthened further
by use of Article 4 Directions. We are pleased to note that there is no reference to the marketing
requirements set out in Policy EMP4 in relation to the identified sites.
We have concerns over the statement in EMP2 para d) suggesting that consideration will be given to any
other employment generating activity. While we understand the need for flexibility we suggest that
some further guidelines are required.
.

We propose the addition of a further section to the policy:
No
‘The Council will serve Article 4 Directions where appropriate
to prevent changes of use to residential’.
We also suggest that further amplification is needed in
respect of ‘other employment generating activities’ stated in
policy EMP2.

No

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0062

Reason
Employment sites are under great pressure due to the
potential financial gain that can be made from using land for
residential rather than employment use. This trend is already
established and a number of employment sites have already
been lost.
It is therefore our view that If action is not taken to remove
permitted development rights then employment will be hit.
We would further suggest that it is employment sites that
offer the highest financial uplift for residential use that will
be affected and not simply businesses that are struggling.
This in turn will precipitate a further loss of viable businesses
for no reason other than short term gain.
As a result of the loss of local business opportunities there
would be pressure on local people to commute beyond the
Borough for employment. Not only is the local transport
infrastructure overloaded but this process would also reduce
the cohesion of communities.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0113.
2

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Banstead &
RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0113
District
ation\0104
Federation of
Residents'
Associations

Mrs

Catalina

VassalloBonner

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

EMP2

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but as for EMP1, we propose that the Council should consider serving Article 4
Directions to prevent loss of employment land to housing.
We welcome the inclusion of Pitwood Park but had thought that the Council had bought part of the site
and granted itself planning permission for housing. We welcome its retention for employment.

We suggest a new paragraph to the policy
‘3.The Council will serve Article 4 Directions where
appropriate to prevent changes of use to housing’.

No

Reason
The Borough has already lost several employment sites and
we consider it important to
retain these local employment areas. If action is not taken to
remove permitted development rights, when there are
pressures for changes of use, the importance of these
estates in providing employment will be compromised. In
the northern part of the Borough there are very few areas
allocated for industrial, distribution and office purposes.
We support the increased flexibility in this policy compared
with EMP1 but it should not spread to non-employment
generating uses.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0022.
9
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0076.
9

Mr

Sergio

Conte

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0022

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP2

Don't Know

No

No

Miss

Lisa

Scott

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0076

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP2

Don't know

No

No

and provides safe, sustainable transport options for
No
employees, ideally out of road cycle lane with adequate cycle
parking
EMP2 and provides safe, sustainable transport options for employees, ideally out of road cycle lane with EMP2 and provides safe, sustainable transport options for
No
adequate cycle parking
employees, ideally out of road cycle lane with adequate cycle
parking

No

No

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0146.
2

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Tadworth and RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0146
Walton RA
ation\0019

Mrs

Gillian

Hein

TWRA

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
rganisation\01
02

EMP2

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support this policy but as for EMP1, we propose that the Council should consider serving Article 4
Directions to prevent loss of employment land to housing. We welcome the inclusion of Pitwood Park
but had thought that the Council had bought part of the site and granted planning permission for
housing. We welcome its retention for employment.
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4

Mr

Sergio

Conte

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0022

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP3

Don't Know

No

No

EMP3(d)

Miss

Lisa

Scott

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0076

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP3

Don't know

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Crawley
ntor\0654
Borough
Council

RBBC\Organis Planning
ation\0114
Policy
Manager

Ms

Elizabeth

Brigden

Crawley
Borough
Council

RBBC\AgentO Planning
rganisation\00 Policy
20
Manager

EMP3

RBBC\Represe Email
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Crawley
ntor\0654
Borough
Council

RBBC\Organis Planning
ation\0114
Policy
Manager

Ms

Elizabeth

Brigden

Crawley
Borough
Council

RBBC\AgentO Planning
rganisation\00 Policy
20
Manager

EMP3

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0013.
11

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Gatwick
ntor\0013
Airport
Limited

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0001

Ms

Amanda

Purdye

Gatwick
Airport
Limited

RBBC\AgentO Aerodrome
rganisation\00 Safeguarding
34

EMP3

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0125.
2

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Kingswood
ntor\0125
Residents
Association

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0062

Mr

Barry

Miles

Kingswood
Residents
Association

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
54

EMP3

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We suggest a new paragraph to the policy: ‘3.The Council will No
serve Article 4 Directions where appropriate to prevent
changes of use to housing’.
Reason
The Borough has already lost several employment sites and
we consider it important to
retain these local employment areas. If action is not taken to
remove permitted development rights, when there are
pressures for changes of use, the importance of these
estates in providing employment will be compromised. In
the northern part of the Borough there are very few areas
allocated for industrial, distribution and office purposes.
We support the increased flexibility in this policy compared
with EMP1 but it should not spread to non-employment
generating uses.

No

sustainable transport options are included with the objective No
of providing out of road cycling access and plans include
adequate cycle parking
d) …sustainable transport options are included with the objective of providing out of road cycling access d) …sustainable transport options are included with the
No
and plans include adequate cycle parking
objective of providing out of road cycling access and plans
include adequate cycle parking
The policies set out within Section 1 plan positively for sustainable economic growth within the Principal
Yes
Employment Areas and Local Employment Areas, whilst ensuring that any employment development
outside of these areas is appropriate in terms of the type, scale and intensity of business proposed. This
approach is supported.
The policies set out within Section 1 plan positively for sustainable economic growth within the Principal
Yes
Employment Areas and Local Employment Areas, whilst ensuring that any employment development
outside of these areas is appropriate in terms of the type, scale and intensity of business proposed. This
approach is supported.
Under this policy we would ask that aerodrome safeguarding requirements are mentioned as follows:
Under this policy we would ask that aerodrome safeguarding No
‘Respects Aerodrome Safeguarding Requirements’.
requirements are mentioned as follows: ‘Respects
Under ‘Explanation’, we would ask that the following be added (as per DES1) but with slight
Aerodrome Safeguarding Requirements’.
amendments as follows:
Under ‘Explanation’, we would ask that the following be
‘Applications for development within the identified aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider
added (as per DES1) but with slight amendments as follows:
aerodrome safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a number of aspects for example:
‘Applications for development within the identified
building/structure/crane heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green infrastructure and
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
lighting. More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com
safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a
number of aspects for example: building/structure/crane
heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green
infrastructure and lighting. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com

No

We support this policy but as for EMP1 & EMP2, we propose that where appropriate the Council should We suggest a new paragraph to the policy
consider serving Article 4 Directions to prevent further loss of employment land to housing.
‘3.The Council will serve Article 4 Directions where
appropriate to prevent changes of use to residential
housing’.

No

No

No

Yes

Reason
Employment sites are under great pressure due to the
potential financial gain that can be made from using land for
residential rather than employment use. This trend is already
established and a number of employment sites have already
been lost.
It is therefore our view that If action is not taken to remove
permitted development rights then employment will be hit.
We would further suggest that it is employment sites that
offer the highest financial uplift for residential use that will
be affected and not simply businesses that are struggling.
This in turn will precipitate a loss of viable businesses for no
reason other than short term gain.

While we recognise the need for flexibility we do have
concerns as to start up and ongoing business activities
outside of designated employment areas. While a start up
may not be a problem at the outset it could become an issue
as the business expands. This is seen as a particular issue
when related to business activities in established residential
areas and the fact that while some activities may be welcome
others may cause an adverse impact. To recognise and
overcome this we would propose that separate guidelines
are established for businesses operating from a residential
location. We would propose that defined parameters/criteria
are established and used for both the initial assessment of a
business proposal and for the ongoing monitoring of such
activities, with a commitment to enforcement where
activities deviate from established guidelines.

RBBC\Represe Email
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Fidelity
ntor\0112
International

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0079

Mrs

Joanna

Leek

Planology Ltd

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
71

Yes

RBBC\Represe Email
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Fidelity
ntor\0112
International

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0079

Mrs

Joanna

Leek

Planology Ltd

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
71

Yes

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0022.
11
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0113.
3

Mr

Sergio

Conte

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0022

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Banstead &
RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0113
District
ation\0104
Federation of
Residents'
Associations

Mrs

Catalina

VassalloBonner

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

N/A

Yes

2.2.13

EMP3

Support (Policy CS5/8) the delivery of additional employment floorspace through the intensification of
existing employment land, however this should not just be limited to designated employment areas, and
can partially be accommodated over a number of smaller sites, where proposals meet all other policy
requirements.

EMP3

Support Policy EMP3 and paragraph 2.2.13 for employment uses to operate outside of designated
employment areas and town centres, especially given the increasing pressure
on employment land from alternative uses within the Borough.

EMP4

Don't Know

No

No

EMP4(2)

EMP4

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but think it should not be applicable to the principle employment areas. covered
in EMP1, where it is important to retain employment for the longer term.

This should not just be limited to designated employment
No
areas, and can partially be accommodated over a number of
smaller sites, where proposals meet all other policy
requirements.
No

and would provide significant improvement in sustainable
transport infrastructure and access where applicable

No

No

We suggest a modification to 1)
No
1)The loss of employment land and premises will not
normally be permitted on the Principle Employment Sites but
Even in other cases, such as the local employment areas, we consider that 6 months is far too short., We elsewhere it will only be permitted if:...
appreciate that there is flexibility in the wording but suggest that Annex 3 be modified to read 12
months instead of 6. This applies also to large employment sites such as Legal and General in Kingswood
and Pfizer in Walton. A longer time period for marketing is essential with large and complex sites.
Reason
To prevent the loss of valuable employment land to the more
lucrative use as housing.

Note – we make a comment on annex 3 at the end.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0076.
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Miss

Lisa

Scott

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0076

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP4

Don't know

No

No

2)… and would provide significant improvement in sustainable transport infrastructure and access where 2)… and would provide significant improvement in
applicable
sustainable transport infrastructure and access where
applicable

No

No

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0013.
5

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Gatwick
ntor\0013
Airport
Limited

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0001

Ms

Rita

Burns

Gatwick
Airport
Limited

RBBC\AgentO Planning
rganisation\00
34

EMP4

4.0: The need to continually innovate and improve existing service and knowledge based industries
sustains modern development patterns. The Borough benefits from a good education portfolio and
holds further connections throughout the region with other educational facilities and universities. The
wider sub region already has technology and research based local businesses but still needs to further
attract businesses which provide innovation. This means that there needs to be the premises and
opportunities made available to allow such business to expand and the potential to relocate to the
Borough. In parallel the DMP will also need to attract skilled workers to support these businesses and
further raise the employment profile of the Borough. GAL therefore supports proposed policies, EMP4 &
EMP5. 4.1:

No

Yes

The DMP should emphasise that the housing target included Yes
in the Core Strategy 2014 is a minimum target and wherever
possible the Council should support opportunities to exceed
this figure, particularly on sustainable previously developed
windfall sites. Since the adoption of the Core Strategy,
updated ONS data and the Government’s proposed
standardised Housing Methodology identify a higher housing
requirement, meaning that the
unmet shortfall will have increased further.

Yes

We propose an amendment to the first line of Para1of the
No
policy so that it now reads:
The loss of employment land and premises will not
normally be permitted on the defined
Principle & Local Employment Areas and in other areas
We take the view that the employment areas defined in EMP1 & EMP2 should receive protection by way it will only be permitted if:
of Article 4 Directions and that employment areas outlined in EMP3 should also be considered on a case Reason
by case basis to have that same degree of protection. This is likely to be particularly appropriate for such
To preserve employment opportunities within the
major local sites as Pfizer, Toyota and Legal & General.
Borough and prevent loss of such land to
residential development with the associated pressure
on infrastructure plus a loss of local
identity..

No

In conjunction with expanding and addressing the employment profile in the Borough the Proposed
Submission Plan must look at providing high quality but affordable homes. Town Centre living is
becoming more popular but family housing within the Town Centre is still limited. Raising the availability
of living accommodation near to the workplace is important in terms of sustainable development in
Town Centres. Live-work units could further be encouraged in the Proposed Submission Plan and
appropriate. Town Centre housing could be developed in suitable locations (e.g. – areas that are not
within industrial areas or the airport safeguarded zones). Conversely there cannot be the loss of valuable
commercial space from within or outside of the Town Centre and wider Borough to housing in the key
Employment Districts which would clearly be detrimental for the business community. It is important
that existing office, commercial and retail space is not depleted from the Borough as such stock is
essential to maintaining a thriving business community as the much needed footfall would be lost. It is
also important that employment space is not lost to residential uses in areas where future occupants
would be exposed to unacceptable levels of noise. GAL therefore considers that there should

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0135.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Legal &
ntor\0135
General

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0060

Mr

Andrew

Johnston

HOW Planning RBBC\AgentO
LLP
rganisation\00
47

Yes

EMP4

No

No

Yes

be a more robust policy framework laid down within the Proposed Submission Plan to guard against the
loss of employment /commercial space to residential use. In addition GAL considers that it may be
possible for RBBC to seek an Article 4 Direction to preserve the valuable commercial and employment
areas in the Borough.
Policy EMP4 should be amended to apply to allocated employment sites only.
4.6 In accordance with NPPF paragraph 22, planning policies should avoid the long-term protection
of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used
for that purpose. Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support
sustainable local communities.
Change sought
4.7 The wording of Policy EMP4 should be amended as

follows: "Policy EMP4 – Safeguarding allocated employment land (delete: and premises) In relation to all
allocated employment sites (delete: development), and subject to adherence with other policies:
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0125.
3

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Kingswood
ntor\0125
Residents
Association

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0062

Mr

Barry

Miles

Kingswood
Residents
Association

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
54

EMP4

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support the need to actively safeguard employment land and premises. Loosing such employment
areas would force more local people into commuting to work beyond the Borough on what are already
overcrowded roads and services. This in turn would create a loss of local identity plus additional
pollution.

We have serious concerns over the market testing proposed in Annex 3. We have previously commented
that for large and complex sites a period of 6 months is not adequate. In particular while a site may be
viable it may be difficult to attract new users in times of an economic downturn. It is therefore essential
that adequate time is allowed for this process. It is also important that with the larger sites the
marketing should be flexible including possible issues of multiple occupation by different tenants. We
appreciate that there is flexibility implied in the wording of Annex 3 but the de facto proposed maximum
of 6 months is not considered adequate. We therefore suggest that the current figure of 6 months
should be amended to 12 months. Such timing being particularly relevant to the larger and more
complex sites such as Pfizer, Toyota & Legal & General
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N/A
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RBBC\Represe Burgh Heath
ntor\0142
Residents
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Prof

Garth

Swanson

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0096

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
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N/A

N/A

Yes

EMP4

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support this policy but think it should not be applicable to the principle employment areas. covered
in EMP1, where it is important to retain employment for the longer term. Even in other cases, such as
the local employment areas, we consider that 6 months is far too short when advertising a change of use
of vacant property., We appreciate that there is flexibility in the wording but suggest that Annex 3 be
modified to read 12 months instead of 6. This applies also to large employment sites such as Legal and
General in Kingswood and Pfizer in Walton. A longer time period for marketing is essential with large
and complex sites.

EMP5

Don't Know

No

Don't Know

The Core policy CS5 states that the Council will work with skill providers. The detailed policy EMP5 is a
strict requirement for developers with no mention of working with. There is already the Construction
Industry Training Board that applies a levy on all builders towards training. This levy is used by big
builders to subsidise the training of new trades. The council has no experience in this and should not get
involved. The policy wording does not cover the fact that trainees move between sites for experience
and may already be employed so will not be new. It is another cost to submit a report to the Council
when central Govt is looking to reduce delays to implementing planning. It would also in practise be
total unenforceable. How is the Council going to ensure the trainees are on site. More red tape that in
practise has not been thought through

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

EMP5

Yes

Yes

Yes

We applaud your requirements that a Training and Employment plan will be required in all
developments over 25 units.

Burgh Heath RBBC\AgentO Chair
Development rganisation\00
Group
13

EMP5

REG 18 response: This policy is problematic.
In sub section (a): The opportunities for training must be continuous so that they are sustainable beyond
the end of the particular development project. How long are the apprenticeships and at what level,
would they be accredited?
In sub section (b): training opportunities are provided for employment at the conclusion of a
development project. It appears that the developer of, say a factory, would have an obligation to assure
the training local people who would be employed in the factory. Once built, the developer would no
longer be involved; it would be the occupying business that had the training responsibility. Who would
the responsibility rest with, the developer or user? How would this to be managed, would this mean

We suggest a modification to 1): 1)The loss of employment
land and premises will not normally be permitted on the
Principle Employment Sites but elsewhere it will only be
permitted if:...

No

No

No

No

Reason
To prevent the loss of valuable employment land to the more
lucrative use as housing.
Note – we make a comment on annex 3 at the end.
not a strict requirement but work with developers if it is felt
that this is a policy worth pursuing by Planners. In my view
not needed esp as only concentrates on the construction
industry that already has a system in place to encourage
apprentices

2) However, we wonder whether local support and training
schemes could be handled through FE colleges.

No

Yes

No

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

that the Borough had a responsibility for the provision of training? Greater clarity is needed here.
REG 19 response: We believe that the Borough’s response remains ill considered, illogical and muddled.
Surely the purpose of building both houses and commercial premises is to provide for people and
businesses in the longer term. Providing training for the construction industry is essentially meeting a
transient need and is not necessarily a sustainable activity.
What is needed is to reinforce the long term human infrastructure by meeting the needs of the
occupants of the new premises and houses. Of course it might be difficult, a priori, to know the nature of
the businesses that will occupy the new premises, so auditing training needs must be a continuous and
on-going activity, carried out by local FE providers. The constructors of houses and premises could be
bound to contribute to enhance training through an extra component of the Community Infrastructure
Levy which could then be directed to local FE providers.
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RET1

Under this policy we would ask that aerodrome safeguarding requirements are mentioned as follows:
‘Respects Aerodrome Safeguarding Requirements’.
Under ‘Explanation’, we would ask that the following be added (as per DES1) but with slight
amendments as follows:
‘Applications for development within the identified aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider
aerodrome safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a number of aspects for example:
building/structure/crane heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green infrastructure and
lighting. More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Under this policy we would ask that aerodrome safeguarding No
requirements are mentioned as follows: ‘Respects
Aerodrome Safeguarding Requirements’.
Under ‘Explanation’, we would ask that the following be
added (as per DES1) but with slight amendments as follows:
‘Applications for development within the identified
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a
number of aspects for example: building/structure/crane
heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green
infrastructure and lighting. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com
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RET1

Yes, C3 residential use on floors above retail premises should be encouraged, to provide
housing, to help deter anti-social behaviour, and to make our streets feel welcoming.
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RET1 Retail Frontages and Local Centres – Please delete “where possible” from “Protect and
where possible enhance the public realm through environmental improvements “.
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RET2

Extending the Banstead retail area.
Why is it necessary to have more retail development in Banstead? There are several empty shops some
of which have been empty for a long time. We have had some shops which have opened for a few
months and then closed, presumably because of lack of trade.
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EMP5

The positive approach of Policy EMP5 (skills development) is also supported

Yes

EMP5

The positive approach of Policy EMP5 (skills development) is also supported

Yes
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RET1 Retail Frontages and Local Centres – Please delete
“where possible” from “Protect and
where possible enhance the public realm through
environmental improvements “.

RET2

Don't Know

No

Don't Know

The requirement that 70% of the retail frontage remain A1 fails to address the issues raised in the recent Provide evidence why 70% rather than 55% as in Horley is
planning appeal on 15/02290/CU, in that there is no clear economic argument why 70 % A1 use makes
sought for Reigate and why applying this threshold helps
the main shopping area more prosperous. The map of Reigate identifying the primary Retail Frontages Reigate to remain prosperous
includes 16 Bell street at its edge. this has never been A1 use and the legal planning use is B1 and D1. Its
inclusion helps to affect the percentage

RET2

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy and have only one comment which relates to Banstead Village Centre.
We object to the town centre boundary excluding the existing public car park opposite the library and
adjacent community centre.

No

The town centre boundary should be redrawn to incorporate No
the council car park and community building.
Reason
The car park serves the Banstead Village shopping centre. It
is well used and at peak times is full. If the Centre is to retain
its viability and vitality it is essential that there is adequate
visitors’ parking. This is especially important if the Council
wishes to promote the economic, social and cultural roles of
the town centre,
Similarly, the community centre, although not fully used is
well used at certain times of day and fulfils a useful function
for Banstead and its surrounding area.
We appreciate that the Council and County Council wish to
maximise the land available for development but this should
not be at the expense of the existing centre. By enlarging the
town centre boundary it is possible to ensure sufficient
flexibility when replanning the area.
It is important to ensure there are adequate community and
parking facilities available for Banstead to thrive as a district
centre. Little guidance is given on the scale of replacements
proposed and flexibility is reduced by reducing the town
centre boundary. We are aware that the Bansead Village R A
is concerned. Banstead is also well used by surrounding
settlements including Tadworth and Walton. Hence our
interest.
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RET2

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

The centre boundary and shopping frontages as shown on the Banstead Village Centre map is a suitable
basis for planning purposes. However, with the current significant changes occurring in the retail sector,
we believe that the focus of attention for Banstead High Street (as with other High Streets in the
country) should be on supporting the existing retail offer through enhancement and addition of a range
of facilities for community, leisure and public services. In this regard we do not think that the policy in
2.3.10 (the provision of an additional approx. 1,100 sq m of comparison retail) represents a sustainable
approach for this High Street and we would wish to see that figure deleted from the DMP.
We also object to the town centre boundary excluding the existing public car park opposite the library
and adjacent community centre.

The town centre boundary should be redrawn to incorporate
the council car park and community building.

Yes

Reason
The car park serves the Banstead Village shopping centre. It
is well used and at peak times is full. If the Centre is to retain
its viability and vitality it is essential that there is adequate
visitors’ parking. This is especially important if the Council
wishes to promote the economic, social and cultural roles of
the town centre,
Similarly, the community centre, although not fully used is
well used at certain times of day and fulfils a useful function
for Banstead and its surrounding area.
We appreciate that the Council and County Council wish to
maximise the land available for development but this should
not be at the expense of the existing centre. By enlarging the
town centre boundary it is possible to ensure sufficient
flexibility when replanning the area.
It is important to ensure there are adequate community and
parking facilities available for Banstead to thrive as a district
centre. Little guidance is given on the scale of replacements
proposed and flexibility is reduced by reducing the town
centre boundary. We are aware that the Banstead Village R A
is concerned. Banstead is also well used by surrounding
settlements including Tadworth and Walton.
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Don't Know

Don't Know
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1. Banstead has no need for extra retail units-there are already empty units in the High Street.

Yes

RET2

Yes

No

Don't know

Looking at the Guidance on Making a Representation document and the four elements that constitute
Soundness of the actual content of the plan, I would like to recommend a minor adjustment on the
grounds of Justified evidence that has not apparently been considered.
The definition of Main town centre uses covers elements of Retail; leisure; offices; and arts, culture and
tourism development (including theatres, museums, galleries and concert halls, hotels and conference
facilities). It would seem to be appropriate to include ‘places of worship’ in this section.
Our town centres historically had churches as part of the normal fabric of life, in more recent years
churches have often disappeared from town centres, either through disuse or growth! In our Borough it
looks like this:

No

No

Retail development (including warehouse clubs and factory No
outlet centres); leisure, entertainment facilities the more
intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas,
restaurants, drive-through restaurants, bars and pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and fitness centres, indoor bowling
centres, and bingo halls); offices; and arts, culture and
tourism development (including theatres, museums, galleries
and concert halls, hotels and conference facilities and places
of public worship).

Yes

BANSTEAD
Banstead Baptist Church is included in the area, Banstead All Saints is outside of the town centre

HORLEY
Currently no active church buildings are situated in the town centre area. An independent church
(Redeemed Christian Church of God) currently worships on Sunday in rented premises in the town
centre area.
REDHILL
In Redhill town centre we have three registered Places of Worship, Redhill Methodist Church, Christ
Central Church, and the Redeemed Christian Church of God (Station Road Chapel). Additionally Redhill
Christian Fellowship have met for several years in the Harlequin theatre.
St Matthew’s Redhill and Redhill Salvation Army (as well as the Mosque in Warwick Road) are all on the
border of the town centre but outside from the specified area. Historically, a church was sited on what
is now the High Street entrance to the Belfry, and the original Redhill Baptist Tabernacle was in the
space now occupied by Specsavers and the Fast Food cafe next door to it.
REIGATE
Reigate Methodist Church sits within the marked town centre area.

All four of our designated own centres are currently used by places of worship, and all of them have this
heritage. Between 1,000 and 3,000 people use all of our town centres for public worship every single
Sunday of the year.
If the town centre areas recognised public worship as a main town centre use, they might even be
extended to include All Saints church in Banstead and St Matthews church in Redhill as well as the
Salvation Army citadel in Redhill, further inflating the number of worshippers using our town centres
each week.
The buildings associated with public worship also make a contribution to community use and promoting
cultural activities. This should be recognised.
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RET2

Don't Know

No

No

I am chair of the local Churches Together in Redhill and District, chair of Redhill Street Pastors and Pastor Add places of worship to "Main town centre uses" on page
of Redhill Christian Fellowship, who have met in the Harlequin Theatre for 13 years. Churches have been 164 of Annex 1 Glossary on the document
a significant part of our towns, including town centres, for many years (There are 3 church congregations DMP_Reg19_Annexes_Final_Jan2018.pdf
meeting within Redhill town centre). Street Pastors, which has had significant positive impact on Redhill,
Reigate and Horley, is composed of volunteers from our churches, as are many socially beneficial church
based organisations (e.g. homeless outreach, debt counselling, food banks, vulnerable family outreach).
There is no mention of places of worship in the "Main Town Centre Uses" definition on page 164, (annex
1 glossary) of the annexes document. This should be included as a significant part of our Town Centre
communities. I am happy to talk to you if that is of any help.

No

RET2

The comparison retail need figure of 12,900 sqm floorspace over the Plan
Period to 2027 (identified in the explanation text to Policy RET2) is noted.
CBC is comfortable that the identified quantum of floorspace does not give
rise concerns of a significant impact on Crawley town centre.

Yes
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RET2

The comparison retail need figure of 12,900 sqm floorspace over the Plan
Period to 2027 (identified in the explanation text to Policy RET2) is noted.
CBC is comfortable that the identified quantum of floorspace does not give
rise concerns of a significant impact on Crawley town centre.

Yes
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RET2

We consider that the total amount of retail area proposed
seems to be at odds with the 800sq m proposed in the DMP.
We feel the figure in the Plan should be based on the Retail
Needs Assessment.

The total amount of retail area proposed
Yes
should be at odds with the amount in Retail
Needs Assessment.

No

To clarify any questions that might arise.
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Yes

RET2

Yes

No

Yes

Many people in Kingswood have occasion to use the facilities in Banstead. Due to a lack of public
transport a private car is the only realistic means of transport that can be used. Therefore the ability to
park centrally is very important, particularly for the more elderly in our community. In this respect a
preferred parking location is the public car park opposite the library. This location is currently shown as
being outside of the town centre boundary. We therefore wish to object to the proposed boundary and
strongly suggest that the boundary be redrawn to include the library, car park and nearby community
facilities together with the Community Hall and associated parking, all of which are an integral and
essential part of Banstead village.

We suggest that the town centre boundaries should be
No
modified to include the existing public car park and other
adjacent community based facilities near the Horseshoe,
together with the Community Hall and its associated parking.
Reason
Public transport is poor and the private car is the only option
for many people wishing to shop and use the facilities of
Banstead. To exclude parking and Community
facilities/Community Hall from the plan is not considered
sensible and would have an adverse effect on not only the
viability of the shopping centre but also on the ability of an
aging population to access the various social activities
available.

RET2

Yes

No

Yes

Aviva is a longstanding stakeholder and investor in Redhill town centre. It owns and operates the
Policy RET2 is not justified or effective and should be
Warwick Quadrant shopping centre and associated car parking and land holdings. Aviva’s ownership is deleted.
entirely within the Primary Shopping Area and includes Primary Retail Frontage on London Road and
Station Road. Aviva is generally supportive of the Section 2 (Town and Local Centres) policies as these
reflect the Core Strategy objectives to strengthen the vitality and viability of the borough’s town centres
and local shopping centres (SO17) and to enhance the role of Redhill town centre as a centre of strategic
importance, part of a regional transport hub, as a safe and attractive retail, culture and leisure
destination with a high quality environment (SO20).
Aviva, however, object to Policy RET2 which
proposes to set retail frontage thresholds. It states that: “(1) Within primary frontages: a) Proposals
for non A1 use will be supported provided A1 uses within the identified shopping frontage remain: …. –
above 65% in Banstead and Redhill ....”. We assume this policy relates to unit provision, rather than
floorspace, but this is unclear. According to the Peter Brett Associates Retail Needs Assessment (RNA)
(June 2016) the proportion of non-A1 units in the town

No

No

Yes

Aviva is a key stakeholder with significant land
holdings in Redhill. The future of the town centre is
an important matter and as such Aviva is in a position
to make a valued contribution to the debate at the
examination.

Yes

We would like to assist the Inspector in assessing the
Town Centre Frontages policy.

It is important to ensure there are adequate
community and parking facilities available for
Banstead to thrive as a district centre. Little guidance
is given on the scale of replacements proposed but it
is clear that flexibility is reduced by reducing the town
centre boundary. We are aware that the Bansead
Village R A is concerned. Banstead is also well used by
surrounding settlements including Tadworth and
Walton. Hence our interest.

centre is not high (c33%) compared to the UK average (c39%) so the control proposed by this policy is
not necessary. The vacancy rate for units is in line with the national average (c. 12%). The RNA
considers Redhill town centre performs well overall (para. 7.15) and could be improved in qualitative
terms, with one of the main areas for improvement considered to be “Improve the quality and diversity
of the food and drink sector to support growth and the evening economy” (para. 7.21). The RNA
concludes that Redhill has capacity to accommodate an improved retail and leisure offer (page 57). The
proposed non-A1 thresholds in Policy RET2 are contrary to the conclusions of the RNA, and seek to exert
an unnecessary level of control on development in the town centre. Notwithstanding the above,
current permitted development rights could result in change of use (permanent or temporary) to nonA1 uses without the need for planning permission. In cases where the developer must apply to the
Council for a determination as to whether the prior approval of the Council will be required before
development can commence (i.e. A1 to A3), the frontage threshold requirements proposed by Policy
RET2 could not be a consideration.
The NPPF does not provide guidance relating to the definition of
retail frontage thresholds. This is

acknowledged in the Council’s Town Centre Frontages report (October 2017) (para. 4.1). The NPPF
states planning policies should be positive, promote competitive town centre environments and set out
policies for the management and growth of centres over the plan period (para. 23). It continues that in
drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities should, amongst other things, “promote competitive
town centres that provide customer choice and a diverse retail offer and which reflect the individuality
of town centres”. Policy RET2 seeks to exert an unnecessary level of control on development in town
centres and cuts across NPPF policy which seeks to ensure the vitality of town centres. This policy is
not justified or effective and should be deleted.
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The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2012 shows the frontage of 3 London Road
and Central Parade extended in line with existing retail/office buildings. See
site “L” on attached extract.
The current development plan documents do not show this (attached). We
would like this change to be reflected in the proposal before it is submitted
to the Secretary of State.
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RET2

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support this policy and have only one comment which relates to Banstead Village Centre. We object The town centre boundary should be redrawn to incorporate No
to the town centre boundary excluding the existing public car park opposite the library and adjacent
the council car park and community building.
community centre.
Reason
The car park serves the Banstead Village shopping centre. It
is well used and at peak times is full. If the Centre is to retain
its viability and vitality it is essential that there is adequate
visitors’ parking. This is especially important if the Council
wishes to promote the economic, social and cultural roles of
the town centre,
Similarly, the community centre, although not fully occupied,
is well used at certain times of day and fulfils a useful
function for Banstead and its surrounding area.
We appreciate that the Council and County Council wish to
maximise the land available for development but this should
not be at the expense of the existing centre. By enlarging the
town centre boundary it is possible to ensure sufficient
flexibility when replanning the area.

Possibly
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RET2
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Yes

Yes

No

Yes

The proposed addition of a secondary retail frontage at the western end of the High Street along the
Remove proposed secondary retail frontage at the western
west side of Bolters Lane opposite the end of the High Street would take away a unique and much
end of the High Street along the west side of Bolters Lane
appreciated view from the shopping area. This would be a regrettable move which would considerably
reduce the attractiveness that the Banstead Village area relies on to attract visitors.

No

The Reigate Business Guild support the need to protect the vitality and viability of our town centre
We would like to see the Primary frontages A1 threshold
shopping areas. However, we do not agree with the proposed threshold changes identified in Policy
retained at 80% and the Secondary A1 threshold retained at
RET2. The latest Council Town Centre Shopping Frontages Monitor identifies that Reigate performs well 66%.
against the existing targets and offers a good degree of comparison shopping and offers the greatest
percentage of food 7 drink leisure units in the Borough. Therefore, why lower the A1% threshold when it
is not far from being achieved. When looking at the thresholds the policy is seeking to reduce A1 units in
Reigate Town Centre down from 80% to 70% in Primary areas and 66% to 55% in Secondary Areas. The
2017 Town Centre Monitor showed that Reigate actually has 64% A1 in the Primary Shopping Frontages
and 58% A1 in the Secondary Shopping Frontages. We believe the 9% vacant figure is predominantly
arrived upon by virtue of the former Knights Department store in Bell Street which will shortly be in A1
use, hence the A1 figure is more like 73%. Therefore, it is debatable whether the figures should be
lowered any further. Why not seek to achieve the higher percentage and improve the retail offer in the
Town Centre rather than increase the number of non A1 uses.

No

What is the evidence for A1 target percentages being lower in Redhill than
Reigate?

No

Amend retail frontage to include the
frontage of 3 London Road and Central
Parade in line with existing retail/ office
buildings.

and will include improved sustainable transport usability fir
example out of road cycle paths and cycle parking

Yes

No
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RET3

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support the policy and the addition of Tadworth High Street as a local centre.
but suggest that either plans are included for each centre or all the properties are listed. The 3 proposal
map scales are too small - unless it is proposed to produce large plans as was done for the Local Plan
2005.

Provide the local centre boundaries on larger scale maps –
No
either on a proposals map or separate plans in the text itself
(which may make the document too bulky) such as were
provided with the 2016 consultation

(The 3 current plans included in the document are far too small, bearing in mind the amount of
information to include. The plans included with the 2016 DMP consultation were of a much better size)

Change the 6 month period for marketing in Annex 3 to 12
instead of 6 months. See separate comments on the annex.

We also would like to see a requirement for evidence of 12 month marketing in Annex 3.
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RET3
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Both yes and
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2) and will include improved sustainable transport usability fir example out of road cycle paths and cycle 2) and will include improved sustainable transport usability
parking
fir example out of road cycle paths and cycle parking

No

Not included are the local centres on Horley Row and Meath Green
Lane/Lee Street; community shops at Court Lodge/Horley Gardens Estate; Riverside; the Air Balloon;
local shops and; soon, the Acres.

Recommends a number of other sites including: local centres
on Horley Row and Meath Green Lane/ Lee Street;
community shops at Court Lodge/ Horley Gardens Estate;
Riverside; the Air Balloon; local ships and soon the Acres

Yes

We strongly believe that local shopping centres should be both defined and supported. We are
therefore generally in support of the proposals. However, in order to provide the necessary long-term
support to these areas we are of the view that plans for each centre that has been identified should be
provided and should be of a scale that allows robust consideration of issues as they emerge during the
life of the plan.

Include or provide as a separately referenced document
larger scale plans for all the identified local centres.

No

No

No

Amend the 6 month marketing period referred to in section
1) of the policy to 12 months and amend Annex 3
accordingly.

As with other employment areas we would also request that for any change of use that any associated
marketing exercise should be for 12 months and not six months as currently stated in Annex 3.
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include provision for practical and safe access by sustainable No
transport, primarily out of road cycle path plus adequate
secure cycle parking in logical locations
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4) include provision for practical and safe access by sustainable transport, primarily out of road cycle
path plus adequate secure cycle parking in logical locations

4) include provision for practical and safe access by
sustainable transport, primarily out of road cycle path plus
adequate secure cycle parking in logical locations
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RET5

–Brighton Road shops (but not the “retail warehouses”) south of Reading
Arch Road are included, but not in the evidence publication Local Centres
Review. It would be
reassuring to see their future being actively considered, as this area needs
investment and TLC

No

Yes

We support the policy and the addition of Tadworth High Street as a local
centre. but suggest that either plans are included for each centre or all the
properties are listed. The 3 proposal map scales are too small - unless it is
proposed to produce large plans as was done for the Local Plan 2005.
(The 3 current plans included in the document are far too small, bearing in
mind the number of land based designations which are included.)
We also would like to see a requirement for evidence of 12 month
marketing in Annex 3.

Provide the local centre boundaries on
No
larger scale maps – either on a proposals
map or separate plans in the text itself
(which may make the document too bulky).
Change the 6 month period for marketing in
Annex 3 to 12 months. See separate
comments on the annex.

No

No

No

RET4(4)

provision of facilities for local residents and No
communities, allowing residents to access
employment and retail by safe and
sustainable means, providing viable
alternative to travel by car for shopping and
employment reasons

No

No

No

4) provision of facilities for local residents and communities, allowing
residents to access employment and retail by safe and sustainable means,
providing viable alternative to travel by car for shopping and employment
reasons

4) provision of facilities for local residents
No
and communities, allowing residents to
access employment and retail by safe and
sustainable means, providing viable
alternative to travel by car for shopping and
employment reasons

No

No

RET4 smaller centres and isolated shops – This policy is not yet sound.
DES10 sets a welcome baseline for shopfront design but we also need, and especially for
isolated shops and smaller shopping areas, a reference to the proposed Streetscape Design
Policy to improve the surrounding streetscape, community cohesion, environmental features
and public safety (refer proposed new DES1, para 4a, below).

1.1: GAL welcomes the vision R&B BC have set out for the development of Reigate & Banstead Borough
and broadly supports the development patterns the Council are aspiring to create within the catchment.
1.2: Reigate & Banstead Borough has obvious advantages to build upon and make it further successful. It
is in a prime location in terms of its transport networks with good local connectivity and closeness to
London and larger centres such as East Croydon and Brighton. 1.3: Reigate & Banstead derives
significant benefits from having Gatwick Airport within its catchment as the airport is the main economic
driver in the sub region. It receives the socio economic benefits which flow from of having an
international airport on its doorstep. Public sector investment is important for new development and
regeneration but achieving stronger partnerships with the private sector is increasingly important within
development programmes as is recognised within the Proposed Submission Plan. GAL recognises its
pivotal role within the Gatwick Diamond and values the need to continue to work closely with R&B BC to
assist the Council in achieving its sustainable development goals and maximising the potential of its
catchment. 1.5: GAL believes however that the

influences of the airport should be more clearly recognised within the Proposed Submission Plan as the
Borough holds such distinct competitive advantages being so close to an international airport. 1.6: GAL
agrees that the DMP should actively look towards opening such opportunities for high value added
industries and technology based services to attain a more comprehensive approach to regeneration and
sustainable economic growth. 1.7: Town Centres clearly need to be competitive in order to function well
economically and a fundamental goal of the Proposed Submission Local Plan must be to improve the
catchments competiveness. The various strategies the Submission Plan will adopt to specifically achieve
this elevated level of competitiveness need to be made more transparent in the Consultation document.
1.8: Sustainable development and regeneration requires forward thinking and innovation to gain distinct
competitive edge. In GALs view RBBC need to specifically look outwards at other competing retail
centres and work to establish not only advantages within their own centres but also to develop positive
linkages with other performing retail centres. This proactive approach would

No

allow for complimentary economic activity to precipitate in the Borough and contribute towards
stimulating wider economic development corridors. The pooling of resources and strategic opportunities
with neighbouring LPAs and private partnerships can work to deliver development ambitions which may
otherwise be harder to achieve. GAL believes that this should be further considered within the proposed
Policy RET5 to ensure that the vibrancy and competiveness of the existing town centres in the Borough
is not compromised by new out of town centre development proposals in order to align with the
requirements of the NPPF.
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RET5/ RET6

Policy RET5 relates to the development of town centre uses outside of town and local centres, with
Policy RET6 specifically seeking to guide retail warehouse proposals to established retail warehouse
areas. Read in conjunction, the policies and supporting text are clear that such proposals will be subject
to sequential assessment and impact testing to ensure no significant negative impact on other centres.
On the basis that this assessment will include no significant negative impact on centres in neighbouring
districts and boroughs, this approach is supported.
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RET5/ RET6

Policy RET5 relates to the development of town centre uses outside of town and local centres, with
Policy RET6 specifically seeking to guide retail warehouse proposals to established retail warehouse
areas. Read in conjunction, the policies and supporting text are clear that such proposals will be subject
to sequential assessment and impact testing to ensure no significant negative impact on other centres.
On the basis that this assessment will include no significant negative impact on centres in neighbouring
districts and boroughs, this approach is supported.
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These representations relate to the Homebase site at Rushworth Road in Reigate, RH2 0QG.
The representations are submitted on behalf of HHGL Ltd, which trades as Bunnings and Homebase in
the UK & Ireland.
This submission confirms HHGL’s commitment and future plans for this store and supports the
designation of the site in the draft Development Management Plan (DMP) as a Retail Warehouse Area.
Background to Representations
Bunnings is the leading home improvement and outdoor retailer in Australia and New Zealand.
The home improvement and garden market within the UK & Ireland is growing, but it is also fragmented
and underserviced. Bunnings’ aim is to re-invigorate this market and introduce the Bunnings brand,
which has been built on the three strategic pillars of lowest prices, widest range and best service.
Bunnings acquired Homebase as a platform to build the Bunnings brand within the UK & Ireland and
have allocated £500 million to launch this over the next 3-5 years.
Bunnings’ investment has already commenced with the first Bunnings Warehouse store in St Albans
Griffiths Way opening in February 2017. Since then, a

by building in segregated cycle infrastructure and secure
cycle parking

No

No

…by building in segregated cycle infrastructure and secure
cycle parking

No

No

Yes

No

further 15 Bunnings Warehouse stores have opened in St Albans Hatfield Rd, Hemel Hempstead, Milton
Keynes, Folkestone, Broadstairs, Basildon, Sittingbourne, Thanet, Worle (Weston Super Mare), Harlow,
Bicester, Rochdale, Rotherham, Chichester and Walthamstow (London).
Bunnings employ 12,000 team members within the UK & Ireland, including over 1,500 team members in
London. These numbers are expected to grow significantly as Bunnings converts existing Homebase
stores and invests in new site opportunities.
Bunnings’ are a fair and community-focused employer, paying the National Living Wage for all team
members aged 18+. Many of its stores inside the M25 have starting pay rates at a higher level than the
national living wage, recognising their proximity to London.
Bunnings are highly active in the communities they inhabit, with a track record of local activity of more
than 25 years, details of which can be found at https://www.bunnings.com.au/about-us/in-thecommunity. In Australia and New Zealand, Bunnings has helped raise more than A$37 million for local
community groups.

Bunnings is keen to replicate this community commitment in the UK & Ireland and this has already been
demonstrated with its most recent store openings. Between February and June 2017, the four Bunnings
Warehouse stores opened helped raise more than £30,500 for local charities and participated in and
supported over 35 community activities.
Included with this submission is a copy of the Bunnings UK & Ireland Property Guide November 2017,
which provides further background to the business and its store strategy moving forward. Also included
is a copy of Bunnings Community & Sustainability Guide November 2017, which provides further
background to its community initiatives and sustainability policies

Homebase in Rushworth Road, Reigate
Bunnings remain fully committed to the Reigate Homebase store. The store is leasehold, with over 13
years of its secure tenure remaining. The store comprises a gross internal area of 2,797 square metres of
floorspace (excluding the garden centre).
Bunnings will be looking to include this store within its current investment programme and brand
launch.
Homebase stores already converted to the Bunnings brand have seen, on average, a 50% increase in
staff numbers as well as significant improvements to the stores appearance, format and quality of the
retail offer.
On the Draft Policies Map and under draft Policy RET6 of the DMP, the Homebase site is designated as a
Retail Warehouse Area (RWA). Our clients fully support this designation and the objectives of draft
Policy RET6.
In the lead up to the approval for publication of the draft DMP, our clients were made aware of local
press articles reporting on discussions that had taken place concerning potential new sites for housing
within Reigate where the Homebase site was mentioned.

Whilst the approved and published draft DMP does not, of course, allocate the Homebase site for
housing and designates it as a RWA, our clients wish to quell any further debate that may take place on
this issue by making it very clear that they are firmly committed to the Homebase store and to
maintaining their representation on the Rushworth Road site.
The draft DMP covers the period, in line with the adopted Core Strategy, to 2027. As we confirmed
above, the current secured lease on the Homebase site runs to 2031. There is, therefore, no prospect
whatsoever of the Homebase site becoming available within the DMP plan period for any form of
redevelopment (other than potentially retail which would in principle be consistent with draft Policy
RET6). In the circumstances, the RWA designation is fully justified and properly reflects the future use of
this site, which will be further reinforced by its proposed conversion to the Bunnings format.
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RET6 Retail Warehousing – This policy is no longer sound.
Internet shopping undermines retail warehouses in difficult-to-drive-to locations, whereas
smaller town centre viewing showrooms may yet thrive – especially if they offer local services –
like Halfords’ car repairs, and Pets At Home’s vets along the Brighton Road south of Redhill.
The evidence paper, Retail Warehouse Areas, doesn’t address any of this.
Nor is it clear why buildings on these valuable sites should “usually occupy a single floor”. In
‘Rationale’ para 3.4 it is asserted without any contemporary evidence that “When located near
to town centres, retail warehouse areas can draw people into the town centre. They often have
larger catchments than town centres, drawing trade from a greater distance due to the limited
availability of alternative outlets.”
The progressive decline of the Brighton Road Retail Warehouse Area contradicts this optimism.
Unless a large retailer can be persuaded to invest in a multi-level store (like B&Q in

No

Sutton) to
attract customers from a wide enough area, it would be better to encourage residential
development behind multi-storey showrooms built over the retailers’ car parks
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Objection to RET 6 - Retail warehousing The Council’s retail policies and the allocation at Policy BAN1 :
Amend RET 1 so that it specifically allows Amberley to be
136-168 High Street, Banstead SM7 2NZ fail to recognise that large supermarkets are similar to retail
allocated as a site for a food store.
warehouses and have benefits in terms of increased competition and deals with not just the growth in
spending but the issue of leakage for Banstead and the Borough as a whole. The Council’s policies are
based on both “The Reigate & Banstead Retail Needs Assessment (June 2016)” and “Retail Warehouse
and Areas: Review, Designation & Policy” (June 2016). Paragraph 5.38 of the Needs Assessment
comments on the issue of leakage as follows: “Retention of convenience spending is greatest again in
zones 1 (Reigate) and zone 2 (Redhill). Although the market share of RBBC food stores is only above 50%
in three out of the five zones within the borough. Zone 3 (Banstead) has the highest proportion of
expenditure leakage out of all the zones within the borough. As zone 4 is outside the borough boundary,
it is unsurprising to see that RBBC food stores have just a 4% market share. The leakage of existing
expenditure in the Banstead area is significant as shown by table 5-10 below.

Yes

Yes

DES1 4) and provides access by sustainable transport, ideally No
out of road cycle paths
10) …parking including cycle parking …
11) and provided for safe accessibility by sustainable
transport, ideally out of road cycle paths

No

To allow the full explanation of the representations
made and to test the Council’s evidence in detail.

The leakage is 60%. In terms of growth in convenience expenditure, the Needs Assessment identifies
that there is no need for additional convenience space in Banstead. However this is based on
maintaining the status quo rather than addressing the unsustainable leakage of convenience
expenditure out of Banstead and the borough. In qualitative terms for the borough as a whole
paragraph 8.22 states: “…it is clear that there is a qualitative need for additional convenience floorspace
to relieve the substantial overtrading and to improve choice within the borough.” It is considered that
there is a need for sites to be allocated to deal with the qualitative need for additional convenience
floorspace. In particular, there is a qualitative deficiency in discount food retail in Banstead, with no
representation from the national deep discounter chains. The mechanism for this should be through
policy RET 6 which should be expanded to include large food stores. Failure to do so would be in conflict
with paragraph 23 of the NPPF. In terms of Banstead, the site at Amberley should be

designated for a food store as this would address the existing issue of leakage and the need for
improved provision. The designated site BAN1 : 136-168 High Street, Banstead is too small to deliver
even a deep discount foodstore and so could not achieve the required qualitative improvement to food
store provision in Banstead
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Don't Know
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DES1

Don't Know

Yes
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DES1 no mention of support services such as schools, medical for the Preston Development. Also what
steps are being taken to find appointments for 7 apprentices?

DES1 no mention of support services such as schools,
medical for the Preston Development. Also what steps are
being taken to find appointments for 7 apprentices?

No

No

DES1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support the majority of this policy apart from policy1) and to a lesser extent 3), where we
consider the policies are too restrictive in the case of large developments and town centre schemes
where it is inappropriate to imitate the character of the area and its local distinctiveness

We support all this policy except for modifying 1), as follows

No

Yes

1)Promotes and reinforces local distinctiveness and respects
the character of the surrounding area, including positive
physical characteristics of local neighbourhoods and the
visual appearance of the immediate street scene. Exceptions
may be made in the case of large developments, town
centre redevelopment and transport hub schemes where
greater flexibility may be acceptable, particularly in terms of
higher densities and more innovative designs.

We strongly support the majority of this policy and
retaining the character of an area. However, it is
important that there is flexibility particularly in the
larger urban extensions and town centre
development to encourage higher densities and a
different character/ sense of place. This is necessary
to order to prevent further encroachments into the
Green Belt.

Reason
Emphasis should be on the development of urban brown
field sites rather than infringing on the Green Belt.
Particularly where there are sizeable developments, such as
some of the urban extensions, it is important for the area to
create its own identity and increase densities, providing
there is a high standard of design and there is no adverse
affect on adjacent Green Belt and landscape. It is
government policy to increase densities in urban areas,
especially in town centres, thus reducing encroachment on
the countryside. The recent announcement about the
construction of up to 2 storeys on existing buildings being
permitted development, providing certain criteria are met, is
an example .
3) Where appropriate, has due regard ... etc.
Reason
As above.
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and support sustainability DES1 4) and provides access by sustainable transport, ideally out of road cycle and support sustainability DES1 4) and provides access by
paths
sustainable transport, ideally out of road cycle paths

No

No

DES1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support the majority of this policy apart from policy1) and to a lesser extent 3), where we
consider the policies are too restrictive in the case of large developments and town centre schemes
where it is inappropriate to imitate the character of the area and its local distinctiveness

Yes

Yes

We support all this policy except for modifying 1), as follows
1)Promotes and reinforces local distinctiveness and respects
the character of the surrounding area, including positive
physical characteristics of local neighbourhoods and the
visual appearance of the immediate street scene. Exceptions
may be made in the case of large developments, town centre
redevelopment and transport hub schemes where greater
flexibility may be acceptable, particularly in terms of higher
densities and more innovative designs.

Reason
Emphasis should be on the development of urban brown
field sites rather than infringing on the Green Belt.
Particularly where there are sizeable developments, such as
some of the urban extensions, it is important for the area to
create its own identity and increase densities, providing
there is a high standard of design and there is no adverse
affect on adjacent Green Belt and landscape. It is
government policy to increase densities in urban areas,
especially in town centres, thus reducing encroachment on
the countryside. The recent announcement about the
construction of up to 2 storeys on existing buildings being
permitted development, providing certain criteria are met, is
an example .
3) Where appropriate, has due regard ... etc.
Reason
As above.

We strongly support the majority of this policy and
retaining the character of an area. However, it is
important that there is flexibility particularly in the
larger urban extensions and town centre
development to encourage higher densities and a
different character/ sense of place. This is necessary
to order to prevent further encroachments into the
Green Belt.
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Pg 30
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I am concerned about the heights of developments now (5-storey opposite Waitrose) and the demands
for public car parking (plans show the Consort Way one to go)
4.6 We note that the DMP identifies that Core Strategy
Policy CS4 and Policy CS10 are “context” for Policy DES1 –
Design of New Development. Paragraph 3.2.8 of the DMP
also refers to the future preparation of supplementary
planning guidance which will support Policy DES1. No
reference is made to national policy relating to good design
as set out in the NPPF.
4.7 We question whether Policy DES1 is necessary given
the policy framework absent of Policy DES1. In our view,
the inclusion of Policy DES1 conflicts with paragraph 17
of the NPPF which requires “succinct plans”, which should
provide a practical framework within which decisions on
planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency.”
4.8 Notwithstanding this concern, the masterplan proposals
for the Site presented in these representations (in folder)
demonstrates how the development would achieve the
design criteria set out in Policy DES1.
Surrey Police welcome the inclusion of point 6 of Policy DES1 (Design of new development) which states
“Planning permission will be granted for new development where it meets the following criteria:…
6) Creates a safe environment, incorporating measures to reduce opportunities for crime and
maximising opportunities for natural surveillance of public places. Developments should incorporate
measures and principles consistent with those recommended by Secured by Design where appropriate.
The inclusion of Secured by Design within development management is strongly encouraged by Surrey
Police to ensure the emerging local plan is drafted in line with paragraph 69 of the National

We question whether Policy DES1 is necessary given
the policy framework absent of Policy DES1. In our view,
the inclusion of Policy DES1 conflicts with paragraph 17
of the NPPF which requires “succinct plans”, which should
provide a practical framework within which decisions on
planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency.”

No

No

Yes

Yes

Surrey Police recommend that this policy should be
Yes
redrafted or amended to include the following wording:
6) create attractive, safe and accessible places that
discourage crime and disorder through design and the
application of Secured by Design standards and obtaining the
Secured by Design award.

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which states that planning policies should aim to achieve places
which promote safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do
not undermine quality of life or community cohesion
Surrey Police strongly recommend development management policies encourage all applicants to apply
to the industry standard of the Secured by Design award.
Secured by Design has been adopted in a variety of schemes in the Borough and our Designing Out
Crime Officers work with applicants throughout the construction process to ensure opportunities for
crime are minimised through their vast experience in this field. Obtaining a Secured by Design award is
an industry wide standard which has a proven way of reducing specific types of crime such as burglary.
Secured by Design (SBD) is the UK Police flagship initiative, supporting the principles of ‘designing out
crime’ by use of proven crime prevention measures and measurable and appropriate security standards.
Creating a sense of place where residents and legitimate users are able to go about their daily routine
without unduly fearing crime or insecurity is a key element

of the Secured by Design initiative for New Homes. This is reflected by the National Planning Policy
Framework 2012 (NPPF 2012) where its purpose is to provide ‘a social role – supporting strong, vibrant
and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing to meet the needs of present and future
generations; and 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; (para. 7). Sustainable
development seeks to ‘improve the conditions in which people live, work, travel and take leisure’ (para.
9). Core planning principles should ‘always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of
amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings’ (para. 17).
Crime should not be seen as a standalone issue, to be addressed separately from other design
considerations. That is why guidance on crime has been embedded throughout the guidance on design
rather than being set out in isolation.
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 requires all local authorities to exercise their functions
with due regard to their likely effect on crime and disorder, and to do all they reasonably can to prevent
crime and disorder. The prevention of

crime and the enhancement of community safety are matters that a local authority should consider
when exercising its planning functions.
To ensure more developers are aware of SBD and that the SBD are adopted in future development
proposals, direct reference to ‘Secured by Design’ within development management policies is strongly
recommended. Among the many benefits of SBD for future occupants, direct reference to SBD would
ensure local plan compliance with the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF and NPPG guidance. We have
suggested a recommended wording for an emerging development management policy to ensure
reference to SBD is appropriately worded
3 of 8
and to ensure that the Local Plan is compliant with the relevant policies of the NPPF concerning policing.
Unfortunately developers stating in their Design and Access Statement that they have ‘provided
measures to achieve a development that responds to the key principals of Secured by Design’ does not
ensure SBD will be adopted in the development.

Local Planning Authorities must ensure that an application is made for a full Secured by Design (SbD)
award and ensure that a planning condition be applied to require the development to SBD standards.
Our Crime prevention design advisors will then work with applicants to ensure an assessment on all SBD
matters is achieved and that the required standards are met to achieve a completion certificate.
Furthermore, National Planning Practice Guidance is very clear that:
‘Designing out crime and designing in community safety should be central to the planning and delivery of
new development. Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 requires all local authorities to
exercise their functions with due regard to their likely effect on crim and disorder, and to do all they
reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder. The prevention of crime and the enhancement of
community safety are all matters that a local authorities should consider when exercising its planning
functions under the Town and Country Planning legislation. Local Authorities may, therefore, wish to
consider how they consult their Police and Crime

Commissioners on planning applications where they are Statutory Consultees and agree with their police
force how they will work effectively together on planning matters.
It is important that crime reduction-based planning measures are based upon a clear understanding of
the local situation, avoiding makings assumptions about the problems and their causes. Consideration
also needs to be given to how planning policies relate to wider policies on crime reduction, crime
prevention and sustainable communities. This means working closely with the police force to analyse
and share relevant information and good practice.’
(Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 26-011-20140306)
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DES1

I don't like the idea either that the 'Tall buildings Policy' has been removed. The current height of
buildings is more than adequate for Redhill to retain it's identity. Any taller and we will loose the look
and friendly feel that we are just about retaining.

Add tall buildings policy.

No

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.
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DES1

Two policies have been deleted in the update from Regulation 18 to Regulation 19 that affect the
protection and enhancement of the Borough’s town centres, and, as the most significant retail centre,
Redhill in particular. We propose that these two policy areas are fully reflected in the plan, so the town
centres can be improved, and proactively planned.

Tall buildings
No
We propose a Tall Buildings Policy is included in the DMP
covering the following aspects:
- Silhouette and impact on overall sky-line. Require new tall
buildings to be in line with masterplan of their immediate
and wider areas – which highlights the need for a design
guide to inform town centre developments. Without a
proactive planned approach to its overall development;
Redhill risks becoming more and more like Croydon.
- Permeability for active travel;
- In line with best practice, including guidance from English
Heritage and CABE
- Where there is scope to maximise density in town centres
and edge-of-centre locations the scope to go to medium-rise,
four to ten storeys, should be progressed to enable more
efficient development in accessible locations.
Cherwell District Council’s Local Plan offers a policy that
could be used as a starting point
Townscape The policy on area of special townscape
importance has been deleted. In 2013, the Council consulted
on a Redhill Area Action Plan but this has not been
progressed. There should be a strategic, proactive
development strategy for our town centres, supported by a
design guide. This goes beyond the DES1 policy to focus on
spatial planning and should be supported by a SPG, acting as
a masterplan for Redhill and other main town centres.
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DES1

Two policies have been deleted in the update from Regulation 18 to Regulation 19 that affect the
protection and enhancement of the Borough’s town centres, and, as the most significant retail centre,
Redhill in particular. We propose that these two policy areas are fully reflected in the plan, so the town
centres can be improved, and proactively planned.

Tall buildings
No
We propose a Tall Buildings Policy is included in the DMP
covering the following aspects:
- Silhouette and impact on overall sky-line. Require new tall
buildings to be in line with masterplan of their immediate
and wider areas – which highlights the need for a design
guide to inform town centre developments. Without a
proactive planned approach to its overall development;
Redhill risks becoming more and more like Croydon.
- Permeability for active travel;
- In line with best practice, including guidance from English
Heritage and CABE
- Where there is scope to maximise density in town centres
and edge-of-centre locations the scope to go to medium-rise,
four to ten storeys, should be progressed to enable more
efficient development in accessible locations.
Cherwell District Council’s Local Plan offers a policy that
could be used as a starting point
Townscape The policy on area of special townscape
importance has been deleted. In 2013, the Council consulted
on a Redhill Area Action Plan but this has not been
progressed. There should be a strategic, proactive
development strategy for our town centres, supported by a
design guide. This goes beyond the DES1 policy to focus on
spatial planning and should be supported by a SPG, acting as
a masterplan for Redhill and other main town centres.
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DES1

The explanation says that this policy covers tall structures, however it does not include the previous
proposed constraint on the extent of very tall buildings in Redhill town centre. We propose that that
policy and constraint map be reinstated, together with policies on tall buildings and townscape,

Tall buildings
No
We propose a Tall Buildings Policy is included in the DMP
covering the following aspects:
- Silhouette and impact on overall sky-line. Require new tall
buildings to be in line with masterplan of their immediate
and wider areas – which highlights the need for a design
guide to inform town centre developments. Without a
proactive planned approach to its overall development;
Redhill risks becoming more and more like Croydon.
- Permeability for active travel;
- In line with best practice, including guidance from English
Heritage and CABE
- Where there is scope to maximise density in town centres
and edge-of-centre locations the scope to go to medium-rise,
four to ten storeys, should be progressed to enable more
efficient development in accessible locations.
Cherwell District Council’s Local Plan offers a policy that
could be used as a starting point
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DES1

The explanation says that this policy covers tall structures, however it does not include the previous
proposed constraint on the extent of very tall buildings in Redhill town centre. We propose that that
policy and constraint map be reinstated, together with policies on tall buildings and townscape,

Tall buildings
No
We propose a Tall Buildings Policy is included in the DMP
covering the following aspects:
- Silhouette and impact on overall sky-line. Require new tall
buildings to be in line with masterplan of their immediate
and wider areas – which highlights the need for a design
guide to inform town centre developments. Without a
proactive planned approach to its overall development;
Redhill risks becoming more and more like Croydon.
- Permeability for active travel;
- In line with best practice, including guidance from English
Heritage and CABE
- Where there is scope to maximise density in town centres
and edge-of-centre locations the scope to go to medium-rise,
four to ten storeys, should be progressed to enable more
efficient development in accessible locations.
Cherwell District Council’s Local Plan offers a policy that
could be used as a starting point
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DES1

Under point 12 it mentions ‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’ for which we are grateful.
Please could the Para under ‘Explanation’ on Para 3.2.9 be amended as follows:
‘Applications for development within the identified aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider
aerodrome safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a number of aspects for example:
building/structure heights/crane heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green infrastructure
and lighting. More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Under point 12 it mentions ‘Respects aerodrome
No
safeguarding requirements’ for which we are grateful. Please
could the Para under ‘Explanation’ on Para 3.2.9 be amended
as follows:
‘Applications for development within the identified
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a
number of aspects for example: building/structure
heights/crane heights, wind turbines and solar installations,
blue/green infrastructure and lighting. More information is
available at business.gatwickairport.com

Yes
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DES1

No

No

Yes

Policy DES1 should provide greater support for redevelopment of previously developed sites, with
weight given to the scale and form of existing development and favourable consideration given to
proposals which improve the design and appearance of an area. The proposed policy wording
change would better reflect NPPF paragraph 61, which sets out how high quality design goes
beyond aesthetic considerations and that planning policies should address the connections
between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and
historic environment.

The wording of Policy DES1 should be amended as follows
Yes
(or words to the effect of):
“9) Achieves, where applicable, an appropriate transition
from the urban to the rural.
10) Proposals for the redevelopment of previously developed
sites will be supported
where they better integrate into the surrounding area than
the building(s) which
presently or most recently exist (in terms of design, scale and
massing).

Yes

DES1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We generally support this policy and support the need to ensure that development robustly respects the
local character. However, we do have concerns over para 10, (Parking and access) which is a very real
problem throughout the Borough. In its current form we take the view that the objective of para 10
cannot be achieved without the introduction of improved parking standards. We therefore believe that
consideration needs to be given to the amendment of Annex 4 to ensure that parking provision is
realistically based on real needs. Please see also our comments on Annex 4.

We support this policy except for the statement of para 10 & No
para 9.

Yes, possibly

Given the large areas of Green Belt in the Borough It is important to ensure that development takes
place in a way that is sympathetic to the objectives of the Green Belt. While this is generally well
understood we would suggest that para 9) be expanded to address this aspect.

2) Cumulative Impact: The policy addresses possible
development in isolation, without consideration of the
cumulative impact of such development. When development
is considered in a piecemeal fashion matters such as
infrastructure needs do not get addressed. As a result the
whole community suffers with a shortfall of such resources.

1) Parking standards as contained in Annex 4 are not
considered to be realistic and as currently stated are only
likely to make existing problems worse, as more
development takes place and there is more on-street parking
What is missing from the policy is any consideration about the cumulative impact of development and
congestion. As such we believe that the aspirations of Para
likely demands on local infrastructure. It is our view that development needs to be seen in the context of 10 cannot be achieved without an improvement in parking
the whole community and not in isolation.
standards and an amendment to Annex 4

3) to ensure that development close to the Green Belt
boundary does not harm the Green Belt we would propose
that Para 9 is amended to read:

In areas in close proximity to the open countryside and
Metropolitan Green Belt it is important that the openness of
Green Belt/Countryside is not damaged by inappropriate
development. Density should therefore be progressively
reduced towards the transition as should height and
massing. Maintaining tree cover and general landscaping are
also of great significance in such areas of transition.
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Yes

Yes
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Yes

DES1

Don't know

No

Don't know

The current policy drafting is not sound because it does not take into account the cumulative effect on
existing residential amenity of several successive new developments. Typically developers make their
applications in distinct phases. This is often a deliberate approach. Each individual development appears
to have a smaller impact than the intended total scheme. Example. A property ends up with a new
development on one side of it based on a single planning application. It might not seem to be sufficiently
over-bearing on its own to refuse. Then the next application comes along which places a further new
development on another side of the property. Due to the presence of the first new development it is
likely that the argument to preserve the character of the area will fail to halt it, as there is already a new
development nearby, and so the second new development is allowed. Finally, a third new development
takes place on a third side of the property, which is seen to be only a relatively small incremental impact
vs what has gone before. Result: a property surrounded on all sides and suffering a substantial overbearing impact by the

We submitted a suggestion for Regulation 18 for DES 1 which No
has not been included but we are still very concerned.
As an example of our concern: A property ends up with a
development on one side of it based on a single planning
application. It might not seem to be sufficiently over-bearing
on its own to refuse. Then the next application comes along
which places a further development on another side of the
property. Due to the presence of the first development, it is
likely that the argument to preserve the character of the
area will fail to halt it, as there is already a new development
nearby, and so the second development is allowed. Finally, a
third development takes place on a third side of the property
which is seen to be only a relatively small incremental impact
vs what has gone before. Result: a property surrounded on
all sides and suffering a substantial over-bearing impact by
the cumulative effect of the developments. Something that
would most likely have been refused if the entire scheme
were proposed in one go at the outset.
We therefore suggest again an additional criterion for DES1
(Design of New Development): Between d) and e): Proposals
that would cumulatively result in harm to the amenity of
occupants of existing nearby buildings as described in d) will
be resisted. [No cumulative impact concept included]. Back
garden development should seek to protect the amenity of
neighbouring properties and not result in a cumulative
degradation of that amenity.

No

A new criterion should be added such that "planning
proposals that would cumulatively result in harm to the
amenity of occupants of existing nearby buildings will be
resisted". By having a criterion that recognises the
cumulative impact of incremental additional new
developments on neighbour's amenity and precluding
developments that overall make the impact harmful the
DES1 policy would be made sound.

No

No

cumulative effect of the new developments. Something that would most likely have been refused if the
entire scheme were proposed inn one go at the outset. 66 Ruden Way, Epsom Downs is the classic
example of this impact in practice. 32 Ruden Way is similar.
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Yes

DES1

Proposed policy DES1 has nothing on biodiversity contribution.

No

Yes

DES1

Proposed policy DES1 has nothing on biodiversity contribution.

No

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.
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DES1

No

a para 1 – “Promotes and reinforces local distinctiveness and respects the character of the
surrounding area, including positive physical characteristics of local neighbourhoods and the
visual appearance of the immediate street scene.”
Yes, Redhill is a modest town, its virtues not always apparent to the visiting developer and
her architect. “Local distinctiveness” should stop us getting another Croydon or Crawley.
Local distinctiveness should celebrate our horticultural and light industrial heritage and
highlight the Redhill’s distinctive topography – we’re [...]
intimately connected to the surrounding hills and Green Belt.
b para 11 – “…accessible and inclusive for all users, including for people with disabilities or
mobility constraints”. Yes, everyone can have accessibility issues, not just “the disabled”.

No

DES1 Design of new development – zoning in Redhill Town Centre This policy is not sound
a new para – Please reintroduce the Urban Design Principles from the 2012 Redhill Town
Centre Area Action Plan (RTCAAP), Appendix A, especially
“Character/Heritage - Development is required to respect the quality, character, setting,
identity and appearance of surrounding context, particularly with regard to built form, height,
scale and respect for views to, from, and across the site.”
i.e. plan the Town Centre as a whole, not just each site in isolation.
b new para – “’Tall Building Zones’ are mapped to help preserve the context of heritage and
locally listed buildings in Town Centres, to ensure they are not dwarfed and shadowed by
surrounding towers, to preserve and enhance sightlines both into and from the whole of
Redhill Town Centre (i.e. not just the individual site and its neighbours), thus connecting the
urban centre with the green hills surrounding it.”

No

c new para – “For each tall building, a development needs to provide an equivalent new area
of ground-level (on the soil, not just planters) sunlit green infrastructure within the town
centre designed to promote wellbeing, green infrastructure and community cohesion. “
d new para – “The design of each tall building must demonstrate how it minimises the effects
of “canyonisation” between tall buildings in terms of persistent shadowing and wind funnelling
as they affect pedestrians, cyclists, vehicles, green infrastructure and public safety. “
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Yes

DES1

No

DES1 Design of new development – This policy is not yet sound.
a para 4 – “Provides street furniture/trees and public art where it would enhance the public
realm and/or reinforce a sense of place.” Please replace “trees” with “trees and other green
infrastructure” and append “Developers must put in place a sustainable organisation for
maintaining these amenities.” b para 10 – After “parking” please append “and secure cycle storage” to
match TAP1 para 1c
“Include car parking and cycle storage for residential and non-residential development in
accordance with adopted local standards (see Annex 4). Development should not result in
unacceptable levels of on-street parking demand in existing or new streets.”

DES1 Design of new development – This policy is not yet
No
sound.
a para 4 – “Provides street furniture/trees and public art
where it would enhance the public
realm and/or reinforce a sense of place.” Please replace
“trees” with “trees and other green
infrastructure” and append “Developers must put in place a
sustainable organisation for
maintaining these amenities.” b para 10 – After “parking”
please append “and secure cycle storage” to match TAP1
para 1c
“Include car parking and cycle storage for residential and nonresidential development in
accordance with adopted local standards (see Annex 4).
Development should not result in
unacceptable levels of on-street parking demand in existing
or new streets.”
DES1 Design of new development — Missing This policy is
No
not yet sound.
a Insert new para 1a – DES1 and DES5 can benefit from an
Independent Design Panel of
professionals and local residents (not just those with
specialist knowledge) to help develop
adaptable and affordable concepts of “local distinctiveness”
that will enable developers cost-effectively
to venture beyond “designing to rules” so as to deliver
excellent and distinctive
local designs that respect local heritage and topography
without forever resorting to pastiche.
Please add “The Council will regularly convene an
Independent Design Panel to review
designs and help nurture and develop contemporary
adaptations of “local distinctiveness”
that respect local heritage and topography.”
b Insert new para 4a – “With the help of its Independent
Design Panel, the Council will
develop a Streetscape Design Policy.”
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DES1 Design of new development — Missing This policy is not yet sound.
a Insert new para 1a – DES1 and DES5 can benefit from an Independent Design Panel of
professionals and local residents (not just those with specialist knowledge) to help develop
adaptable and affordable concepts of “local distinctiveness” that will enable developers cost-effectively
to venture beyond “designing to rules” so as to deliver excellent and distinctive
local designs that respect local heritage and topography without forever resorting to pastiche.
Please add “The Council will regularly convene an Independent Design Panel to review
designs and help nurture and develop contemporary adaptations of “local distinctiveness”
that respect local heritage and topography.”
b Insert new para 4a – “With the help of its Independent Design Panel, the Council will
develop a Streetscape Design Policy.”
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An Independent Design Panel can nurture “distinctive local design” for the C21st
and a Streetscape Design Policy improve our town centres and smaller centres.

No
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N/A
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DES1

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 8(a&b). It may be useful to overtly cross-refer ‘landscaping’ with
the concept of ‘Green Infrastructure’ at this early opportunity to do so (GI is however mentioned in the
Explanatory at 3.2.6).

No
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DES1

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We strongly support the majority of this policy apart from policy1) and to a lesser extent 3), where we
consider the policies are too restrictive in the case of large developments and town centre schemes
where it is inappropriate to imitate the character of the area and its local distinctiveness. We would like
to see higher parking standards so comment on annex 4.

We support all this policy except for modifying 1), as follows: No
1)Promotes and reinforces local distinctiveness and respects
the character of the surrounding area, including positive
physical characteristics of local neighbourhoods and the
visual appearance of the immediate street scene. Exceptions
may be made in the case of large developments, town
centre redevelopment and major transport hub
development proposals where greater flexibility may be
acceptable, particularly in terms of higher densities and more
innovative designs.

Yes

We strongly support the majority of this policy and
retaining the character of an area. However, it is
important that there is flexibility particularly in the
larger urban extensions and town centre
development to encourage higher densities and a
different character/ sense of place. This is necessary
to order to prevent further encroachments into the
Green Belt.

Reason
Emphasis should be on the development of urban brown
field sites rather than infringing on the Green Belt. In areas of
sizeable developments, such as some of the urban
extensions, it is important for the area to create its own
identity with higher densities, providing there is a high
standard of design and there is no adverse affect on adjacent
Green Belt and landscape. It is government policy to increase
densities in urban areas, especially in town centres, thus
reducing encroachment on the countryside. The recent
announcement about the construction of up to 2 storeys on
existing buildings being permitted development, providing
certain criteria are met, is an example.

We strongly support the requirement to retain local
distinctiveness and character over most of the existing
settlements.
3) Where appropriate, has due regard ... etc.
Reason
As above.
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0077.
1

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe White & Sons RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0077
ation\0007

Mr

Julian

Sharpe

White & Sons RBBC\AgentO Associate
rganisation\01 Partner
14

Yes

Annex 4

RBBC\Represe
ntation\0663.
3
RBBC\Represe
ntation\0663.
3
RBBC\Represe
ntation\0671.
5
RBBC\Represe
ntation\0671.
5
RBBC\Represe
ntation\0110.
1

Survey
Monkey

Mr

Russell

Bacon

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0663

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DES1

What appears to be missing from any planning documents I have seen is how the look and feel of
Banstead as it currently is will be maintained

No

Survey
Monkey

Mr

Russell

Bacon

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0663

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DES1

What appears to be missing from any planning documents I have seen is how the look and feel of
Banstead as it currently is will be maintained

No

Email

Mr & Mrs

E.D. and M.E.

Palmer

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0671

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DES1

It takes many years for a village to grow and develop a ' personality '. It takes very little time to alter and
destroy.

NO

Email

Mr & Mrs

E.D. and M.E.

Palmer

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0671

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DES1

It takes many years for a village to grow and develop a ' personality '. It takes very little time to alter and
destroy.

NO

Email

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Campaign to
ntor\0110
Protect Rural
England

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0094

Mr

Andy

Smith

CPRE Surrey

RBBC\AgentO Branch
rganisation\00 Director
19

DES1/ TAP1/
Annex 4

Yes

Yes

No

Both yes and
no

Yes

Yes

The residential parking standards at Annex 4 require a minimum of 1 parking space in all residential
accommodation, even in areas of high accessibility. It is considered that there is potential for car free
development in highly accessible and sustainable locations, particularly for smaller 1 and 2 bedroom
flats, where occupiers are less likely to own a car. It is noted that the Council have established walking
accessibility maps around town centres and railway stations.

We strongly support the majority of this policy apart from policy 1) and to a lesser extent 3), where we
consider the policies are too restrictive in the case of large developments and town centre schemes
where it is inappropriate to imitate the character of the area and its local distinctiveness.
We would like to see higher parking standards so comment on annex 4.

It is suggested that car free developments are permitted in
areas recognised as having the highest accessibility to ensure
that the plan is justified.

We support all this policy except for modifying 1), as follows

No

No

Yes

1)Promotes and reinforces local distinctiveness and respects
the character of the surrounding area, including positive
physical characteristics of local neighbourhoods and the
visual appearance of the immediate street scene. Exceptions
may be made in the case of large developments, town
centre redevelopment and major transport hub
development proposals where greater flexibility may be
acceptable, particularly in terms of higher densities and
more innovative designs.
Reason
Emphasis should be on the development of urban brown
field sites rather than infringing on the Green Belt. In areas of
sizeable developments, such as some of the urban
extensions, it is important for the area to create its own
identity and increase densities, providing there is a high
standard of design and there is no adverse affect on adjacent
Green Belt and landscape. It is government policy to increase
densities in urban areas, especially in town centres, thus

reducing encroachment on the countryside. The recent
announcement about the construction of up to 2 storeys on
existing buildings being permitted development, providing
certain criteria are met, is an example.
We strongly support the requirement to retain local
distinctiveness and character over most of the existing
settlements.
3) Where appropriate, has due regard ... etc.

RBBC\Represe
ntation\0028.
2
RBBC\Represe
ntation\0033.
2

Survey
Monkey

Mr

Peter Michael Dodd

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0028

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Survey
Monkey

Mr

James

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0033

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Emmerton

Yes

DES2

Don't Know

Yes

Yes

DES2 1)e) DES3 No stipulation for proper upkeep of locally listed buildings

DES2 1)e) DES3 No stipulation for proper upkeep of locally
listed buildings

No

No

DES2

No

No

Don't Know

Para 1a uses the word "reflect" in regard to development on residential garden land. Para 1c requires
Para 1a and 1c can be omitted and the Council rely on policy No
plot widths and spacing in keeping with the prevailing layout of the locality. I read this as copying the
DES1
pattern of development rather than responding to the scale and character. I quote from a planning
appeal decision in the Borough in 2017 ref 15/02752 and APP/L3625/W/16/3150102 where the
Inspector states: " However any infill or redevelopment will inevitably change the existing pattern of
development such that , realistically, it is unlikely there will be instances where existing patterns, plot
sizes and building spaces will be maintained. That expectation is all the more questionable given more
recent guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework which advocates optimising a site's potential
to accommodate development, and also boosting the supply of housing." If my interpretation of the
proposed wording is wrong then the LA have an opportunity of clarifying the interpretation in their
official comments

No

We strongly support the majority of this policy and
retaining the character of an area. However, it is
important that there is flexibility particularly in the
larger urban extensions and town centre
development to encourage higher densities and a
different character/ sense of place. This is necessary
to order to prevent further encroachments into the
Green Belt.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0113.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Banstead &
RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0113
District
ation\0104
Federation of
Residents'
Associations

Mrs
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VassalloBonner

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

DES2

Yes

Yes

Yes

We strongly support this policy, however as it is currently written, it is aimed primarily at urban garden
land and there should be reference to the type of development is acceptable in rural areas, particularly
after the Dartford legal case.
We also suggest an additional requirement in part 1 of the policy

1)g Introduce mitigation measures such as green roofs,
No
sustainable drainage systems and off site provision of street
trees where there is a loss of biodiversity.
Reason
Garden land development often results in substantial losses
of trees and other vegetation. The loss of biodiversity should
be reduced where possible.

Yes

This is an important issue. Although there are other
policies relating to the Green Belt and AONB/AGLV,
we still feel that a separate policy is necessary .to
differentiate between urban and rural garden land.

Yes

This is an important issue. Although there are other
policies relating to the Green Belt and AONB/AGLV,
we still feel that a separate policy is necessary .to
differentiate between urban and rural garden land.

4) In rural areas, particular account will be taken of the
impact on openness in the Green Belt and effect on the
quality of the landscape, particularly in areas within the
AONB and AGLV.
Reason
The development of gardens in rural areas, particularly
where large and capable of containing a large number of
units, could have a very detrimental impact on the character
and quality of the landscape. Previously rural gardens were
assumed to be green field sites, similar to those in urban
areas, but following the recent Dartford case, it has been
determined that rural gardens are classified as brown field
land, hence the requirement for a addition to the policy.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0117.
3

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Banstead
ntor\0117
Village
Residents'
Association

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0099

Mrs

Catalina

VassalloBonner

Banstead
Village
Residents'
Association

RBBC\AgentO Secretary
rganisation\00
08

DES2

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support this policy, however as it is currently written, it is aimed primarily at urban garden
land and there should be reference to the type of development is acceptable in rural areas.

1)g Introduce mitigation measures such as green roofs,
sustainable drainage systems and off site provision of street
trees where there is a loss of biodiversity.

Yes

We also suggest an additional requirement in part 1 of the policy
Reason
Garden land development often results in substantial losses
of trees and other vegetation. The loss of biodiversity and
damage to green wild life corridors should be reduced where
possible.
4) In rural areas, particular account will be taken of the
impact on openness in the Green Belt and effect on the
quality of the landscape, particularly in areas within the
AONB and AGLV.
Reason
The development of gardens in rural areas, particularly
where large and capable of containing a large number of
units, could have a very detrimental impact on the character
and quality of the landscape. Previously rural gardens were
assumed to be green field sites, similar to those in urban
areas, it has been determined that rural gardens are
classified as brown field land, hence the requirement for an
addition to the policy.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Devine Homes RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0255
PLC
ation\0087

RBBC\Represe Kingswood
ntor\0125
Residents
Association

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0062

Mr

Mr

Daniel

Barry
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Miles

Devine Homes RBBC\AgentO Planning
PLC
rganisation\00 Manager
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Kingswood
Residents
Association

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
54

DES2

DES2

Yes

Yes

No

Both yes and
no

Yes

Yes

Criteria 1(a) of DES 2 should also say 'respect' instead if ‘reflect’. It could be possible to have modern
materials adjacent to a historic building which respects it, rather than reflects it. This limits the design of
new dwellings and the choice of new dwellings (NPPF para 9). Original wording a) Be designed to reflect
the scale, form and external materials of existing buildings in the locality to reinforce local
distinctiveness.
Criteria 1(c) of DES 1 should be
amended to say that new development should "respect" the plot widths, front garden depths, building
orientation and spacing rather than be ‘in keeping’. ‘In keeping’ is too restrictive and could limit housing
coming forward on back garden land. Development which ‘respects’ the existing design could be
subservient to the original dwellings, but would be ‘respecting’ the existing design, yet should be
supported. Original wording c) For infilling, incorporate plot widths, front garden depths, building
orientation and spacing between buildings in keeping with the prevailing layout in the locality
Criteria 2 of DES 2 is considered too onerous, as there could be situation where multiple access roads
within a close

Criteria 1(a) Be designed to reflect respect the scale, form
No
and external materials of existing buildings in the locality to
reinforce local distinctiveness
Criteria 1(c) For infilling, incorporate plot widths, front
garden depths, building orientation and spacing between
buildings in keeping with which respects the prevailing layout
in the locality
Criteria
2 Policy is considered superfluous and not necessary.

vicinity would not adversely affect the character of the area. The need to protect the character of an
area and protect the existing street scene / rhythm, is addressed by point 3 in DES 2, and is also covered
by other 'residential character' policies e.g. DES1.1. Original wording 2) Proposals that would
cumulatively result in multiple, closely spaced access points through the existing street frontage will be
resisted.
We support this policy but feel that it is also important to emphasise the need to maintain an
Add
No
appropriate transition to the countryside and green belt in terms of massing height etc. and that any
4) In areas in close proximity to the open countryside and
additional garden development must adhere to this principle.
Metropolitan Green Belt it is important that the openness of
Green Belt/Countryside is not damaged by inappropriate
development. Density should therefore be progressively
reduced towards the transition as should height and
massing. Maintaining tree cover and general landscaping are
also of great significance in such areas of transition.
Purpose
Maintaining the openness and visual amenity of the Green
Belt.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Surrey Wildlife RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0093
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Nature
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Mr

Mike
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Surrey Wildlife RBBC\AgentO Living
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Nature
92
Manager
Partnership
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DES2

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 1(e).

No

No

No
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N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Tadworth and RBBC\Organis N/A
ntor\0146
Walton RA
ation\0019

Mrs

Gillian

Hein

TWRA

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
rganisation\01
02

DES2

We strongly support this policy, however as it is currently written, it is aimed primarily at urban garden
land and there should be reference to the type of development which is acceptable in rural areas,
particularly after the Dartford legal case. We also suggest an additional requirement in part 1 of the
policy

1)g Introduce mitigation measures such as green roofs,
No
sustainable drainage systems and off site provision of street
trees where there is a loss of biodiversity. Reason
Garden land development often results in substantial losses
of trees and other vegetation. The loss of biodiversity should
be reduced where possible.

Possibly

4) In rural areas, particular account will be taken of the
impact on openness in the Green Belt and the effect on the
quality of the landscape, particularly in areas within the
AONB and AGLV.
Reason
The development of gardens in rural areas, particularly
where large and capable of containing a large number of
units, could have a very detrimental impact on the character
and quality of the landscape. Previously rural gardens were
assumed to be green field sites, similar to those in urban
areas, but following the recent Dartford case, it has been
determined that rural gardens are classified as brown field
land, hence the requirement for a addition to the policy.
(We appreciate the existing protection to Green Belt, AONB,
and AGLV but consider that there is still a need to highlight
the possible impacts of developing garden land in rural
areas.)
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Yes

DES8

Yes

Don't know

Yes

Policy DES8 ‘Construction Management’ sets out a requirement for such statements, secured by
condition, on minor and major developments for new residential units. It is considered that the need for
construction management plans should be flexible and considered on a case by case basis, having regard
to the size of the development, space available on site and access. Some smaller sites may justify the
requirement for construction management statements.

The benefits of construction management plans is
acknowledged but it is considered that these should only be
mandatory on major developments which involve greater
construction activity and minor developments on
constrained sites.

No
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rganisation\01 Partner
14

Yes

NHE1

Yes

No

Yes

Part 1 is not considered to be consistent with paragraphs 113 and 115 of the NPPF which provide a
distinction between nationally and locally designated landscapes. The NPPF is clear that there is a
hierarchy and that the protection afforded to landscapes should be commensurate with this. Therefore
the AONB and AGLV cannot equally be afforded great weight, which should be reserved solely for
National Parks and AONBs.

The policy should be amended to establish a hierarchy and
afford the AGLV less weight than the AONB, to ensure that
the wording of the policy is consistent with national policy.
The policy should make more explicit provision for new
buildings, which should be referred to within Part 4 in line
with paragraph 28 of the NPPF as opposed to the current
phrasing, to ensure that the wording of the policy is
consistent with national policy.

No
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5

Mr

James

Emmerton

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0033

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES3

Yes

No

Don't Know

RASCs policy DES3 states that planning permission will be granted provided that the proposal does not omit this paragraph 7
involve the sub division of an existing curtilage to a size below prevailing in the area. This does not
accord with national policy in that subdivision and hence higher density does not make a scheme in itself
unacceptable. It is its affect on the character that is trying to be preserved. Curtilages can be reduced by
owners selling sections of gardens to neighbours without planning. That does not necessarily affect the
character. This condition is too one dimensional and fails to address adequately the policy sought and to
make the best use of urban land
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DES3

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support the policy but as with the list of local centres, consider the list should be more
The list should be updated so more accurate. For example in No
accurate, or there should be plans for each RASC. The scale on the 3 proposals maps is far too small to
Walton it is part of Hurst Drive and not Hurst Green
identify boundaries and even if enlarged would it would still; be difficult to identify individual properties. We would like to see maps showing the boundaries of all the
RASCs unless the proposal maps are improved.
We would like a reference either in this policy or NHE9 to Areas of Special Townscape Importance. There
are many areas, particularly with some historic significance, which do not meet the RASC requirements New policy
or are located in Conservation Areas.
(probably make the existing text 1) with the requirements
listed as a), b) etc.

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

No

2)In the next review, the Council will introduce a new
designation ‘Areas of Special Townscape Importance’
Reason
There are areas with attractive townscape characteristics
which do not meet the RASC criteria and are not in
Conservation Areas. If their character is not to be gradually
eroded by new development, it is important that they are
identified in the next review.
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DES3

Yes

Yes

Yes

We are strong supporters of this policy. However, we do feel that there should be more detail and
accuracy in respect of the information provided. We are of the view that what should be done should
mirror the approach put forward in respect of Local Centres where plans are provided for each RASC at a
scale that enables them to be used as working documents.

While a list approach is satisfactory in respect of policy there No
is a need for greater detail that can form part of a working
document. Therefore we would wish to see plans of each
RASC at a scale and level of detail that enables boundaries
and other features to be easily and accurately identified.

No

The extension of the RASC does in some areas also have the added benefit of helping to protect the
adjacent Green Belt from the impact of inappropriate development. This added benefit is also most
welcome.

There are other areas in the Borough that may not warrant designation as a RASC but non-the less do
have a character that is worth maintaining. Clearly this is over and above the immediate considerations
but if nothing is done in the future such areas will be lost. It is therefore asked if this aspect can be
addressed as part of a future revision.
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Dr

Peter
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RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0341

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES3

RBBC\Represe Survey
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Mr
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RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0546

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES3

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

I support the soundness of the DMP but would like to expand the RASCs as I do not believe that the few complies
areas cited in DES3 include all areas which should be so designated.
DES3 Residential Areas of Special Character — Missing This policy is not yet sound.
Please reinstate from the earlier draft DMP (p58) Areas of Special Townscape Importance:
“There may be a small number of other parts of the borough that – whilst they do not fulfil the
specific designation criteria for RASCs – have a strong, unique and identifiable townscape
character. Character is a key component of the proposed design policies already, however to
reinforce the contribution that some buildings and areas make to the borough’s townscapes.”
Local examples include: Fengates Road, Earlswood Road, Brambletye Park Road.

No

DES3 Residential Areas of Special Character — Missing This No
policy is not yet sound.
Please reinstate from the earlier draft DMP (p58) Areas of
Special Townscape Importance:
“There may be a small number of other parts of the borough
that – whilst they do not fulfil the
specific designation criteria for RASCs – have a strong, unique
and identifiable townscape
character. Character is a key component of the proposed
design policies already, however to
reinforce the contribution that some buildings and areas
make to the borough’s townscapes.”
Local examples include: Fengates Road, Earlswood Road,
Brambletye Park Road.

No

This is an important issue. Although there are other
policies relating to the Green Belt and AONB/AGLV,
we still feel that a separate policy is necessary .to
differentiate between urban and rural garden land.
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DES3

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We strongly support the policy but as with the list of local centres, consider the list should be more
accurate, or there should be plans for each RASC. The scale on the 3 proposals maps is far too small to
identify boundaries and even if enlarged would it would still; be difficult to identify individual properties.
We would like a reference either in this policy or NHE9 to Areas of Special Townscape Importance. There
are many areas, particularly with some historic significance, which do not meet the RASC requirements
or are located in Conservation Areas.

The list should be updated so more accurate. For example in No
Walton it is part of Hurst Drive and not Hurst Green and
there is no mention of other roads such as Nursery Rd. We
would like to see maps showing the boundaries of all the
RASCs unless the proposal maps are improved.

Yes

The importance of areas of valued townscape should
be recognised.

New policy
(probably make the existing text 1) with the requirements
listed as a), b) etc.
2 The Council will introduce a new designation ‘Areas of
Special Townscape Importance’
Reason
There are areas with attractive townscape characteristics
which do not meet the RASC criteria and are not in
Conservation Areas. If their character is not to be gradually
eroded by new development, it is important that they are
identified .
This was a proposal in the Section 18 draft. Where it is
stated, on page 57, that ‘No final decision has been yet on
whether to include a policy on Areas of Special Townscape
Importance (ASTI)’ but suggested criteria are listed, including
groups of buildings with identifiable or distinctive features,
particular architectural style, particular character, particular
style, or portray social, economic or industrial history, or
urban area that is distinguished by the quality of extent of its
landscape or a planned layout of its road

pattern/ consistent style of architecture.
We do not know why this policy is not included in the plan
but we propose that it is now incorporated.
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Yes

NHE4

Yes

No

Yes

Policy NHE4 ‘Green/Blue Infrastructure’ at part 3b specifically excludes equestrian development, but at
the same time (3i) provides for facilities for horse riders. There appears to be an inconsistency here
which requires clarification to ensure that the policy is effective.
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Yes

NHE5

Yes

No

Yes

Part 1) relates to Extensions/alterations to buildings and appears on the face of the policy to be
equivalent to Policy Ho24A of the Local Plan 2005. However, the new policy is even more restrictive in
terms of the date at which a building is regarded as original; the current plan Policy Ho24A notes the
date of 19 December 1968, but the Development Management Plan draft notes the significantly earlier
and more restrictive date of 19 December 1948.
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DES4

Don't know

No

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DES4 Is Preston development compliant with housing mix?

Overall this seems a weak policy as it gives very little information on the type of houses required in the
borough in terms of tenure and whether houses or flats. There is reference to local needs but no
guidance..
Perhaps the deficiencies can be covered in the next review.
There is no mention of social housing
We consider that there should be a reference to constraints .
We would like to see reference to small, low cost terraced homes for starter families and those down
sizing, and also to the government requirement for small developments..

The policy needs to be clarified to confirm what
equestrian/horse related development/facilities are
permissible to ensure that the planning is positively prepared
and justified.
Notwithstanding the NPPF definition of the ‘original
building’, it is considered that the 1968 date should be
carried forward into the policy, at least for extensions to
dwellings, to ensure that householders are not prejudiced by
the change in approach and that the plan is positively
prepared. The policy should make provision for other types
of development which are not considered inappropriate
within the Green Belt at paragraphs 89 and 90 of the NPPF to
ensure consistency.

No

No

DES4 Is Preston development compliant
with housing mix?

No

No

1)b ) ‘address any site specific requirements, including any
physical and infrastructure constraints’, contained in...’

No

Yes

Reason
In our opinion account should be taken of the local
constraints when examining how the housing needs of the
community can be met. In Reigate and Banstead there are
the Green Belt, AONB/AGLV and ecological constraints etc.,
and also inadequate services such as the diminishing water
resources and inadequate transport infrastructure. These
have to be taken into account when planning the capacity of
the Borough

1)b ) ‘address any site specific requirements,
including any physical and infrastructure constraints’,
contained in...’
Reason
In our opinion account should be taken of the local
constraints when examining how the housing needs
of the community can be met. In Reigate and
Banstead there are the Green Belt, AONB/AGLV and
ecological constraints etc., and also inadequate
services such as the diminishing water resources and
inadequate transport infrastructure. These have to be
taken into account when planning the capacity of the
Borough

New 2) Developers of large sites will be required to make
part of their land available to different builders in order to
provide smaller schemes.(2) will become 3))
Reason
This is desirable in order to assist smaller builders, in
accordance with government policy, and also provide a
wider range of site layouts and designs for the house
purchasers.

New 2) Developers of large sites will be required to
make part of their land available to different builders
in order to provide smaller schemes.(2) will become
3))
Reason
This is desirable in order to assist smaller builders, in
accordance with government policy, and also provide
a wider range of site layouts and designs for the
house purchasers.

Addition to the Borough wide policy
ii)’...larger (three+ bed) but no more that 50% should be 4
and 5 bedroom plus dwellings
Reason
In Tadworth and Walton, much new development is 4 and 5
bedroom dwellings. A better range in both size and price is
required.

Addition to the Borough wide policy
ii)’...larger (three+ bed) but no more that 50% should
be 4 and 5 bedroom plus dwellings
Reason
In Tadworth and Walton, much new development is 4
and 5 bedroom dwellings. A better range in both size
and price is required.
iii) account should be taken of the need for small
terraced properties which are suitable for first time
buyers/ starter families and elderly people who wish
to down size.

iii) account should be taken of the need for small terraced
properties which are suitable for first time buyers/ starter
families and elderly people who wish to down size.
Reason
There is a major requirement for relatively low cost
accommodation of this type in our area. As stated above, this
policy gives developers little guidance on the type of housing
mix required in different parts of the Borough.
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4.9 Policy DES4 – Housing Mix, proposes to impose
minimum requirements for the proportion of smaller (one
and two bedroom) market dwellings and larger (three+
bedroom) market dwellings on sites outside of town and
local centres.
4.10 The policy is not based upon any up-to-date assessment
of need, with the SHMA significantly out-of-date. No other
evidence has been produced in support of the approach.
Furthermore, the only consideration given to the potential
viability impact is set out at paragraph 3.53 of the Council’s
Viability Report (January 2018) which advises that the housing mix proposed in Policy DES4 has been met
by most
approved developments since 2012. The detailed evidence
to support this statement does not appear to be provided
and, in any event, would not support the application of this
requirement to edge of settlement SUE sites.
4.11 We therefore conclude that Policy DES4 is unsound as it
is not justified or consistent with national policy.

The detailed evidence
to support this statement does not appear to be provided
and, in any event, would not support the application of this
requirement to edge of settlement SUE sites.

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.
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Yes
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Yes
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Policy DES4 sets out the Council’s preferred market housing mix, however we consider that part 2 of the Part 2 of the Policy should be deleted.
Policy is overly prescriptive by specifically stating minimum targets for different sizes of new housing. In
order for the policy to be flexible and effective we consider that the Policy should seek a mix of housing
in accordance with the latest SHMA which together with the allocation of a wide range of different sites
(i.e. both town centre and edge of urban area) would ensure an appropriate mix of housing is delivered.
On this basis, we consider that Part 2 of the Policy should be deleted.

Yes

No

REG 18 response: There are substantial problems here. The extracts from the NPPF refer to “wider
opportunities for home ownership(sic)” and in the same sentence the words sustainable, inclusive and
mixed are used.
This fails to recognize that there are substantial parts of the borough community that simply cannot
afford to buy houses here. Many of these people have roles that are necessary to the sustainability of
the community. Even the term “affordable” (for purchase) is inappropriately defined and would not
meet the housing needs of the lower paid. Reference must be made explicitly to the need for rented
housing not just privately let but municipal housing perhaps by trusts. Only by these means could
sustainability and inclusivity be truly achieved.
In terms of mix and inclusivity this too needs clearer definition. These are terms that are key to achieving
social mixing. To have developments with pockets of different types of housing will not achieve these
aims. The policy must refer to mechanisms that achieve these aims, it is not sufficient to simply specify
fractions or proportions of housing types. All of this requires very careful consideration that is

Yes

No

not manifest here.
We believe that this section is weak. It must address the needs of people who are important to the
community who could only afford to rent or to buy low cost good quality homes. This has important
implications in dealing with builders, the borough has important obligations to its community and should
impose stringent requirements on developers to ensure that suitable housing is delivered.
REG 19 response: This is now designated as DES4 with relevant material at DES6 - Affordable Housing
In both sections the words “social housing” are studiously avoided. The consequence is that “affordable”
is used in a nuanced way, we can only speculate whether this was purposeful. The distinction is very
important, formally they are defined differently. 50% and 80% of market rent respectively.
In this relatively prosperous borough housing is expensive and property with rents at the 80% level will
exclude many, not just the young, but those on low salaries on whom the community depends. This is
obvious stuff but there is no clear concession to the latter, in a real sense this
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N/A

is not a sustainable housing policy.
Achieving the mix requires careful management but unless this mix has a significant and explicitly
defined rented social element it will not meet the community’s needs.
The town council supports this policy.

Supports this policy.

Yes

DES4

No

No

Yes

In accordance with NPPF paragraph 173, Policy DES4 should include flexibility to be able to
review housing mix on a site by site basis where it is not financially viable or technically feasible
to achieve the specified policy requirements.

The wording of Policy DES4 should be amended as follows
Yes
(or words to the effect of):
“1) All new residential developments should (delete: must)
provide homes of an appropriate
type, size and tenure to meet the needs of the local
community. The proposed housing
mix should (delete: must): a) Respond appropriately to local
evidence of need and demand for different
sizes and types of housing, including the Council’s Strategic
Housing Market
Assessment.
b) Address any site specific requirements contained in this or
other relevant
local plan documents, including the requirements of the
Affordable Housing
SPD.
2) Provision of market housing should (delete: must). meet
the following requirements unless it
can be demonstrated that it is not financially viable or
technically feasible to do so, or
that doing so would have an adverse impact on the character
of the surrounding area
or it can be clearly demonstrated there is no market
demand::

Yes

DES4

Don’t know

No

Yes

Introduction
While the policy addresses specific figures in terms of types of dwelling etc. it does not seem to address
these in the context of where the development is proposed. In particular issues of sustainability, access
and public transport all seem relevant as do availability of schools, doctors employment etc. While para
2 of the policy broadly addresses some of these important issues in a negative way it is felt that planned
development should specifically demonstrate how it actually meets these important objectives for the
number of dwellings proposed. It is also considered important that any proposed development
recognises and addresses the constraints imposed by utilities, Green Belt etc.

Additional sub paragraph 1c
No
Add an additional paragraph to ensure that the constraints of
the proposed site have been fully addressed and mitigated in
line with those identified in the introductory statement.

No

DES4 Housing mix – Please mention bungalows in DES4 nor DES7, as these are very
desirable for older downsizers, and high densities are achievable using suitable layouts.

DES4 Housing mix – Please mention bungalows in DES4 nor
DES7, as these are very
desirable for older downsizers, and high densities are
achievable using suitable layouts.
1)b ): ‘address any site specific requirements, including any
physical and infrastructure constraints’, contained in...’
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General observations: Overall this seems a weak policy as it gives very little information on the type of
houses required in the borough in terms of tenure and whether houses or flats. There s reference to
local needs but no guidance. Perhaps the deficiencies can be covered in the next review.
We consider that there should be a reference to constraints.
We would like to see reference to small, low cost terraced homes for starter families and those down
sizing, and also to the government requirement for small developments.

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

Purpose
It is very important that all restraining issues relating to site
and locality are addressed at the outset and that appropriate
action/mitigation is put in place

Reason
In our opinion account should be taken of the local
constraints when examining how the housing needs of the
community can be met. In Reigate and Banstead there are
the Green Belt, AONB/AGLV and ecological constraints etc.,
and also inadequate services such as the diminishing water
resources and inadequate transport infrastructure. These
have to be taken into account when planning the capacity of
the Borough
New 2) Developers of large sites will be required to make
part of their land available to different builders in order to
provide smaller schemes.(2) will become 3))
Reason
This is desirable in order to assist smaller builders, in
accordance with government policy, and also provide a
wider range of site layouts and designs for the house
purchasers.
Addition to the Borough wide policy
ii)’...larger (three+ bed) but no more that 50% should be 4
and 5 bedroom plus dwellings
Reason
In Tadworth and Walton, much new development is 4 and 5
bedroom dwellings. A better range in both size and price is
required.

No

No

Possibly

We feel that there are deficiencies in this policy and
more information is required, unless it can be
provided at the next review.

iii) account should be taken of the need for small terraced
properties which are suitable for first time buyers/ starter
families and elderly people who wish to down size.
Reason
There is a major requirement for relatively low cost
accommodation of this type in our area. As stated above, this
policy gives developers little guidance on the type of housing
mix required across the Borough.
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Policy NHE6 ‘Reuse and Adaptation of Buildings in the Green Belt and the Rural Surrounds of Horley’ set
a preference for commercial uses in reused buildings. It is considered that reuse for commercial
purposes would be compatible with the NPPF objective for a prosperous rural economy. However, the
policy approach is out of date in terms of setting a preference for commercial uses over residential. This
is contrary to the policy in the NPPF at paragraphs 55 and 90, and fails to have regard to the permitted
development rights afforded to agricultural, office and storage buildings for change to residential use.
Whilst permitted development is a different avenue for developers and landowners, there should be
consistency in the approach for the reuse of buildings.

The policy should be amended to provide specifically for the
conversion of rural buildings to dwellings, without a
preference for commercial uses, to ensure consistency with
national policy.

DES5

Yes

Yes

Yes

We support this policy although suggest delete ‘where appropriate’ in 6)

We suggest deleting ‘where appropriate’ in 6) so it reads
‘...including balconies and roof terraces (,where
appropriate,)..and/ or communal outdoor open space.
Reason
The policy already refers to making adequate provision so
there is flexibility. In our opinion some form of outdoor
amenity space is desirable.

No

Yes

DES5

Don't Know

No

No

that are accessible by sustainable transport means where
realistic

No

No

N/A

Yes

DES5

Don't Know

No

No

4) … and safe cycling facilities 6) and promote use of
sustainable transport

No

No

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES5

Don't know

No

No

that are accessible by sustainable transport means where realistic

that are accessible by sustainable transport means where
realistic

No

No

N/A
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N/A
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DES5
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4) … and safe cycling facilities 6) and promote use of sustainable transport

4) … and safe cycling facilities 6) and promote use of
sustainable transport
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The Town Council is unclear about whether sufficient weight has been given to the fact that Horley is in a Consideration should be given to the number of houses that
water stress area which will not be helped by more and more housing. The number of houses that
Horley has already taken.
Horley has already taken should also be taken into account.

Yes

To convey representations to the Inspector

Yes

DES5

No

No

Yes

Policy DES5, which seeks to promote high quality residential design, should be amended to
support planning applications on previously developed sites which would have a lesser impact in
terms of disturbance to occupants of other land uses nearby than the existing or previous use of
the site.

The wording of Policy DES5 should be amended as follows
Yes
(or words to the effect of):
“3) Be designed to minimise the disturbance to occupants
from other land uses nearby
and/or other sources of noise and pollution (see also DES11).
4) Where development relates to the re-use or
redevelopment of previously developed
land, consideration will be given to the level of disturbance
associated with the existing
or previous land use. Development schemes which reduce
disturbance will be
supported.

Yes

DES5

Yes

Yes

Yes

We generally support this policy but do have reservations concerning Para 6 in relation to the provision
of amenity roof space and balconies. Such features have proved problematic in the past due to a loss of
amenity and overlooking. We therefore suggest that Para 6 be amended to provide the necessary checks
and balances.

Proposal
No
We suggest deleting ‘where appropriate’ in 6) so the
statement now reads:
‘Make adequate provision for outdoor amenity space,
including balconies and roof terraces and/ or communal
outdoor open space, providing there is no loss of amenity or
overlooking to neighbours and this is permanently
safeguarded.

no

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

Reason
The policy already refers to making adequate provision so
there is flexibility. In our opinion some form of outdoor
amenity space is necessary although it should be designed so
it does not affect the amenities of neighbours.
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We support this policy although suggest delete ‘where appropriate’ in 6)

We suggest deleting ‘where appropriate’ in 6) so it reads:
No
‘...including balconies and roof terraces (,where
appropriate,)..and/ or communal outdoor open space,
providing there is no loss of amenity to neighbours.
Reason
The policy already refers to making adequate provision so
there is flexibility. In our opinion some form of outdoor
amenity space is necessary although it should be designed so
it does not affect the amenities of neighbours.

No
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DES5 seeks to apply a set of residential design standards to all housing development in the Borough.
while the spirit and princip[le of this is supported, no viability assessment has been set out that
considers whether all of the relevant standards are reasonable for all types of development. it may be
inappropriate or impossible to provide outdoor amenity space in town centre or urban locations where
the proposals are for the conversion of existing buildings, for example. some degree of flexibility is
required to achieve high quality housing in such situations. it is better to provide new homes and
achieve the housing trajectory than to encumber all such schemes with unrealistic expectations.

provide for flexibility for small sites, conversions or town
centre schemes where some of the standards cannot
reasonably be met.

Yes
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Yes

NHE8

Yes

No

Yes

Policy NHE8 ‘Horse Keeping and Equestrian Development’ requires commercial facilities in the Green
Belt to demonstrate very special circumstances. However appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and
recreation are an exception to inappropriate development at paragraph 89 of the NPPF, where they
maintain openness and the purposes of the Green Belt, and as such very special circumstances should
not be required in every case.

The policy should be amended to delete the requirement for
very special circumstances, to ensure consistency with
national policy.

N/A

N/A

Yes

No

Yes

This representation supports the objective for securing high quality homes. However, some of the
requirements of the Policy are unduly prescriptive. For instance:
Part 4) refers to “accommodation providing a convenient and efficient layout, including sufficient
circulation space and avoiding awkwardly or impractically shaped rooms.” This is not specific and could
lead to interpretation issues, leading to an inefficient planning process. Furthermore, the planning
system is unable to control the internal layout of
buildings, particularly because interior alterations do not fall within the definition of development at
Section 55(2) of the TCP Act 1990. It should be left to the market as to how the layout of homes is
designed.
Part 5) refers to the requirement for sufficient space for storage and drying clothes. As above, this is not
specific and is unnecessary.

Yes

DES5 para (3) refers to a DES11 which doesn’t seem
to exist – should this read DES9?

No

No

Yes

No

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes are the lead
promoters of one of the largest Sustainable Urban
Extensions in the DMP and therefore it is essential
that they are able to represent the site as part of any
relevant examination hearings, particularly due to the
comments made in the representation.

the provision of small site for housing is a key part of
delivery and should not be restricted. policies should
accord with the NPPF and NPPG.
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DES5/ DES7,
DES9

5.0: A central tenet of good planning is managing compatible land uses and separating incompatible
uses. The airport is a recognised insitu noise generating operation due to aircraft noise. The CAA and
GAL have published noise contours for both the current single runaway operation at the airport and for
those noise contours which may arise if the Government were to consent to a second runway being
brought forward at Gatwick Airport in the future. 5.1 : GAL are extremely committed to ensuring that
the impact of aircraft related noise on local communities is minimised and ensuring that the community
surrounding the airport is not exposed to unacceptable levels of noise nuisance. GAL considers that in
line with best planning practice guidance, the Proposed Submission Plan should clearly promote policies
which specifically seek to appropriately locate new noise sensitive development away from existing
noise generating sources. This can be achieved by ensuring that the local planning policies promoted in
the Proposed Submission Plan actively supports the need to protect noise sensitive development
through not only requiring that effective noise mitigation measures can be demonstrated for new
development but crucially that planning policies serve to

No

Yes

1)...dwellings. Current evidence suggests that there is a need No
for 60% to be rented and of these some .... % should be
social housing. (Council to provide the figure)
Reason
Paragraph 3.2.36 gives a suggested breakdown of total
affordable units of 60% rented and 40% other tenures but
There is nothing about the importance of social housing. Affordable housing at 80% market value is far there is nothing about meeting the need for social housing.
too expensive for many first time buyers, even with the added benefit of government inducements.
Homelessness is an increasing problem, often because of
Although it is stated that that 1,500 affordable dwellings will be provided, there is no indication of
rent increases in the private sector, so DES6 needs to give
tenure breakdown.
higher priority to this sector.
If it is not possible to give a precise figure, or insert an
A more minor comment, the 5% affordable suitable for wheelchair users seems low and why just for
appropriate wording, there should be a reference to
affordable dwellings for rent?
including the guidance in the next review.
.
We are concerned that developers often try to reduce the number of affordable houses agreed with the 2) a) ‘...as affordable housing, in the case of the larger
local authority, at a later date. We request a viability/ transparency insert.
developments the Council will also consider requiring a
proportion of these to be social rented accommodation’;
Reason
There is a large unmet need for social housing in the
Borough. It is important that there is a policy in the plan to
ensure that some is provided on the larger sites as well as by
housing associations on their own land, if the shortfall is to
be adequately addressed..

Yes

ensure that development which is noise sensitive (such as all residential development) is actually
avoided in the higher noise contours which surround the airport. 5.2: The Proposed Submission Plan
needs to make clear in Policies DES5 & DES7 by the specific inclusion of a criteria for ‘noise from aircraft’
and that planning consent will not be permitted to noise sensitive development within areas already
known to be affected by unacceptable levels of aircraft noise which is triggered above the 57dba leq
threshold. GAL considers that this would clearly be best planning practice for the Proposed Submission
Plan to adopt when addressing policy on noise pollution. The latter should be supported by a further
robust standalone policy on noise than is currently demonstrated in Policy DES9 within the Proposed
Submission Plan. The Proposed Submission Plan needs to make it explicitly clear that that new noise
sensitive development is not afforded planning permission in noise contours above the 57dBAleq
contours which surround the airport. Further guidance is required for scheme promoters on the issue of
the noise nuisance thresholds and it made clear in the Proposed Submission Plan when certain
development will not be permitted i.e. at which the noise thresholds there is

unacceptable exposure to noise from aircraft. 5.3: GAL broadly supports the principle of Policy DES9 but
considers as aircraft noise nuisance is a key matter of consideration for the Borough and future
development patterns that tit would greatly add to the soundness of the Proposed Submission Plan if
there was the inclusion in the Submission Plan the of a standalone policy on noise pollution, noise
generating and noise sensitive development – this would add clarity to the noise thresholds and the very
technical issues surrounding noise nuisance. GAL strongly believes it would be would be a pragmatic
approach for the Proposed Submission Plan to provide a more detailed policy on noise nuisance. This
would also be consistent with the local planning policy approach adopted by neighbouring local
authorities such as Crawley Borough Council.
5.4: GAL would also support the inclusion of a ‘technical noise annex’ in the Proposed Submission Plan to
explain how the proposed noise policy would be applied in relation to sound levels from air transport
and other noise generating development. Acoustics is a complex subject and it needs to be made
accessible for both the technical and non-technical users of the Proposed

Submission Plan. This has been the approach used in the recently adopted Crawley Local Plan ‘Crawley
2030’ which is a good practice approach to noise policy in GALs view. GAL strongly considers that the
Proposed Submission Plan needs to further strengthen the transparency and robustness of the noise
planning policies and in order to be an effective planning tool. This will be required to ensure the legal
compliance and soundness of the Proposed Submission Plan. GAL considers that it is imperative for all
parties involved in the planning process and residents within the Borough that effective noise nuisance
policies are adopted as the Borough is clearly affected from aircraft noise. It is the view of GAL that the
Proposed Submission Plan does not currently contain comprehensive policies in relation to noise
nuisance and noise sensitive development and this needs to be addressed for the Proposed Submission
Plan to be sound. 5.5: Hence GAL broadly supports the objectives proposed policy DES9 but suggest that
it is made clearer within the proposed policy that new development would only be permitted where the
maximum noise metric for exposure to aircraft related noise would be 57 dBa for the occupants /users
of the new development. The inclusion of this
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DES6

Yes

Both yes and
no

Both yes and
no

noise metric threshold would strengthen the proposed policy DES by providing greater clarity for both
developers and future occupants of such dwellings/developments. It would also positively contribute
towards the creation of a more sustainable pattern of development in the Borough and be in line with
good planning practice on noise.
We support this policy, in particular the requirement for sites of 10 dwellings or less to make a
contribution.
However, we are concerned at some omissions.
The definitions are unclear in the glossary, in particular that affordable market housing is 80% market
value.

There are a number of issues which need to be
addressed, particularly in relation to social rented
accommodation

We consider it is important that in the larger urban extension sites, the council prepares development
briefs setting out how much affordable housing, including figures for social housing, so developers can
take this into account when purchasing land and calculating viability.

We also suggest that the Council considers entering into a partnership with a housing association so
social housing can be constructed thus avoiding the public borrowing constraints.

5) ‘On developments of 60 or more dwellings (gross) 10% of
all dwellings provided on site should be designed... ‘etc. to
end of the sentence. Then delete the next sentence ‘These
should be provided ...rent’
Reason
5% seems low and in any event provision should be made
for all affordable houses – not just those for rent.
New 7) All viability calculations relating to affordable and
social housing will be made publicly available unless the
minimum requirement is met.
Reason
This is already done by some authorities. If developers are
trying to reduce the numbers of affordable housing below
the policy requirement, their justification must be
transparent and publicly available for comment as part of the
consultation process.
New 8) On the larger redevelopment sites, the Council will
prepare development briefs setting out its requirements on
affordable, including social rented, accommodation.
Reason
This is to help developers calculate the viability of their
proposals and the amount to be paid for the land. This needs
to be done before the planning application is submitted.

New 9) The Council will investigate the feasibility of entering
into partnership with a housing association or other
appropriate partner in order to purchase land and construct
dwellings for the social rented sector.
Reason
There are increasing numbers of homeless people, many
made homeless because of rent rises in the private rented
sector. It is essential for the Council to provide low cost social
rented accommodation to help meet both the existing and
future demand.
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SC2

No

No

Don't Know

The affordable housing requirement on SUEs is excessive at 35% and the council has not produced any On SUEs the affordable hsg should be 30% and for sites
viability studies for each SUE to back up the percentage sought. The current CIL is set higher than
below 11 there should be no contribution sought
anywhere else in the borough on SUEs and the indexation that is applied is having to the CIL is already
making schemes difficult. The level of 20% sought for sites less than 11 houses does not comply with
government policy and the exception calculation has not allowed for the high indexation of build cost on
the CIL levy

No

No

Don't know

No

Yes

I am aware of the need for more affordable housing in this area as I have been involved as a volunteer at
the Winter Night shelter in Redhill area and know others who are struggling with the incredibly high
rents in this area.
Affordable housing should be built or developed in central locations where it is possible to get a bus or
train and walk to local amenities, so the building of large numbers of homes on the urban fringe is not a
way to provide the local people with a home, rather it will become a cheaper alternative for those
wishing to move out of London and further add to congestion. I believe this to also be driven by
developers desire to build larger homes for the open market rather than affordable homes for social
rent and is therefore not meeting the need of local people, whom the Council has a duty to provide such
homes for.
I urge the council to identify more sites within the urban area where houses could be built instead of in
the countryside and to ensure that there are units within these that really are affordable, not just 80% of
market rent.
E.g.. The gasworks site in Earlswood, the Liquid and Envy site and the youth centre site behind it.

Affordable housing should be built in central locations.
No
More sites should be identified in the urban area i.e.
gasworks site in Earlswood, Liquid & Envy and youth centre
behind it; the family centre opposite St Matthews in Redhill;
Donyngs Carpark; and Redhill Station carpark.

No

The Family centre site opposite St Matthews church in Redhill, which could surely take a higher
development as there are flats and offices alongside this single storey building.
Donyngs car park could be made multi storey and release some space for flats in a very accessible
location.
The land/car park next to the Station in Redhill where Waitrose were considering building a store.
I believe this is no longer going ahead so the area could be used for housing.
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Yes

We support this policy, in particular the requirement for sites of 10 dwellings or less to make a
contribution.
However, we are concerned at some omissions.
The definitions are unclear in the glossary, in particular that affordable market housing is 80% market
value.

1)...dwellings. Current evidence suggests that there is a need
for 60% to be rented and of these some .... % should be
social housing. (Council to provide the figure)
Reason
Paragraph 3.2.36 gives a suggested breakdown of total
affordable units of 60% rented and 40% other tenures but
There is nothing about the importance of social housing. Affordable housing at 80% market value is far there is nothing about meeting the need for social housing.
too expensive for many first time buyers, even with the added benefit of government inducements.
Homelessness is an increasing problem, often because of
Although it is stated that that 1,500 affordable dwellings will be provided, there is no indication of
rent increases in the private sector, so DES6 needs to give
tenure breakdown.
higher priority to this sector.
If it is not possible to give a precise figure, or insert an
A more minor comment, the 5% affordable suitable for wheelchair users seems low and why just for
appropriate wording, there should be a reference to
affordable dwellings for rent?
including the guidance in the next review.
.
We are concerned that developers often try to reduce the number of affordable houses agreed with the 2) a) ‘...as affordable housing, in the case of the larger
local authority, at a later date. We request a viability/ transparency insert.
developments the Council will also consider requiring a
proportion of these to be social rented accommodation’;
Reason
There is a large unmet need for social housing in the
Borough. It is important that there is a policy in the plan to
ensure that some is provided on the larger sites as well as by
housing associations on their own land, if the shortfall is to
be adequately addressed..

Yes

Yes

There are a number of issues which need to be
addressed, particularly in relation to social rented
accommodation

We consider it is important that in the larger urban extension sites, the council prepares development
briefs setting out how much affordable housing, including figures for social housing, so developers can
take this into account when purchasing land and calculating viability.

We also suggest that the Council considers entering into a partnership with a housing association so
social housing can be constructed thus avoiding the public borrowing constraints.

5) ‘On developments of 60 or more dwellings (gross) 10% of
all dwellings provided on site should be designed... ‘etc. to
end of the sentence. Then delete the next sentence ‘These
should be provided ...rent’
Reason
5% seems low and in any event provision should be made
for all affordable houses – not just those for rent.
New 7) All viability calculations relating to affordable and
social housing will be made publicly available unless the
minimum requirement is met.
Reason
This is already done by some authorities. If developers are
trying to reduce the numbers of affordable housing below
the policy requirement, their justification must be
transparent and publicly available for comment as part of the
consultation process.
New 8) On the larger redevelopment sites, the Council will
prepare development briefs setting out its requirements on
affordable, including social rented, accommodation.

Reason
This is to help developers calculate the viability of their
proposals and the amount to be paid for the land. This needs
to be done before the planning application is submitted.
New 9) The Council will investigate the feasibility of entering
into partnership with a housing association or other
appropriate partner in order to purchase land and construct
dwellings for the social rented sector.
Reason
There are increasing numbers of homeless people, many
made homeless because of rent rises in the private rented
sector. It is essential for the Council to provide low cost social
rented accommodation to help meet both the existing and
future demand.
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The draft policy sets out the RBBC’s proposed approach to meeting affordable housing need through
obligations to provide a proportion of homes on/from all development sites as affordable homes. There
is no reference to specialist housing for older people within the main body of the policy, but paragraph
3.2.32 of the supporting text states that:

The policy applies to all types of housing development within the C3 use class. Provision from retirement
and sheltered housing may be provided on sites or as a financial contribution in lieu of on-site provision.
Assisted living/extra care housing may be required to make provision, or a contribution, and will be
considered on a case-by-case basis depending on the specifics of the proposed development.
The supporting text is welcome in a number of ways but could be improved to provide greater certainty.
By stating that the policy applies to C3 development, the policy implicitly accepts that it does not apply
to development falling outside of the C3 use class. This could be made more explicit i.e. stating that the
policy will not apply to development which is C2 or sui generis.

Additionally, the acknowledgement that it may be appropriate for any affordable housing requirement
arising from proposals for retirement and care housing to be delivered by way of a financial contribution
towards off-site provision is welcome, as there are barriers to the integration of affordable tenures into
private leasehold and private rental retirement and care housing developments. Again, this point could
be made more explicit.
The position in respect of assisted living/extra care housing development remains uncertain. Whilst not
unusual, this uncertainty is one of the main planning barriers to the delivery of assisted living/extra care
housing in England and Wales, causing considerable delay, unnecessary cost and conflict between
specialist operators and local planning authorities.
It is our Client’s experience that retirement and care housing development is rarely able to support any
significant contribution towards the provision of affordable housing. Over the past four years Pegasus
Life has secured planning consent

for 26 retirement and care housing developments, some of which have been retirement flats/sheltered
housing and some extra care/assisted living. In seven cases the relevant local planning authority or
appeal inspector determined that the development was either C2 or sui generis and that there was
therefore no requirement to provide or contribute towards affordable housing. In a further thirteen
cases it was accepted by the relevant local planning authority following a viability review exercise that no
provision could be sustained. In the remaining cases a negotiated off-site contribution was found to be
possible following a viability review, generally far below the full policy requirement.
In each case very considerable time and money was expended by Pegasus Life and the various local
planning authorities in order to reach agreement, creating delay and conflict. Pegasus Life and other
developers in the sector would be able to bring forward considerably more development if the
uncertainty, cost and complexity this issue brings was to be alleviated.

Pegasus Life's experience demonstrates that seeking to apply affordable housing policies to retirement
and care housing, and in particular assisted living/extra care housing, is failing to secure the delivery of
affordable provision whilst simultaneously stifling the delivery of specialist housing for older people.
Whilst Pegasus Life's experience is across a wide range of locations, a number have a similar range of
build costs, sales values and land values as Reigate and Banstead. From its knowledge of the wider
retirement and care housing sector Pegasus Life is aware that this is the common experience of all
specialist operators.
It is noted that the DMP (Regulation 19) Viability Report (Jan 2018) includes retirement/sheltered flats
within its remit and it is generally accepted that there is some scope for this class of development, which
falls within use class C3, to make some provision for affordable housing through an off-site payment on a
viability tested case-by-case basis.
By contrast, however, the viability report does not attempt to assess the viability of assisted living/extra
care development - the viability characteristics of which are

Yes

Yes

It will be important for us/our Client to attend the
examination, to address the Inspector on the above
points in our representations, including the
assessment of the Site in terms of Urban Open Space.
Pegasus Life will also be able to provide the Inspector
with their industry expertise regarding extra care and
assisted living developments and the relevance of this
to the Council’s affordable housing policy.

very different to either standard housing or straightforward retirement flats. The council’s proposed
response to this lack of evidence base from which to draw sound conclusions is, as set out in the
supporting text to policy DES6, to leave the question unanswered - this class of development may or
may not be required to make a contribution based on as yet undefined specifics. In practice this is likely
to be applied as a presumption in favour of full compliance with the requirements of the policy subject
to a development-specific viability assessment.
Given the acknowledgement already explicit in paragraph 3.2.32 of the draft DMP that retirement and
care housing has different characteristics such that for example on-site provision may not be possible,
the implicit acknowledgement that assisted living/extra care development may not be C3 and that its
characteristics may or may not justify a requirement in respect of affordable housing and the absence of
any strategic viability evidence as to the impact of the policy on this class of development, the DMP as
drafted is considered unsound.

It is proposed that paragraph 3.2.32 should be amended to clearly state that residential development
falling outside use class C3 including other C classes of development such as that falling within C2 plus sui
generis uses will not be subject to the requirements of policy DES6 and that this includes extra
care/assisted living development.
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We support this policy, in particular the requirement for sites of 10 dwellings or less to make a
contribution.
However, we are concerned at some omissions.
The definitions are unclear in the glossary, in particular that affordable market housing is 80% market
value.

1)...dwellings. Current evidence suggests that there is a need No
for 60% to be rented and of these some .... % should be
social housing. (Council to provide the figure)
Reason
Paragraph 3.2.36 gives a suggested breakdown of total
affordable units of 60% rented and 40% other tenures but
There is nothing about the importance of social housing. Affordable housing at 80% market value is far there is nothing about meeting the need for social housing.
too expensive for many first time buyers, even with the added benefit of government inducements.
Homelessness is an increasing problem, often because of
Although it is stated that that 1,500 affordable dwellings will be provided, there is no indication of
rent increases in the private sector, so DES6 needs to give
tenure breakdown.
higher priority to this sector.
If it is not possible to give a precise figure, or insert an
A more minor comment, the 5% affordable suitable for wheelchair users seems low and why just for
appropriate wording, there should be a reference to
affordable dwellings for rent?
including the guidance in the next review.
.
We are concerned that developers often try to reduce the number of affordable houses agreed with the 2) a) ‘...as affordable housing, in the case of the larger
local authority, at a later date. We request a viability/ transparency insert.
developments the Council will also consider requiring a
proportion of these to be social rented accommodation’;
Reason
There is a large unmet need for social housing in the
Borough. It is important that there is a policy in the plan to
ensure that some is provided on the larger sites as well as by
housing associations on their own land, if the shortfall is to
be adequately addressed..

We consider it is important that in the larger urban extension sites, the council prepares development
briefs setting out how much affordable housing, including figures for social housing, so developers can
take this into account when purchasing land and calculating viability.
We also suggest that the Council considers entering into a partnership with a housing association so
social housing can be constructed thus avoiding the public borrowing constraints.

5) ‘On developments of 60 or more dwellings (gross) 10% of
all dwellings provided on site should be designed... ‘etc. to
end of the sentence. Then delete the next sentence ‘These
should be provided ...rent’
Reason
5% seems low and in any event provision should be made for
all affordable houses – not just those for rent.
New 7) All viability calculations relating to affordable and
social housing will be made publicly available unless the
minimum requirement is met.
Reason
This is already done by some authorities. If developers are
trying to reduce the numbers of affordable housing below
the policy requirement, their justification must be
transparent and publicly available for comment as part of the
consultation process.
New 8) On the larger redevelopment sites, the Council will
prepare development briefs setting out its requirements on
affordable, including social rented, accommodation.

Reason
This is to help developers calculate the viability of their
proposals and the amount to be paid for the land. This needs
to be done before the planning application is submitted.
New 9) The Council will investigate the feasibility of entering
into partnership with a housing association or other
appropriate partner in order to purchase land and construct
dwellings for the social rented sector.
Reason
There are increasing numbers of homeless people, many
made homeless because of rent rises in the private rented
sector. It is essential for the Council to provide low cost social
rented accommodation to help meet both the existing and
future demand.
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DES6

Evidence Sustainability
Appraisal

Proposed Policy change: The minimum target for affordable No
homes should be at least 50% on all sites, in all locations.
Such a level exists in other Council, such as Oxford City
Council4. This policy was established when the average
house price in Oxford was 11 times average earnings. The
more homes for higher-income households. This approach (with affordability defined as 80% of market average house price in Reigate and Banstead is now 14 times
rent) is not providing homes that are genuinely affordable to meet local need, including homes for social average earnings.
rent.
which they can afford’ is the first objective listed against which the sustainability appraisal tests this
DMP. On this objective alone it fails.

not in the countryside or urban fringe locations.
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Evidence Sustainability
Appraisal

Proposed Policy change: The minimum target for affordable No
homes should be at least 50% on all sites, in all locations.
Such a level exists in other Council, such as Oxford City
Council4. This policy was established when the average
house price in Oxford was 11 times average earnings. The
more homes for higher-income households. This approach (with affordability defined as 80% of market average house price in Reigate and Banstead is now 14 times
rent) is not providing homes that are genuinely affordable to meet local need, including homes for social average earnings.
rent.
which they can afford’ is the first objective listed against which the sustainability appraisal tests this
DMP. On this objective alone it fails.

not in the countryside or urban fringe locations.

Probably

There are a number of issues which need to be
addressed, particularly in relation to social rented
accommodation.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0653.
7

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe East Surrey
ntor\0653
Green Party

RBBC\Organis Member
ation\0113

Mr

Jonathan

Essex

East Surrey
Green Party

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

DES6

This is heavily revised and replaces the SPD which was presented alongside the Core Strategy. We note Unless the plan is adjusted to provide a calculated sufficient
that the price of local homes is currently 14 times the average salary in Reigate and Banstead. We
number of social rented properties it is not clear that it will
propose a 50% affordable housing overall target as stated above.
meet local need.
The Area Factsheet for Redhill9 has a ‘Frequently asked questions’ section which, in response to the
question “Why is Green Belt being removed for housing development …” states that, “The government
requires local authorities to plan for new housing to meet future needs. More homes are needed to
meet the needs of local people and workers – without these new homes, the local economy will suffer,
and the children of local residents will be forced to move away.”
This implies that the proposals in the DMO address local housing need, including for the next generation.
However it is not clear that the viability of the plan has been tested in terms of whether the proposed
mix of affordable-to-buy, affordable rents and social/other rents reflects the current income distribution
of Reigate and Banstead residents. The viability seems to focus on how many affordable homes

No

developers will build (at low densities) rather than assessing how many affordable homes are required,
and then determining how these can be provided in the most sustainable sites. The viability of building
at higher densities, with land prices reflecting higher affordable housing targets, including social rented
properties, has not been tested.
There remains a risk that inflated land prices, driven by viability estimates that reflect the market’s
preferred housing density and mix (which maximises profitability) as opposed to a density and mix which
satisfies affordability and sustainability), will undermine the DMP plan. The calculated land values are
based on current practices – as opposed to reflecting how a Plan might affect prices.
The predicted profitability and various elements of scheme cost appear to be based on one set of
estimates. There appears to have been no consideration of how changes from current plan policies, or
self-build or other housing delivery models, might impact on land sale prices appear. This undermines
the soundness of the DMP.
Unless the plan is adjusted to provide a calculated sufficient number of social rented properties it is not
clear that it will meet local need.
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DES6

This is heavily revised and replaces the SPD which was presented alongside the Core Strategy. We note Unless the plan is adjusted to provide a calculated sufficient
that the price of local homes is currently 14 times the average salary in Reigate and Banstead. We
number of social rented properties it is not clear that it will
propose a 50% affordable housing overall target as stated above.
meet local need.
The Area Factsheet for Redhill9 has a ‘Frequently asked questions’ section which, in response to the
question “Why is Green Belt being removed for housing development …” states that, “The government
requires local authorities to plan for new housing to meet future needs. More homes are needed to
meet the needs of local people and workers – without these new homes, the local economy will suffer,
and the children of local residents will be forced to move away.”
This implies that the proposals in the DMO address local housing need, including for the next generation.
However it is not clear that the viability of the plan has been tested in terms of whether the proposed
mix of affordable-to-buy, affordable rents and social/other rents reflects the current income distribution
of Reigate and Banstead residents. The viability seems to focus on how many affordable homes
developers will build (at low densities) rather than assessing how many affordable

No

homes are required, and then determining how these can be provided in the most sustainable sites. The
viability of building at higher densities, with land prices reflecting higher affordable housing targets,
including social rented properties, has not been tested.
There remains a risk that inflated land prices, driven by viability estimates that reflect the market’s
preferred housing density and mix (which maximises profitability) as opposed to a density and mix which
satisfies affordability and sustainability), will undermine the DMP plan. The calculated land values are
based on current practices – as opposed to reflecting how a Plan might affect prices.
The predicted profitability and various elements of scheme cost appear to be based on one set of
estimates. There appears to have been no consideration of how changes from current plan policies, or
self-build or other housing delivery models, might impact on land sale prices appear. This undermines
the soundness of the DMP.
Unless the plan is adjusted to provide a calculated sufficient number of social rented properties it is not
clear that it will meet local need.
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This paragraph rightly confirms that policy DES6 applies to all types of development within Class C3. This
is supported. However, it further sates that extra care may be required to make provision, depending on
the specifics of the case. This is unacceptable and unsound on the basis there is no evidence base to
support the provision of affordable provision from C2 development. In general terms the provision of
extra care can not be equated with standard market housing. There are significant differences in respect
of higher built costs and the increased level of shared and communal facilities associated with care
provision, such as bistro/cafes, meeting spaces, activity rooms, spa facilities, etc., which far exceed that
for residential development. The ‘saleable area’ is significantly reduced, and therefore the viability of an
extra care scheme, and the consequent ability to provide affordable housing, cannot be equated with
residential development. We note paragraph 6.27 of the Affordable Housing Policy document states that
such provision ’may be exempt’ where the minimum number of hours of care is over 50. Whilst this is
supported in principle, there is no evidential justification for why

Para 3.2.32 should be amended to read The policy applies
No
only (delete: to all types) of housing development within the
C3 use class. (Delete: Provision from retirement and
sheltered housing may be provided on sites or as a financial
contribution in lieu of on-site provision. Assisted living / extra
care housing may be required to make provision, or a
contribution, and will be considered on a case-by case basis
depending on the specifics of the proposed development).

Yes

Because the issues are of a high level of
significance/complexity and require an oral
explanation to understand the intricacies.

Yes

We consider that parts of these policy are not
consistent with national policy and insufficient
justification has been provided for these departures.

this threshold is set at 50 hours and in any event is unclear to which period this ‘50 hours’ relates
(assumed to be annually however). If the qualifying feature for exemption is the provision of care as
would appear to be the intention, this can be secured through adherence to the use class. Therefore,
extra care provision, falling within Use Class C2, would be exempt in any event. This element of the
paragraph is not justified and unsound on this basis. Extra Care provision within Use Class C2 should not
be required to provide affordable provision. In the event that this paragraph remains, further guidance,
methodology and exclusions for the assessment of provision should be provided within the Plan, rather
than the supporting evidence base. It is proposed that further submissions will be made to the Inspector
on this topic at the relevant time.
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Part 2 C of this policy is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and insufficient justification has part 2(c) of this policy should be deleted
been given to support this departure. The policy is also ineffective in seeking to address affordability and
affordable housing delivery in the Borough.
Part 2c of policy DE6 sets out the Council’s intention to require a financial contribution for affordable
housing on sites of less than 10 units and no more than 1000sqm. This is inconsistent with paragraph
23b-031 of Planning Practice Guidance and the ministerial statement published on the 2 March 2015.
As the Council set out in their paper on this policy the history behind the Government’s small site
exemption policy and the Ministerial Statement that brought it into national policy is long and tortured.
However, what must be remembered is that following the various legal challenges the final decision was
that the Government were able to introduce new policy in this manner and that it should be given the
same weight as if it were in the National Planning Policy Framework. However, as the final judgement
rightly addressed this is one material consideration amongst many that the Council must consider but,
having said that, significant weight must be attached to

national policy. This means that in order to depart from such a key part of the Government’s policy
framework the bar must be set very high.
Before considering the Council’s evidence base it is worth reiterating why the Government introduced
this particular policy. The Ministerial Statement is clear that the reason for introducing this policy was to
“ease the disproportionate burden of developer contributions on small scale developers”. This is distinct
from whether or not such development are viable in general but whether they are a disproportionate
burden on a specific sector that faces differential costs that are not reflected in general viability
assessments. These costs have led to a reduction in the number of small and medium (SME) sized house
builders. Analysis by the HBF1 shows that over the last 30 years changes to the planning system and
other regulatory requirements, coupled with the lack of attractive terms for project finance, have led to
a long-term reduction of total SME house builder numbers by about 70% since 1988. The Government is
very anxious to reverse this trend and increase the number of small businesses starting up and
sustaining this activity. Improving business conditions for SME home builders is the key to long-term
supply responsiveness.

Yes

It is also worth considering the Government’s broader aims for the housing market. This is most clearly
set out in the Housing White Paper (HWP). Their aims are not just to support existing SME house
builders but to grow this sector again which was hit hard by the recession with the number of registered
small builders falling from 44,000 in 2007 to 18,000 in 20152. To grow the sector one key element has
been to simplify the planning system in order to reduce the burden to new entrants into this market.
Therefore, the focus of the Council should be on freeing up this sector of the house building industry
rather than seeking to place financial burdens that the Government have said should not be
implemented.
The Council have outlined, in the DMP and the paper supporting this policy, the importance of
addressing the poor affordability within Reigate and Banstead. We would agree this is an important
issue as the area has a worsening trend with regard to affordability. However, in addressing the issue of
affordability and affordable housing provision we would suggest that the Council are unlikely to address
these concerns through collecting financial contributions from smaller sites. The reason for the
increasing house prices and poor affordability is the fact that housing

needs is much higher than delivery. Between 2018 and 2028 the number of households is expected to
grow by 8,273. However the Council are only expecting to deliver a total of 4,483 new homes. There is a
significant gap between delivery and the baseline need arising from household growth.
This will inevitable put increasing pressure on house prices worsening affordability and increasing the
need for affordable housing. The issue of affordability and affordable housing delivery is, therefore,
unlikely to be addressed by requiring financial contributions on smaller sites but through a focussed
review of their Core Strategy and the Council’s currently supressed housing requirement.
In conclusion, the Council’s focus on the general viability of affordable housing delivery on small sites
and the impact of the previous policy is, in part, missing the broad scope of the Government’s policy to
support the growth of this particular sector and see it thrive once more. As such we do not consider the
Council to have justified a departure from national policy with regard to the small site exemption. The
policy will continue to be a burden to SME house builders and in particular to new entrants into the
market. In addition the outcomes of the policy are likely to be ineffective in delivering the scale of
affordable housing required to meet needs in Reigate and Banstead. As such part 2(c) of this policy
should be deleted.
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Policy DES6 is not justified or consistent with national policy and therefore is unsound . Adopted Core
Strategy policy CS15 (Affordable Housing) identifies that 1,500 gross new units of affordable housing are
required to be delivered within the borough. To meet this need, the adopted policy (part a) prescribes
that, on sites which deliver 15 or more net dwellings, 30% of housing should be affordable. Although
adopted policy CS15 introduces some flexibility for sites which are delivering other regeneration
initiatives, where an “alternative level of affordable housing provision may be sought” (part d), there is
no indication that a higher level of provision might be sought. Draft Policy DES6 instead proposes that
‘‘Development of allocated greenfield urban extension sites should provide 35% of (gross) dwellings on
the site as affordable housing.’’ This change in policy is unjustified and consistency should be maintained
with the Core Strategy policy CS15. Furthermore, CIL in the Borough was set on the basis of 30% rather
than 35% affordable housing provision, which brings inconsistency into the Council’s evidence

For consistency with Adopted Core Strategy policy CS15 and
to ensure justification with the remainder of the evidence
base (including CIL), 30% of housing should be affordable.
Policy DES6 should be amended to include the following to
ensure consistency with national policy: (7) If applicants
demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that the affordable
housing sought is not financially viable then variation of
tenure and / or size mix, or number of affordable homes,
may be agreed by negotiation.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

Policy DES6 should therefore be amended to include the
following:
(7) If applicants demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that
the affordable
housing sought is not financially viable then variation of
tenure and / or size
mix, or number of affordable homes, may be agreed by
negotiation.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

base. Flexibility is introduced into explanatory text for DES6 (para 3.2.40) of the DMP: ‘‘there may be
some sites where abnormal and unanticipated costs would make a development scheme unviable if they
had to deliver the full affordable housing provision or contribution in line with the policy.’’ This is not
sufficiently reflected in Draft Policy DES6 itself and, as drafted, is not consistent with NPPF para. 50
which specifically requires LPAs to set policies relating to affordable housing
-4provision which are: ‘‘sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market conditions over time.’’
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Adopted Core Strategy policy CS15 (Affordable Housing) identifies that 1,500 gross new units of
affordable housing are required to be delivered within the borough. To meet this need, the
adopted policy (part a) prescribes that, on sites which deliver 15 or more net dwellings, 30% of
housing should be affordable. Although adopted policy CS15 introduces some flexibility for sites
which are delivering other regeneration initiatives, where an “alternative level of affordable
housing provision may be sought” (part d), there is no indication that a higher level of provision
might be sought.
6.15 Draft Policy DES6 instead proposes that ‘‘Development of allocated greenfield urban extension
sites should provide 35% of (gross) dwellings on the site as affordable housing.’’
6.16 Berkeley objects to this change in policy and considers that consistency should be maintained
with the Core Strategy policy CS15. Furthermore, CIL in the Borough was set on the basis of
30% rather than 35% affordable housing provision.

6.17 Flexibility is introduced into explanatory text for DES6 (para 3.2.40) of the DMP:
‘‘there may be some sites where abnormal and unanticipated costs would make a development
scheme unviable if they had to deliver the full affordable housing provision or contribution in
line with the policy.’’
6.18 Although Berkeley supports such flexibility, it is not sufficiently reflected in Draft Policy DES6
itself. As drafted, Policy DES6 is therefore not consistent with national policy (NPPF para. 50)
which specifically requires LPAs to set policies relating to affordable housing provision which
are: ‘‘sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market conditions over time.’’
6.19 Policy DES6 should therefore be amended to include the following:
(7) If applicants demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that the affordable
housing sought is not financially viable then variation of tenure and / or size
mix, or number of affordable homes, may be agreed by negotiation.
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DES6 Affordable housing (replaces CS15) – This policy is not yet sound.
a Targets –The overall affordability target is set at about 20% (1500 within 7622 units), with
greenfield sites at 35%, others at 30%, on the basis that “This policy (Policy DES6) has been
informed by new evidence prepared to support the DMP and supersedes Policy CS15 in the
Core Strategy in its entirety.” By its own assessment these targets are too low. The Council’s
evidence needs to assess lessons from other authorities who are driving up their levels of
affordable housing (e.g. Bristol, Birmingham).
b Para 5 –There may be some ambiguity in the phrasing, but without seeing the evidence it’s
difficult to understand why targets for accessible affordable rentals should be any different
from targets for affordable housing units generally. What is the evidence that wheelchair
users wouldn’t want to buy a new property?

The affordable housing policy is still too timid.

DES6 Affordable housing (replaces CS15) – This policy is not No
yet sound.
a Targets –The overall affordability target is set at about 20%
(1500 within 7622 units), with
greenfield sites at 35%, others at 30%, on the basis that “This
policy (Policy DES6) has been
informed by new evidence prepared to support the DMP and
supersedes Policy CS15 in the
Core Strategy in its entirety.” By its own assessment these
targets are too low. The Council’s
evidence needs to assess lessons from other authorities who
are driving up their levels of
affordable housing (e.g. Bristol, Birmingham).
b Para 5 –There may be some ambiguity in the phrasing, but
without seeing the evidence it’s
difficult to understand why targets for accessible affordable
rentals should be any different
from targets for affordable housing units generally. What is
the evidence that wheelchair
users wouldn’t want to buy a new property?
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We represent Rentplus UK Ltd, an innovative company providing affordable rent to buy housing for
working people aspiring to home ownership with an accessible route to achieve their dream through the
rent - save - own model.
We enclose a statement which sets out more detail with regard to this model. The Rentplus affordable
rent to buy model addresses the primary barrier to home ownership – the lack of a mortgage deposit –
through a combination of a secure rented period at an affordable rent, giving time to save, and a 10%
gifted deposit to enable tenants to buy their own home in 5, 10, 15 or 20 years. In this way it extends the
opportunity of home ownership to families who are otherwise unable to afford it and to do so within a
timeframe to suit their circumstances.
Analysis of occupied Rentplus developments to date found over 60% of those moving into the new
homes had come from the housing waiting lists, while at least 35% moved from existing affordable
housing, releasing those homes for families in greater need. An analysis of the average age of tenants at
six recent Rentplus developments indicates that the majority of tenants are aged under 34, with 64%
within the 25-34 age group. This age

group is recognised as the most affected by affordability constraints; areas with high numbers of young
adults will benefit significantly from access to affordable home ownership.
The aim of the model is to help those hard working households unable to access shared ownership,
starter homes or homes on the open market overcome the mortgage deposit ‘gap’ by enabling real
savings to be built while renting at an affordable rent - 80% of open market rent (including any service
charge) or Local Housing Allowance (whichever is the lower).
The main differences with other affordable tenures is that families are able to save for the mortgage
deposit for the same home, with a 10% gifted deposit, and are actively assisted into purchase in years 5,
10, 15 and 20. The inclusion of affordable rent to buy as one of the routes to affordable home ownership
provides greater choice and flexibility to reflect individual family circumstances and aspirations.
The model also meets a gap in the affordable housing tenure mix, helping the Prime Minister Theresa
May’s:
“personal mission to build the homes this country needs so we can restore the dream of home
ownership for people up and down the UK.

In the Autumn we set out ambitious plans to fix the broken housing market and make sure young people
have the same opportunities as their parents’ generation to own their own home.
This has had an immediate impact, with thousands of people already making savings thanks to our stamp
duty cut, and over a million first-time buyers over the next 5 years are expected to save money that they
can put towards a deposit, solicitors’ fees or furniture We are building a Britain that is fit for the future
and our message to the next generation is this – getting on – and climbing up – the housing ladder is not
just a dream of your parents’ past, but a reality for your future."1
The Government is now expected to publish a draft update to the NPPF in the coming weeks, bringing
forward more specific proposals to widen the definition of affordable housing, as set out in last year’s
housing White Paper, Fixing our Broken Housing Market which included specific praise of affordable rent
to buy (as overleaf):
“

Rent to Buy homes ... will enable thousands of households to access home ownership through a product
that fits their circumstances. Rent to Buy will help hard-working households to benefit from a
discounted rent set flexibly at levels to
make it locally affordable so they can save for a deposit to purchase their home.” (Paragraph 4.28)
Whilst affordable rent to buy is not yet formally recognised within national planning policy, this
consultation does provide the Council with an opportunity to review its policies, and to recognise the
wide range of affordable housing tenures now being delivered across England. Affordable rent to buy
diversifies local housing options and extends the opportunity of home ownership to a greater number of
local people, supporting this Government’s policy direction.
Unlike shared ownership and starter homes, affordable rent to buy does not require an upfront
mortgage deposit; those and other intermediate affordable housing tenures fall short of helping those
people who have the ability to save while renting an affordable home to realise their dream of home
ownership.
As Rentplus is fully funded by institutional investors the model places no additional pressure on housing
association funds or public subsidy, and by providing the homes

in partnership with RPs, which manage and maintain each Rentplus home prior to purchase, the model
also enables each partner housing association to make greater use of increasingly scarce resources.
Policy DES6: Affordable Housing
We support the Council’s recognition of its need to deliver affordable housing and to meet a significant
need for rented affordable housing. To deliver the full range of housing necessary to meet the diverse
needs of local people, the policies need to encourage and support housing providers of all types to
deliver mixed and balanced communities, including the new affordable housing tenures that are
expected to be set out in the forthcoming update to the NPPF.
Successive Government consultations and announcements indicate that policy needs to ensure that
developments respond to changing needs – not only now but over the longer term, including
recognising and addressing the significant difficulties in accessing housing to purchase. The Social
Mobility Commission report, The impacts of family support on access to homeownership for young
people in the UK (2017), highlighted the increasing reliance

young people place on assistance from parents to help fund a mortgage deposit. As shown in the
extracts from the report below, unassisted first time buyers take longer to save, and greater difficulty
with affordability:
• “The proportion of young people embarking on home ownership has fallen significantly in the UK over
the past twenty years.
• Young people are purchasing their first property later than their immediate predecessors. For
example, while in 1990 39% of 20-24 year olds purchased their own homes, only just over 10% managed
to do so in 2015.
...
• Those that do become homeowners rely increasingly on borrowing from family.
• For FTBs [First Time Buyers] in England, the most popular form of financial help from family is a gift or
loan from parents. 34.1% of FTBs benefited from this type of assistance.”
The Housing White Paper set out the Government’s commitment to support people in saving for a
deposit while paying a below market rent; this is intended to help many more working households into
home ownership. Affordable rent to buy forms a critical part of this response by enabling

people to rent at an affordable level while saving towards later purchase of their home.
We note that the explanatory text refers to the difficulties local people experience in accessing
affordable home ownership. As noted in this letter and the accompanying Statement, Rentplus homes
aim to tackle this problem; delivery of this particular tenure alongside social and affordable rented, and
intermediate housing will ensure a far greater number of households have access to housing that meets
their needs.
Whilst Part 3 of this policy is suitably flexible to enable affordable housing of different tenures to come
forward, it would be useful to explicitly reflect those affordable housing tenures as set out in Box 4 of
the White Paper, including affordable rent to buy in the explanatory text. This will give greater
confidence to developers, including Registered Providers, to bring forward the affordable homes that
not only reflect local needs and aspirations, but enable viable schemes to be built. Paragraphs 3.2.283.2.31 should therefore refer to affordable rent to buy alongside those other affordable home
ownership products already referenced.

would be useful to explicitly reflect those affordable housing Yes
tenures as set out in Box 4 of the White Paper, including
affordable rent to buy in the explanatory text. This will give
greater confidence to developers, including Registered
Providers, to bring forward the affordable homes that not
only reflect local needs and aspirations, but enable viable
schemes to be built. Paragraphs 3.2.28-3.2.31 should
therefore refer to affordable rent to buy alongside those
other affordable home ownership products already
referenced.
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Executive Summary
George Osborne pledged in his Autumn Statement to “choose to build the homes that people can buy”.
The pledge to build 10,000 affordable homes to buy that will allow a tenant to save for a deposit while
they rent provides explicit Government support for a new model of housing provision, enabling working
households to enter the housing market with assistance not already offered.
Rentplus is a new model that seeks to provide a route to home ownership for those households aspiring
to home ownership, but unable to afford to save for a mortgage. It is an affordable, privately financed
alternative to the private rented sector, providing a managed route to home ownership in collaboration
with housing associations. The delivery of Rentplus will be managed through S106 agreements tailored
specifically to the product, and can act as a catalyst for bringing forward stalled developments.
The Government has stated its intention to diversify the form of affordable housing being delivered to
meet the needs of those families aspiring to home ownership. This report confirms that the model
conforms to the definitions of affordable housing, as set out in the Annex to the NPPF, by

providing a hybrid product spanning affordable rent and intermediate affordable housing. As a product
complementary to those models of affordable housing already being provided by housing associations,
Rentplus will contribute to the NPPF’s aims of boosting housing supply and creating mixed and balanced
communities.
This report describes the significant shortfall in affordable housing nationwide and the steady decline in
the availability of grant funding over the past decade. Together with the rent reductions to housing
associations taking effect from April 2016, it is likely that affordable housing delivery from this sector will
be constrained, and so it is clear that there remains a need for further assistance in the market. This has
been supported by organisations such as Shelter, which in a 2014 report on improving access to housing
makes clear that public and private investment will have multiple, stabilising benefits, including reduced
welfare dependency. The social benefits for those aspiring to home ownership but unable to achieve this
security whilst trapped in often prohibitively expensive private rented sector accommodation are
numerous.

As housing associations come under strain from reduced public funding, rent reductions and the
extension of Right to Buy this new model, which can be delivered quickly and in high volumes with no
recourse to public funding, has been explicitly supported by the Government. It should be encouraged
on a local level for its clear ability to make a significant contribution to improving lives and communities.
The Government’s proposed amendments to the definition of affordable housing in the NPPF to include
rent to buy housing only confirms this.
Owing to the fixed period of tenancy at affordable rents for Rentplus dwellings before purchase,
households have the ability to save for a deposit on the home they have rented. This offers a new
product to those households whose needs are not already met by the market, whilst also diversifying
the local housing stock and contributing to the development of mixed and balanced communities.
Changes to local planning policy both generally and relative to individual sites should be prioritised to
encourage early, accelerated delivery.
The Rentplus product has a wide pool of prospective households for whom saving

towards a home purchase is not currently possible due to falling outside eligibility for current affordable
housing stock. Rentplus should be considered a route towards a more diverse housing sector by local
authorities seeking to provide mixed, balanced communities whilst reducing the number of households
on the local housing register. The Rentplus model would make a valuable, NPPF-compliant contribution
towards significantly boosting housing supply, and most importantly in meeting need for affordable
housing without public sector funding. With full Government support, Rentplus will deliver the national
aim to turn Generation Rent into Generation Buy. Introduction Tetlow King Planning Ltd. has been
commissioned by Rentplus to prepare this Affordable Housing Statement to accompany its promotion of
a new affordable housing model aimed at delivering discounted rented homes to buy for people who
are unable to acquire a property on the open market. This report sets out Tetlow King Planning’s
expertise and credentials in the field of affordable housing, and confirms our professional opinion that
the Rentplus model fully meets the need for affordable housing.
Who We Are: Qualifications and Experience

1.2 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. is a town planning and housing consultancy, co-founded by the current
Chairman, Robin Tetlow, in 1985. Over the past 30 years the company has accumulated specialist
expertise in affordable housing, becoming acknowledged leaders in the field.
1.3 Tetlow King Planning Ltd. provides strategic and detailed advice to inter alia housing associations,
developers, landowners and investors on numerous sites and developments located throughout the UK.
The company has been retained more generically by national research organisations, such as the Joseph
Rowntree Foundation, representative/trade organisations, such as the National Housing Federation,
professional institutions, such as the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and government/
government related organisations, such as the Housing Corporation/ Homes and Communities Agency.
The company is also regularly employed by local authorities.
1.4 The principal individual authors of this report have provided expert evidence to courts of law,
tribunals and to parliamentary committees and groups; and appeared nationwide at Regional Planning
Guidance, Regional Spatial Strategy and Structure Plan examinations in public, Local Plan / Unitary
Development Plan

inquiries and Local Development Document public examinations.
1.5 The principal individual authors of this report have also provided expert evidence extensively at
S77/S78 inquiries, including many relating to planning appeals and called-in applications of regional and
national significance. Since the inception of the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012, Tetlow King
Planning’s input on the need for and the provision of affordable housing as part of planning application
and appeal proposals has become of even greater importance in demonstrating the social and economic
benefits of developments which decision makers are obliged to weigh in the overall planning balance.
This Report
1.7 The report comprises six sections, setting out the national planning policy framework; the evidence
calling for a more diverse affordable housing sector; the proposed affordable housing model; how we
consider this fits within the planning definition of affordable housing; and our recommendations for how
this can best be utilised to help meet diverse housing needs. Affordable Housing as a Material
Consideration and the National Planning Policy Framework Introduction
2.1 It is useful to put any affordable

housing offer in its historic, legal and planning appeal context. This section sets out the importance of
affordable housing as a material consideration, and highlights a number of relevant legal and planning
appeal decisions.
Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Historic Context
2.2 The importance of affordable housing as a material consideration has long been established,
originating from PPG3 (1992). A community’s need for affordable housing is a material planning
consideration which may properly be taken into account in formulating development plan policies;
authorities may also seek to negotiate with developers for the inclusion of an element of affordable
housing in new schemes and it is Government policy that this approach is appropriate on-site unless offsite provision or a financial contribution can be robustly justified. Where there is a policy as to the
provision of affordable housing in the development plan, the willingness of a developer to include an
element of such housing in accordance with the policy will be a material consideration. The essence,
however, is reasonable flexibility; policies should not seek to impose a uniform quota on all
developments, regardless of market or site conditions.
2.3 As set out in Section 38(6) of the

Yes

Yes

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012),
where an adopted or approved development plan contains relevant policies an application for planning
permission or an appeal should be determined in accordance with the plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Account can also be taken of policies in emerging development plans
which are going through the statutory procedures towards adoption or approval; the weight to be
attached depends upon the stage of plan preparation and the nature of representations relative to
particular policies. Most adopted or approved and emerging development plans now include policies on
affordable housing. Furthermore affordable housing can be regarded as a ‘material consideration’ in its
own right as per the provisions of the NPPF and other Government advice. Supplementary Planning
Documents and Housing Strategies may also be ‘material’ subject to the level of public consultation and
the extent to which they are broadly consistent with development plan policies.
Affordable Housing as a Material Consideration: Legal Context
2.4 The importance of affordable housing has been reflected in a number of court cases including
Mitchell v Secretary of State for the Environment and Another

(1994); ECC Construction Limited v Secretary for the Environment and Carrick District Council (1994); and
R v Tower of Hamlets London Borough Council, ex parte Barratt Homes Ltd (2000). Of particular
relevance is the case of Harry Rowlinson and Lynda Rowlinson as Trustees of the Linson Construction
Pension Fund v Warrington Borough Council and the Department of Transport, Local Government and
the Regions (2002).
2.5 In this case, the Inspector had concluded that the opportunity to provide 100 affordable dwellings to
address unmet need for affordable housing across the Warrington Borough Council area provided an
overriding justification for immediately releasing a substantial Greenfield site at Lymm, with a capacity
for approximately 200 dwellings, on the edge of the settlement. In reaching this conclusion, the
Inspector had weighed other facets of PPG3, in particular the sequential approach towards site
selection. This decision was challenged by Warrington Borough Council, with the consent of the
Secretary of State.
2.6 The High Court initially quashed the Inspector’s decision but the Court of Appeal subsequently
upheld it, with leave to appeal to the House of Lords refused. Paragraph 45 of the Court of Appeal

judgement concludes that the Inspector’s reasoning was perfectly clear:
“The provision of affordable housing is a material planning consideration. His assessment was that the
assessed need for affordable housing was not likely to be met in the foreseeable future and meeting it
was a compelling material consideration in the proposals favour which outweighed the general principle
of sequential approach to development land.”
2.7 In a more recent case, of Oadby and Wigston Borough Council v CLG and Bloor Homes Limited (2015)
the Council sought to challenge the grant of permission at appeal for up to 150 dwellings at Oadby. The
Council brought the challenge on the ground that the Inspector failed in his assessment of the full
objectively assessed need for housing. The claim failed, and the application to quash the decision was
dismissed on the grounds that the Inspector had not failed in his decision making. . In this case the local
planning authority’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) had confirmed that private rented
sector housing is not affordable housing, however the local authority had sought to rely upon this sector
for meeting the shortfall in affordable housing provision to satisfy the full objectively assessed need. The
decision reinforces the principle

that private rented accommodation does not fall within the definition of affordable housing.
Secretary of State appeal decision: Addlestone, Surrey
2.8 A number of important planning appeal decisions demonstrate that affordable housing should meet
a wide range of housing needs beyond a local authority’s ‘Reasonable Preference’ obligations, and that
permanence is not a prerequisite to appropriate affordable housing provision. An example of this is set
out in a Secretary of State appeal decision1 for 350 dwellings, 100% affordable, on a greenfield site
identified as suitable for housing in the Local Plan for development considered the issue of whether a
suitable mix of development would be provided. Whilst the development was proposed for 100%
affordable housing, the tenure mix was offered as 49% social rented and 51% intermediate affordable
housing. The Inspector’s Report notes that the proportions of social rented and intermediate housing
were “at odds with the proportions identified as needed in the Council’s own Housing Needs
Assessment” and in local policy (paragraph 3.65). One of the issues at the heart of the appeal was
therefore the Council’s intention for affordable housing to be delivered that would meet their
Reasonable Preference groups.

2.9 Reasonable Preference groups are defined as those households with high levels of assessed housing
need. The law requires that reasonable preference is given to the following categories:
• People who are homeless, including those who are intentionally homeless and in priority need;
• People who are owed a re-housing duty under the homelessness legislation, where this duty has not
been discharged by an offer of suitable accommodation, which may be to a letting in the private sector;
• People occupying insanitary or overcrowded housing or otherwise living in unsatisfactory housing
conditions; People who need to move on medical or welfare grounds, including grounds related to a
disability; and
• People who need to move to a particular locality, where failure to meet that need would cause
hardship to themselves or to others.
2.10 In other words they are those households in most priority need. The Housing Register is a limited
source for identifying the full current need for affordable housing. The Inspector drew an important
distinction between the narrow statutory duty of the Housing Department in meeting priority need, and
the wider ambit

of the planning system to meet the need for affordable housing. As such the number of households on
the Register will only be an indication of those in priority need and who the housing department have a
duty to house. But it misses thousands of households who are in need of affordable housing, a large
proportion who will either be living in overcrowded conditions with other households or turning to the
private rented sector and paying unaffordable market rents.
2.11 Paragraph 7.13 of the Inspector’s Report on the Secretary of State appeal decision states:
“The case advanced by the Borough Council was founded on the long established experience of the
Council in grappling with issues of ‘housing need’. This has long been an area of concern for local
authorities, initially through the active twentieth century tradition of Council House building and
transformed, via the process of producing Housing Investment Programmes (HIPs), into a general
concern with Social Housing and the production of local housing strategies.
The direct link between such local housing strategies and assessment of ‘housing need’ is made explicit
within the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions’ “Local Housing Needs
Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice”

(CD199). This document published in 2000 remains the source of guidance for Runnymede’s January
2005 Housing Needs Assessment (CD72) carried out by Fordham Associates. However, while I recognise
that this approach will have value in identifying groups most in need of assistance in realising their
housing aspirations, I regard the approach as retaining a relatively narrow and unduly restrictive
approach to the concept of what comes within the ambit of the term Affordable Housing.”
2.12 In this case, the Inspector noted evidence that most households in the Borough aspired to home
ownership but many would be unlikely to purchase for a significant period, or not at all, remaining
instead in the private rented sector. As summarised by the Inspector, such households:
“should not be confused with those who can only afford social rented or intermediate housing. Ignoring
the private rented sector as part of the housing market ... not only deprives the more hard pressed
household of appropriate intermediate housing, but frustrates Government’s intention to develop a
‘ladder’ up which those able to do so may ‘climb’ to full owner occupation.” (Paragraph 3.116)
2.13 In this case, the Inspector concluded that the scheme for 100% affordable

housing would provide an acceptable mix of tenures, and that the range of house types would therefore
not produce a uniformity of house types. The Inspector posed the question of whether the “households
residing in this development would be a sufficient mix of social and economic groups” (IR7.18), taking
account of the mix that would result from the particular cascade arrangement for this scheme. The total
mix on the scheme, the Inspector concluded, would be:
“likely to accommodate households of differing character, such that the overall development would be
accommodating a range and variety of households. Even if the mix of tenures being made available by
the operation of the cascade mechanism, were to alter the balance of these tenure groups, the result
would be to increase the proportion of equity sharing households and I see no reason to anticipate that
there would be any unusual concentration of socially disadvantaged households.” (IR7.19)
2.14 The Inspector’s overall conclusions found that the scheme represented a bona fide 100% affordable
housing scheme which would “result in a mixed development, accommodating households of different
sizes and with a variety of socio-economic characteristics” (IR7.72). He recommended

that planning permission be granted. The Secretary of State agreed with her Inspector’s conclusions,
noting in particular that:
“if the mix of tenures being made available by the operation of the cascade mechanism secured in the
Unilateral Undertaking were to alter the balance of the proposed tenure groups, the result would be to
increase the proportion of equity sharing households. She therefore agrees with the Inspector that
there is no reason to anticipate that the proposed scheme would result in any unusual concentration of
socially disadvantaged households.” (DL16)
2.15 The appeal was allowed on this basis. Appeal Decision: St Albans
2.16 An appeal decision2 considered the 6 units of affordable housing offered as part of an approved
scheme for 55 dwellings in St Albans. There was an issue as to whether the proposed key workers
accommodation would meet the need for affordable housing in the area. The appellants proposed the
freehold sale of 6 units to a housing association at 60% of market value. The housing association would
then liaise with local employers and let the units to key workers at affordable rents to those with
incomes below £25,000 per annum. The local authority argued that such housing would not meet
priority needs. The Inspector agreed but ruled that the needs of key

workers were not being addressed in the District, noting that the Council’s housing evidence had not
investigated the needs of key workers, and that it was legitimate to provide for the full range of housing
needs, not just those with priority needs.
2.17 The appellants referred to the ‘polarisation’ that can result if only those who can afford market
prices and rents, and those with priority needs for affordable housing, have access to local housing
stock. The Inspector agreed that the scheme would offset that tendency, meeting the national objectives
to provide for the housing needs of the whole community and to increase choice. The Inspector
concluded on this point that the Council should “aim to meet a wide range of housing needs for middle
as well as low income earners” (paragraph 19). As local housing prices are too high and private renting
too expensive, the needs of key workers were not being met. The scheme would meet this need.
2.18 The local authority also objected to the fact that the housing would not be secured in perpetuity as
affordable housing. The Inspector noted that the privately financed model indicated that they would be
lost as affordable units at the end of 20 years. However, it was concluded that permanence was not a
realistic objective for affordable

housing even when a housing association is involved; it is worth quoting these paragraphs at length:
“When a RSL uses Social Housing Grant to provide dwellings for rent, every tenant has the right to
purchase by virtue of the Housing Act 1996. Every ‘shared owner’ has the right to ‘staircase’ to 100%
ownership. ...
The Council brought no evidence to the Inquiry to support its judgment that 20 years was not a
sufficiently long period of time for the provision of affordable housing on a
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0116.
3

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Rentplus UK
ntor\0116
Ltd

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0035

Ms

Meghan

Rossiter

Tetlow King
Planning

RBBC\AgentO Principal
rganisation\00 Planner
95

Yes

DES6

site. I consider that this is a long period in development plan terms. Also, there would be a reasonable
prospect of the units being retained for affordable housing for a longer period as they would be in the
hands of a RSL ... The Council argued that the scheme should be differentiated from one wherein the
tenant exercised the right to buy, because that would benefit someone in housing need. However, I
agree with the Appellants that the tenant exercising the right to buy would be no longer in need.
On permanence, I conclude that this is not a realistic objective for affordable housing even where a RSL
is involved. I consider that the scheme, in the hands of a RSL operating under the auspices of the
Housing Corporation, would offer benefits to the District for a substantial period of 20 years.”
(Paragraphs 24-26)
2.19 The Inspector also rejected the Council’s concerns about enforceability in relation to rent control
and the timing of individual sales of units, since the scheme would be run by a housing association.
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2012)
2.20 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material planning consideration, central to
setting out the role of affordable housing in the planning

and decision making process. The delivery of sustainable development, encompassing social, economic
and environmental roles, is at the heart of the NPPF; the paragraphs below set out the key points in
relation to affordable housing.
2.21 Fundamental to the social role is “supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing
the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations” (paragraph 7).
2.22 Paragraph 8 is clear that these roles “should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are
mutually dependent”. Therefore, to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and
environmental gains should be sought jointly through the planning system.
2.23 In pursuit of sustainable development paragraph 9 notes the importance of “widening the choice of
high quality homes”.
2.24 Paragraph 14 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development, stating:
“at the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable
development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision
taking For decision taking this means:
• Approving development proposal that

accord with the development plan without delay; and
• Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting permission
unless:
− any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
− specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.”
2.25 Paragraph 17 sets out 12 core principles which underpin both plan making and decision taking.
These include that planning should:
• “be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and
neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area. Plans should be kept up-todate, and be based on joint working and co-operation to address larger than local issues. They should
provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with a high
degree of predictability and efficiency;
• not simply be about scrutiny, but instead be a creative exercise in finding ways to enhance and
improve the places in which people live their lives;

• proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, businesses and
industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. Every effort should be
made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an
area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth. Plans should take account of market
signals, such as land prices and housing affordability, and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient
land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account of the needs of the residential and
business communities;
• ... actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and
cycling and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable; and take
account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural well being for all, and
deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local needs.”
2.26 There is a clear emphasis on supporting enterprise, including the statement at paragraph 19 that
planning “should not act as an impediment to sustainable growth”, and at paragraph 21 that investment
in business “should not be
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over-burdened by the combined requirements of planning policy expectations”.
2.27 Section 6 sets the Government’s agenda for delivering a wide choice of high quality homes.
Paragraph 47 clearly sets out the Government’s aim to “boost significantly the supply of housing”
through a number of methods. Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) should “use their evidence base to
ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable
housing” and identify and update annually a five year supply of housing.
2.28 The NPPF is clear that delivering sufficient housing is a key consideration for LPAs; and in particular
that this should widen opportunities for home ownership and create sustainable, inclusive and mixed
communities. LPAs should:
• “plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the
needs for different groups in the community (such as but not limited to, families with children, older
people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own homes);
• identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations, reflecting
local demand; and

• where they have identified that affordable housing is needed, set policies for meeting this ... and the
agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities. Such policies
should be sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market conditions over time.” (Paragraph 50)
2.29 The section on plan-making emphasises the need for LPAs to reflect the vision and aspirations of
local communities in Local Plans (paragraph 150), and for Plans to be aspirational but realistic (paragraph
154). Opportunities should be sought to achieve the economic, social and environmental dimensions of
sustainable development, and net gains across all three.
2.30 The NPPF is clear that LPAs should have a “clear understanding of housing needs in their area” by
assessing “their full housing needs” (paragraph 159) through a Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA). This should “identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local
population is likely to need over the plan period”, including “the need for all types of housing, including
affordable housing.”
2.31 Paragraph 173 states that Plans should be deliverable, with developments not subject to “such a
scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be

developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs ... [should] provide competitive returns to a
willing land owner and willing developer”.
2.32 The NPPF encourages a positive and proactive approach to the delivery of development through
positive decision-taking. Paragraphs 186 and 187 indicate:
“Local Planning Authorities should approach decision-taking in a positive way to foster the delivery of
sustainable development. The relationship between decision-taking and plan-making should be
seamless, translating plans into high quality development on the ground.
Local planning authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every
level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible. Local planning
authorities should work proactively with applicants to secure developments that improve the economic,
social and environmental conditions of the area.”
2.33 The NPPF also notes that planning conditions and obligations should be used to address
unacceptable impacts or otherwise unacceptable development. Planning obligations should only be
sought where they “meet all of the following tests:
• necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

• directly related to the development; and
• fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development”
2.34 Annex 2: Glossary defines affordable housing for planning purposes as follows:
“Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, provided to eligible households whose
needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local house
prices. Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an affordable price for future eligible
households or for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. Social rented
housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers (as defined in section 80 of the
Housing and Regeneration Act 2008), for which guideline target rents are determined through the
national rent regime. It may also be owned by other persons and provided under equivalent rental
arrangements to the above, as agreed with the local authority or with the Homes and Communities
Agency.
Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of social housing to
households who are eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject to rent controls that
require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market rent (including service charges, where
applicable).

Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, but below market
levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable Housing definition above. These can include shared equity
(shared ownership and equity loans), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not
affordable rented housing.
Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as ‘low cost market’ housing,
may not be considered as affordable housing for planning purposes.”
National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
2.35 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was first published in 2014 to complement the NPPF in
providing guidance on its practical implementation. The PPG is an online-only resource divided into 47
sections. The principal section relevant to this statement is the section entitled Housing and economic
development needs assessments.
2.36 The guidance is clear that there should be an objective and unconstrained assessment of the total
housing need. It states:
“The assessment of development needs is an objective assessment of need based on facts and unbiased
evidence. Plan makers
should not apply constraints to the overall assessment of need, such as limitations imposed by the
supply of land for new development, historic under performance, viability, infrastructure or
environmental constraints. However, these considerations will need to be addressed when bringing
evidence bases together to identify specific policies within development plans.” A methodological
approach is set out for assessing housing need. Councils are required to take into account under-supply
and worsening affordability of housing, with assessments needing to reflect past under delivery of
housing. Affordability is highlighted as a key factor in assessing overall housing targets.
2.38 Under the heading How should plan makers respond to market signals? the guidance states that “A
worsening trend in any of these indicators will require upward adjustment to planned housing numbers
compared to ones based solely on household projections.”
2.39 It goes on to state:
“Assessing affordability involves comparing house costs against the ability to pay. The ratio between
lower quartiles house prices and the lower quartile incomes or earnings can be used to assess the
relative affordability of housing. The

Department for Communities and Local Government publishes quarterly the ratio of lower quartile
house prices to lower quartile earnings by local authority district.”
2.40 Other factors to be considered are land prices, house prices, rents, rate of development and
overcrowding.
2.41 The Viability section of the PPG notes that Local Plans’ visions for an area should “not undermine
ambition for high quality design and wider social and environmental benefit” (Paragraph: 001 Reference
ID: 10-001-20140306).
2.42 The Government introduced the Starter Homes model through a new section in the PPG. This
enables exception sites to come forward specifically to meet the housing needs of first time buyers
through the provision of below open market value homes. This product is to be delivered on under-used
or unviable industrial and commercial land not currently identified for housing. The Government
encourages LPAs to make these sites exempt from affordable housing and tariff-style contributions. The
introduction of this model shows the Government’s clear intention to widen the availability of home
ownership through more affordable models of delivery.
Summary

2.43 Over the past 30 years, the need for affordable housing has been recognised as being integral to
the planning system. A consistent thread has run through various policy documents, with the need now
firmly stated in the NPPF and the PPG.
2.44 The Courts have confirmed that affordable housing is capable of being a compelling material
consideration in the determination of planning applications, the weight attached to any material
consideration being at the discretion of the decision maker. As confirmed by a Secretary of State appeal
decision, housing provision need not be exclusively for the benefit of those households at the extremes
of need. Affordable housing such as Rentplus rent to buy will, as with the schemes referenced above,
accommodate a range and variety of households of different character while freeing up existing social
rented housing for those in need.
2.45 There is no requirement for all affordable housing to be retained in perpetuity. As set out in the St
Albans appeal decision, it is unrealistic to expect affordable housing to be retained for a period longer
than 20 years, due to the Right to Buy for social housing tenants and for shared ownership occupiers to
‘staircase’ to full ownership. Even though these homes are lost from the general affordable housing
stock, housing associations are not required to replace each home on a one-for-one basis in the local
authority area, nor to recycle receipts for future investment. The commitment by Rentplus to replace
each home sold on a one-for-one basis, securing long term delivery of homes to rent to local people, will
fulfil local authority duties to meet local needs whilst also diversifying the local housing stock Section 3
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Section 3 Introduction
3.1 This section highlights those reports and statements from Government that define the case for a
diversity of affordable housing supply to meet the full range of housing needs, as required by the NPPF
and PPG. This encompasses reports from Government departments, including CLG and HM Treasury,
leading think tanks, and respected charities such as Shelter.
Government Statements
George Osborne MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer, Autumn Statement (25 November 2015)
3.2 In his Autumn Statement, George Osborne verbally pledged:
“For another of the great social failures of our age has been the failure to build enough houses. In the
end Spending Reviews like this come down to choices about what your priorities are. And I am clear: in
this Spending Review, we choose to build.
Above all, we choose to build the homes that people can buy. For there is a growing crisis of home
ownership in our country. 15 years ago, around 60% of people under 35 owned their own home, next
year it’s set to be just half of that. We made a start on tackling this in the last Parliament, and with
schemes like our Help to Buy the number of

first time buyers rose by nearly 60%. But we haven’t done nearly enough yet. So it’s time to do much
more. Today, we set out our bold plan to back families who aspire to buy their own home.
First, I am doubling the housing budget. Yes, doubling it to over £2 billion per year. We will deliver, with
government help, 400,000 affordable new homes by the end of the decade. And affordable means not
just affordable to rent, but affordable to buy. That’s the biggest house building programme by any
government since the 1970s. Almost half of them will be our Starter Homes, sold at 20% off market
value to young first time buyers. 135,000 will be our brand new Help to Buy: Shared Ownership which
we announce today. We’ll remove many of the restrictions on shared ownership – who can buy them,
who can build them and who they can be sold on to.
... So this Spending Review delivers: A doubling of the housing budget. 400,000 new homes; with extra
support for London. Estates regenerated. Right to Buy rolled-out. Paid for by a tax on buy-to-lets and
second homes. Delivered by a government committed to helping working people who want to buy their
own home. For we are the builders.”
3.3 Most importantly, the written statement clarifies the Government’s:

“...Five Point Plan for housing to:
1. Deliver 400,000 affordable housing starts by 2020-21, focussed on low cost home ownership. This will
include:
• ... 10,000 homes that will allow a tenant to save for a deposit while they rent. This will be in addition to
50,000 affordable homes from existing commitments
The scale of this programme of house building will require all sectors to play a role in delivery. As a
result, the government will remove constraints that prevent private sector organisations from
participating in delivery of these programmes, including the constraints to bidding for government
funding.” [Underlining added]
DCLG Statement (25th November 2015)
3.4 The Department for Communities and Local Government announced as part of its settlement at the
Spending Review 2015:
“The government will double the housing budget from 2018 to 2019 to deliver at least 400,000
affordable homes [over this Parliament] including 200,000 Starter Homes, 135,000 new Help to Buy
Shared Ownership homes and 10,000 Rent to Buy homes.”
3.5 In these statements the Government at the highest levels has set out its explicit support for the
affordable Rent to Buy model being offered by Rentplus.
Impact of Social Rent Changes on the Delivery of Affordable Housing (Minister of State for Housing and
Planning Brandon Lewis MP, 9 November 2015)
3.6 The Minister wrote to all local authorities to ask that a more flexible approach is taken to S106
agreements and negotiations on tenure mix. In this letter he notes that following the announcement of
rent reductions some approved or emerging schemes:
“are not being built out at the anticipated rate. Delay risks planned homes not coming forward and the
ability of councils being able to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing land”.
3.7 Whilst the ability to renegotiate S106 agreements is already in place, the Minister has used this letter
to encourage local authorities to:
“respond constructively, rapidly and positively to requests for such renegotiations and to take a
pragmatic and proportionate approach to viability.”
3.8 The letter specifically asks that local authorities expedite negotiations where simple adjustments to
tenure mix are proposed, without the need for full open
book viability appraisals. In circumstances whereby the overall amount of affordable housing is
proposed, the Minister is encouraging the “minimum amount of viability information necessary” to be
sought. The letter also indicates that CLG will produce guidance on cascade mechanisms for S106
agreements to encourage flexible arrangements.
Greg Clark MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government (5th October 2015)
3.9 At the Conservative Party Conference Greg Clark spoke of the need to deliver more housing for those
increasingly shut out of home ownership:
“... the opportunities that our generation took for granted, have been slipping out of reach for the next
generation. In the 20 years to 2012, the proportion of 25-34 year olds owning their own homes fell from
67% to 43%. The number of 20-34 year olds living with their parents increased by two thirds of a million.
...
Most people in our country want to own their own home. For years governments have talked about
affordable homes but in my view, not enough of them have been affordable homes to buy. I want us to
put that right. I want us to build many more

homes and I want to build homes that people can buy as well as rent. Shared ownership homes, starter
homes for young people. Now, homes for rent will always have a role. But why should signing a tenancy
agreement mean signing away your aspirations to become a homeowner?” David Cameron MP, Prime
Minister, Conservative Party Conference Speech (7 October 2015)
3.10 The Prime Minister in his conference speech said that he wants to turn ‘Generation Rent’ into
‘Generation Buy’:
“But for me, there’s one big piece of unfinished business in our economy: housing. A Greater Britain
must mean more families owning a home of their own. ... If you’ve worked hard and saved, I don’t want
you just to have a roof over your head – I want you to have a roof of your own.
In the last 5 years, 600,000 new homes have been built. More than 150 people a day are moving in
thanks to our Help to Buy scheme. ... 1.3 million to be given the chance to become homeowners. ... But
the challenge is far, far bigger. When a generation of hardworking men and women in their 20s and 30s
are waking up each morning in their childhood bedrooms – that should be a wakeup call for us. We need
a national crusade to get homes built. That means banks lending, government releasing land,
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and yes – planning being reformed.
... Increasing home ownership means something else. For years, politicians have been talking about
building what they call “affordable homes” – but the phrase was deceptive. It basically meant homes
that were only available to rent. What people want are homes they can actually own. ...
So today, I can announce a dramatic shift in housing policy in our country. Those old rules which said to
developers: you can build on this site, but only if you build affordable homes for rent, we’re replacing
them with new rules: you can build here, and those affordable homes can be available to buy. Yes, from
Generation Rent to Generation Buy”
Brandon Lewis MP, Housing Minister
3.11 In oral evidence delivered to the CLG Select Committee on 9th November 2015, the Housing
Minister emphasised the Government’s aim to increase access to home ownership, “whether it is rentto-buy schemes” or other avenues; “all these avenues will play an important part”.
3.12 On 15th December the Housing Minister answered two questions posed by Solihull MP Julian
Knight on affordable rent to buy housing. The first of which asked if the Government would make rent to
buy housing exempt from pay to stay proposals for higher income social tenants.

The Minister responded “Higher income social tenants in a Rent to Buy scheme will not face increased
rent under proposals for pay to stay. This is because the rent they pay is an intermediate rent which is
excluded from social rent policy.”
3.13 A further question on whether the Government will include rent to buy housing as part of the
Housing and Planning Bill’s proposed general duty on local authorities to promote the supply of Starter
Homes. The Minister referred to rent to buy:
“The Housing and Planning Bill will support our manifesto commitment to build 200,000 Starter Homes
to help more young people into home ownership. Like other valuable products which support access to
home ownership, affordable rent-to-buy, can be considered by councils as part of their wider affordable
housing requirements for their area.”
Housing and Planning Bill: Committee Stage
3.14 The Housing and Planning Bill includes a number of proposed reforms to both the planning system
and the way in which affordable housing is managed. One of the proposed reforms is to phase out
‘tenancies for life’, removing security of tenancy by changing to fixed terms of 2 to 5 years which will not
automatically be removed.
Should the proposed clauses be accepted as part of the Bill, the availability of fixed term tenancies will
be much reduced.
3.15 The Bill is currently at report stage; further amendments to the Bill were first considered in the
House of Commons on 5th January 2016. Amongst these Greg Clark tabled a series of amendments
confirming that private registered providers of affordable housing will not be required to charge high
income social tenants specific rents, confirming that ‘pay to stay’ will not be mandatory. Consideration of
the Bill continues.
Other Publications
Laying the Foundations – A Housing Strategy for England (CLG, 2011)
3.16 This document sets out an intention to ‘unblock’ the housing market and tackle the social and
economic consequences of the failure to develop sufficient high quality homes over recent decades.
3.17 The problems noted in this Strategy and the methods to achieve the ‘unblocking’ include the
following: A thriving, active but stable housing market that offers choice, flexibility and affordable
housing - this is critical to England’s economic and social wellbeing;
• “The problems we face are stark” and have been compounded by the impact of the credit crunch;

• “Urgent action to build new homes” is necessary as children will grow up without the opportunities to
live near their family;
• “Housing is crucial for our social mobility, health and wellbeing”;
• “Housing is inextricably linked to the wider health of the economy”; and
• Fundamental to the whole approach of the strategy is communities (including prospective owners and
tenants), landlords and developers working together.
3.18 The Strategy proposed an increase in the estimated output of affordable homes between 2011 and
2015 to 170,000 dwellings (from the 150,000 dwellings proposed by the previous Government).
3.19 The Strategy also sets out the support needed to deliver new homes and ‘support aspiration’,
including “including encouraging new private entrants into the social housing market, and considering
innovative new approaches to funding affordable housing in the medium term”. This Strategy gives
explicit support for the entry of for-profit providers into the affordable housing market. The ability to
charge rents at up to 80% of market levels is encouraged to provide additional financial capacity to:
“deliver more housing than would otherwise be possible ... reducing the pressure on funding from the
taxpayer ... This means

that we can ... help a greater number of households experience the benefits of an affordable rented
home”.
3.20 The Strategy further states that the entry of for-profit providers adds to the affordable housing
sector’s diversity and potential financial capacity, as raised by the investment opportunity presented to
institutional investors such as pension funds.
Fixing the Foundations: Creating a More Prosperous Nation
3.21 Planning reforms were announced in this document, itself following on from Laying the
Foundations. These reforms are aimed at driving up living standards and providing a better quality of life
in Britain. At paragraph 9.23 the report commits the Government to delivering affordable homes to buy,
confirming this Government’s support for models of extending opportunities for affordable home
ownership to many more households.
Building the Homes We Need (KPMG and Shelter, 2014)
3.22 This report is the result of a year-long project by KPMG and Shelter to understand the housing
shortage and provide advice to the Government on the housing crisis following the 2008 recession. The
report starts by setting out:

“Everyone now accepts that we have a desperate housing shortage in England.
Each year we build 100,000 fewer homes than we need, adding to a shortage that has been growing for
decades. What’s more, our current house building system seems incapable of delivering growth on the
scale required. Growing demand means that without a step change in supply we will be locked into a
spiral of increasing house prices and rents – making the current housing crisis worse”.
3.23 The report highlights that if firm action is not taken to build more homes there will be significant
adverse consequences for the UK economy and society, including rising homelessness, stalled social
mobility, declining pension saving and an ever-rising benefit bill.
3.24 The report includes the graph shown on the following page, displaying the levels of house building
in England since 1946 GRAP
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This shows four interrelated trends:
• An overall decline in house building since 1946, including two recessionary declines after 1980 and
2007;
• High levels of social housing provision by local authorities until the mid-1970s;
• The growing contribution to affordable housing provision by housing associations since the late 1980s;
providing most of the new affordable housing stock but not matching anything like the previous local
authority contribution; and
• The gradual increase in the nominal house price through until about 1985 which then grows
significantly over the subsequent 30 years.
Home Truths 2014/15: Broken Market Broken Dreams (NHF, 2014)
3.26 The report sets out that England is suffering a catastrophic housing crisis that has been more than a
generation in the making. The number of new homes built each year is not nearly enough – to keep pace
with demand another 245,000 homes per year are needed in England; currently only around half of this
is built each year.
3.27 The report illustrates that house prices and private sector rents are rising ever higher, locking more
people out of home ownership, as demand has outstripped supply for many years. It notes that a rising
number of people are now private renters
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Yes

and face high costs. As well as impacting on day-to-day living, high housing costs have also previously
increased the benefit bill. The number of people who claim housing benefit but are also in employment
has doubled over the last six years. Increasingly, earnings do not cover all living costs and so households
need assistance from the Government and the taxpayer.
3.28 The report offers alarm bells: people struggling with rent, needing housing benefit to keep a roof
over their heads, being unable to be near family, unable to buy their own home or downsize to suitable
and more affordable homes. This would be mitigated if more homes of all types were built at different
price points in the market to meet more needs.
3.29 Demand for housing - through increasing population, decreased household size and other factors is
outstripping a chronic undersupply of housing. Estimates show around 245,000 new homes are required
each year to keep up with demand, and even more would be needed to clear the backlog of demand. As
a result, house prices have more than doubled (after accounting for inflation) in 40 years, as illustrated
by Figure 3.2, overleaf. GRAPH. In the 1960s, a home was four and a

half times the average salary and within the realms of being attainable with a reasonable deposit. As
house prices have risen, wages have not been able to keep up; across the UK the average home now
costs almost seven times the average salary, making home ownership largely unattainable for most
young people.
Housing Britain: Building New Homes for Growth (CBI, 2014)
3.31 This report states that the UK’s housing market has not functioned healthily for decades, with an
imbalance between the supply of new homes relative to demand being at the centre of this problem.
This has created the current situation whereby half the number of houses needed every year has been
built over the last decade.
3.32 The report notes that UK house prices have increased 54% since 2004. Housing shortages are also
pushing up market rent at a time when forecasts for disposable income remain weak, putting severe
strain on household finances and limiting housing choice. This demand gap has inflated the cost of
buying or renting a house, making it more difficult for people to join and move within the housing
market. Following the 2008 recession, from 2011 UK house prices once more began rising.

3.33 The report notes that the 1.8 million people on local authority waiting lists for social rented
properties clearly demonstrate the strong demand for affordable housing from families up and down
the country3.
3.34 Figure 3.3 (overleaf) shows the upward trend in levels of housing benefit paid out in recent years,
compared to increasingly low levels of capital investment in boosting the housing stock. In 2013 over
£24bn was spent on housing benefit in total, whilst just under £6.5bn was used for capital
development4. Rising government spending on housing benefits is symptomatic of a housing market
unaffordable for many people. GRPAH In the Mix: The Need for a Diverse Supply of New Homes
(Shelter, 2014)
3.35 In this briefing, Shelter set out the need for a balance of tenures across the housing growth in
England, following on from the KPMG and Shelter report described above, at paragraph 3.10. It
emphasises the need for a balanced mix of tenures, from a diverse range of funding sources and delivery
models “involving both the private and public sectors” in order to achieve a more resilient housing stock:

“...this diversity makes the housing system more productive over the long term by making it more
resilient to fluctuations in house prices and less prone to cyclical shocks. Diversity of supply will not only
help us to increase supply to 250,000 homes a year, but will help ensure that high levels of output can be
sustained over time.”
3.36 The benefits of this diversity will not only provide longer-term benefits to the economy, but also
have wider social benefits:
“England’s housing crisis has impacted different people in different ways, and no single tenure can offer
the best solution for everyone. Each different type of housing plays a different role in the English
housing system, catering for different preferences and needs – and we need more of all of them. Just as
not everyone needs an intermediate or social rented home, not everyone will be able to afford to buy,
even if total housing output is dramatically increased and house prices stabilised.”
3.37 Shelter note that by building a mix of housing, including intermediate homes, more people’s
aspirations to home ownership can be met; a “better alternative to private renting” may be provided
and the “steady rise of in-work housing benefit
claimants” can be halted. To achieve the upswing in delivery required (as set out in the earlier KPMG and
Shelter report) to achieve a more balanced housing market, the briefing states that there should be a
boost to public and private investment in affordable housing. Of the 6 recommendations set out in this
briefing, one is for the Government to “explore new forms of intermediate tenure to widen access to
intermediate homes, including low share shared ownership and affordable rent-to-buy homes.”
3.38 The briefing notes the national preference for home ownership, as set out in a prior Shelter
report5, for reasons such as greater stability and control over the home. It also recognises that achieving
a significant boost in housing supply is likely to achieve political legitimacy by “the majority of new
homes offering a route to some form of ownership”. Research6 has shown that:
“66% of private rented are unable to save anything towards a deposit for purchasing their own home ...
[the] net result is that fewer people can cross the widening financial gap between renting ... and market
homeownership in one leap: if ownership is to be extended to more people a substantial increase in the
intermediate options for people who can’t afford to buy a suitable home is needed.”

3.39 Without intervention, many families will continue to be trapped in the ‘insecure’ private rented
sector, spending significant proportions of household income on rent. To meet the needs of those
households currently priced out of accessing home ownership, Shelter suggest more affordable,
intermediate homeownership solutions to be vital to helping those out of private renting and a
commensurate reduction in in-work housing benefit claimants. Rent-to-buy offers one solution to these
problems.
NatWest Millennials Home Buying Survey (NatWest, June 2015)
3.40 This Survey has shown that of those polled, 69% of young adults (aged 22-30 years old) currently
either renting or living with parents believe they will not save enough for a house deposit within 5 years.
44% considered their prospects of buying a home to be more optimistic as a result of the Help to Buy
scheme. Build to Rent: Funding Britain’s Rental Revolution (Addleshaw Goddard and BPF, July 2015)
3.41 This report sets out an overview of the ‘transformation’ of the housing market in Britain over the
past 15 years, in which time homeownership has steadily declined from a peak of 69% in 2001. The
private rented sector has grown significantly over the
same period, overtaking the social rented sector in providing homes and forecast to provide homes to
one in four households by 2020:
“Growing demand for rented accommodation and the response to this demand from professional
investors looks set to change the market, perhaps permanently.
... businesses are looking to create new clusters of homes for rent, as long-term investment
opportunities. The result has been dubbed Build to Rent”.
3.42 The report references research which estimates that Build to Rent could generate over £30 billion
of new investment in Britain over the next five years, delivering over 150,000 homes. The report notes
the ‘dire’ need for affordable housing, “but this must not diminish the need for quality market-rented
housing or housing for sale either”.
UK Economic Outlook – UK housing market outlook: the continuing rise of Generation Rent (PwC, July
2015)
3.43 This report notes:
“As house prices have risen and social housing supply remains constrained, the number of households in
the private rented sector has more than doubled since 2001, rising from 2.3 million to 5.4 million by
2014, around 20% of the total. We project
that this trend will continue with an additional 1.8 million households becoming private renters by 2025.
This would take the total to 7.2 million households – almost one in four of the UK total. The trend is
particularly strong in the 20-39 age group where more than half will be renting privately by 2025. The
rise of ‘Generation Rent’ will continue.”
3.44 The report also notes the fall in households who own a home with a mortgage (from almost 45% in
2001 to under 30%), linking this with a limited housing supply, affordability of the housing market and
poor mortgage availability. This is shown in the graph, overleaf:
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It adds:
“A significant rise in the supply of affordable housing might change this in the long run, but seems
unlikely to occur fast enough to stem the rise in Generation Rent between now and 2025.
... the ability of people to use the mortgage market to make the transition from renting to owning
appears to be diminishing, with younger generations having to wait longer to buy in many cases.”
3.46 The report notes that this affordability crisis, and inaccessibility for many to mortgages, stems from
the “combined effect of rising house prices and lenders withdrawing higher Loan-to-Value mortgages”.
This point is highlighted in the graph, overleaf. Average first time buyer deposits have increased almost
five-fold, an increase much greater than the growth in average earnings over the same period. GRAPH.
The report summarises: “This trend threatens to lock large segments of society out of the housing
market, especially those on middle or low incomes, and who live in higher priced areas”. Forward
projections for housing tenure in this report suggest that current trends will continue (see Figure 3.6,
below).

Figure 3.6: Projections for UK housing tenure, share of households GRAPH The report also sets out
house price projections for the UK regions, indicating that the current difficulties of affordability across
the country will continue (see overleaf). GRAPH. National Housing Federation Statement (NHF, 20
August 2015)
3.49 The National Housing Federation’s Assistant Director of Campaigns commented on the May-July
2015 quarter housing statistics released by CLG:
“Britain is in the grips of a housing crisis, and at the centre of this huge national issue is the fact that
we’ve failed to build enough homes for a generation or more.
Today’s figures are encouraging as they show housebuilding is at its highest level since 2008. However,
we need to continue to increase our efforts as a nation to build the homes that are desperately needed.
Last year alone we built less than half of the homes needed, pushing house prices and home ownership
further out of reach for millions of families and young people.
... We want to work together to end the housing crisis and provide quality affordable homes to everyone
who needs them.”
Summary

3.50 The Chancellor of the Exchequer in his first Autumn Statement of this Parliament and the Prime
Minister during PMQs announced explicit support for the development of affordable homes to buy. The
recognition of affordable housing to buy in helping to resolve the nation’s housing crisis follows on from
a growing wealth of evidence that demonstrates a clear and pressing requirement to build more homes
to meet a significant level of unmet need. The Minister for Housing and Planning, Brandon Lewis MP, has
also recently expressed his support for local authorities taking a more flexible approach to negotiating
tenure mix, expediting negotiations in order to speed up delivery of affordable housing.
3.51 The need for affordable housing is not solely met by social rented homes, which only meet the
needs of the poorest. The evidence in this section highlights the ability of more affordable
homeownership solutions to help households out of private renting. Those who cannot yet afford to buy
on the open market because they are either trapped by poor quality and expensive private rented
accommodation, or have not yet been able to leave the parental home due to the inhibitive cost of
buying have had their needs recognised by this Government.

The Chancellor’s Statement clearly signals this Government’s intention to widen opportunities for home
ownership by removing barriers to private for-profit providers entering the market to deliver more
affordable homes – specifically including £200m to support delivery of 10,000 Rent to Buy homes – and
add to the diversity of the sector. Section 4 The Rentplus model is aimed at providing an affordable
rented home to households until such time as the occupier can afford to purchase the property. In this
way it aims to assist those households who cannot currently purchase a house on the open market but
who would otherwise not be considered a priority, or qualify for social or affordable rented homes.
4.2 The model is essentially one of rent to buy, with a five year renewable tenancy at an affordable rent,
managed by a housing association. All dwellings are to be leased to Registered Providers at an affordable
rent for up to 20 years; the housing association will be responsible for managing and maintaining the
properties. Homes will be sold on a phased basis every 5 years; those homes not sold at year 5 will be relet to tenants for a further 5 years.
4.3 Upon registering interest in a scheme households are assessed on their suitability for a 5, 10, 15 or
20 year tenancy

after which it is expected that the home will be purchased at market value. At the time of purchase, the
occupier will be gifted 10% of the purchase price as a deposit towards a mortgage by Rentplus.
4.4 Rental of the property before purchase will be at the lower of 80% open market rental (including
service charge) or Local Housing Allowance (LHA).The household will be supported through the term of
their tenancy by the managing housing association to save and increase the deposit to assist the
mortgage application. The assured tenancy period also benefits from improving a tenant’s ability to
prove credit-worthiness.
4.5 The Rentplus model aims to improve the ability of purchasers to build a suitable deposit, as well as
improving, or creating a good credit rating, by paying a reduced (affordable) rent rather than a private
market rent for the duration of the tenancy (as set out at paragraph 4.4, above).
4.6 During the period of rental tenancy occupiers can serve notice to vacate a Rentplus unit on one
month’s notice. Assistance may be sought from the managing housing association to assist in re-housing.
The Rentplus model permits tenants to swap with other tenants who are able to bring forward an early
purchase of the unit, to assist those who are unable to purchase the property at the programmed time.

4.8 If the property is sold within 2 years of the original occupier purchase then all or a part of the gifted
deposit will be repayable to Rentplus on such disposal, subject to a maximum cap of the original sum
gifted.
4.9 All Rentplus homes are sold after 20 years. If the occupier does not purchase the property then the
housing association has the option to acquire the unit, with Rentplus providing a 10% discount on open
market value to the housing association. The future use of the unit as any other NPPF compliant
affordable property can then be determined by the housing association.
4.10 In the circumstances of neither the tenant nor housing association purchasing the property after 20
years, the property is sold on the open market and 7.5% of the net sales proceeds are paid to the Local
Authority to reinvest in new affordable housing provision.
4.11 A Memorandum of Understanding may be entered into with each individual LPA to seek to
replenish the stock of Rentplus homes on a one for one basis, retaining a proportion of the affordable
housing stock in the local area Section 5 This section discusses the model’s compliance with the planning
definition of affordable housing as in Annex 2 of the NPPF, set out below for ease of reference:

“Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, provided to eligible households whose
needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local house
prices. Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an affordable price for future eligible
households or for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.”
5.2 Affordable rent and intermediate affordable are defined in the Annex as:
“Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of social housing to
households who are eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject to rent controls that
require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market rent (including service charges, where
applicable).
“Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, but below market
levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable Housing definition above. These can include shared equity
(shared ownership and equity loans), other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent, but not
affordable rented housing.”
5.3 The Rentplus model is unusual in that it conforms to two of the three definitions of

Yes

Yes

affordable housing, falling under the remit of affordable rent and intermediate for sale at different
points of its lifetime. It cannot be considered a social rent product due to the rent falling outside the
guideline level of the national rent regime. The definitions set out within the Annex are not prescriptive,
but offer a number of different terms within which to describe various affordable tenures and products.
The Rentplus model is not unique in this aspect of diverging from the more traditional social rented /
intermediate affordable tenures, as there are other models of affordable tenure being delivered by
private registered providers across the UK.
5.4 The Rentplus model is considered to be a hybrid form of affordable housing. Unlike widely
understood shared ownership or shared equity products, in which an initial percentage of the home’s
value is purchased and rent is paid on the remaining share, Rentplus households have the opportunity to
save towards the deposit before purchase of that same home. This is achieved by paying a reduced,
affordable rent during the agreed period of tenancy which is fixed (and secure) for a period of 5 years,
the same as currently offered by housing associations for affordable rent units.

5.5 As set out in Section 4, the model fixes the rent at an affordable level, being the lower of either 80%
below market rent or the Local Housing Allowance (LHA), including service charge. This is strictly in
accordance with the definition of affordable rent as defined in the NPPF Annex. The model will be
managed by a registered provider to households who are allocated according to local authority priorities
through the local housing register or other local mechanisms (such as choice based lettings or Help to
Buy agents), further bringing this into compliance with the NPPF definition of affordable rent.
5.6 As defined by the Annex, the sale of Rentplus properties will be in line with other intermediate
affordable homes, at a cost above social rent. The purchase price will be at the level of open market
value, but will effectively be discounted by 10% by the ‘gifted’ deposit from Rentplus. The model should
also therefore be considered a low cost home for sale under the definition of intermediate affordable.
This is also comparable with rented properties on which tenants can exercise the Right to Buy through
existing legislation.
5.7 The NPPF definition includes the provision that affordable housing should

“include provisions to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to
be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” Such provisions are secured by the Rentplus
model by direct subsidy (in the form of a 10% discount to the Housing Association and 7.5% of net
proceeds payable to the local authority upon sale) for future affordable housing.
5.8 Where a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) has been agreed Rentplus will, upon the sale of
homes, use its best endeavours to invest in new units on a one-for-one basis. Each MoU is to be
negotiated on an individual basis with each local planning authority, but is considered an integral part of
the product, comparable with the recycling of receipts from shared equity units by housing associations.
The recycling of funds by housing associations is not guaranteed to be reinvested within the same local
authority area as the original units, whereas the Rentplus MoU provides a best endeavours commitment
to deliver further affordable units on a one-for-one basis in that local authority area. This thereby raises
the overall level of affordable housing that is delivered, whilst reducing the numbers on housing
registers and increasing the financial investment in the creation of sustainable communities in that area.
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We support this policy, in particular the requirement for sites of 10 dwellings or less to make a
contribution. However, we are concerned at some omissions.
The definitions are unclear in the glossary, in particular that affordable market housing is 80% market
value.

1)...dwellings. Current evidence suggests that there is a need No
for 60% to be rented and of these some .... % should be
social housing. (Council to provide the figure).
Reason
Paragraph 3.2.36 gives a suggested breakdown of total
There is nothing about the importance of social housing. Affordable housing at 80% market value is far affordable units of 60% rented and 40% other tenures but
too expensive for many first time buyers, even with the added benefit of government inducements.
there is nothing about meeting the need for social housing.
Although it is stated that that 1,500 affordable dwellings will be provided, there is no indication of
Homelessness is an increasing problem, often because of
tenure breakdown.
rent increases in the private sector, so DES6 needs to give
higher priority to this sector.
A more minor comment, the 5% affordable suitable for wheelchair users seems low and why just for
If it is not possible to give a precise figure, or insert an
affordable dwellings for rent?
appropriate wording, there should be a reference to
including the guidance in the next review.
We are concerned that developers often try to reduce the number of affordable houses agreed with the .
local authority, at a later date. We request a viability/ transparency insert.
2) a) ‘...as affordable housing, in the case of the larger
developments the Council will also consider requiring a
proportion of these to be social rented accommodation’;
Reason
There is a large unmet need for social housing in the
Borough. It is important that there is a policy in the plan to
ensure that some is provided on the larger sites as well as by
housing associations on their own land, if the shortfall is to
be adequately addressed..

We consider it is important that in the larger urban extension sites that the Council prepares
development briefs setting out how much affordable housing is required, including figures for social
housing, so developers can take this into account when purchasing land and calculating viability.
We also suggest that the Council considers entering into a partnership with a housing association so
social housing can be constructed thus avoiding the public borrowing constraints.

5) ‘On developments of 60 or more dwellings (gross) 10% of
all dwellings provided on site should be designed... ‘etc. to
end of the sentence. Then delete the next sentence ‘These
should be provided ...rent’
Reason
5% seems low and in any event provision should be made
for all affordable houses – not just those for rent.
New 7) All viability calculations relating to affordable and
social housing will be made publicly available unless the
minimum requirement is met.
Reason
This is already done by some authorities. If developers are
trying to reduce the numbers of affordable housing below
the policy requirement, their justification must be
transparent and publicly available for comment as part of the
consultation process.
New 8) On the larger redevelopment sites, the Council will
prepare development briefs setting out its requirements on
affordable, including social rented, accommodation.
Reason
This is to help developers calculate the viability of their
proposals and the amount to be paid for the land. This needs
to be done before the planning application is submitted.

New 9) The Council will investigate the feasibility of entering
into partnership with a housing association or other
appropriate partner in order to purchase land and construct
dwellings for the social rented sector.
Reason
There are increasing numbers of homeless people, many
made homeless because of rent rises in the private rented
sector. It is essential for the Council to provide low cost social
rented accommodation to help meet both the existing and
future demand.

Probably

There are a number of issues which need to be
addressed, particularly in relation to social rented
accommodation.
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DES6 deals with affordable housing and proposes a stepped approach for green field and larger sites,
with small sites under 11 homes proposed to require an off-site financial contribution equating to 20%
on site provision. There is no reference in the proposed policy to viability appraisal or consideration of
the impact on small sites coming forward. However, this is contrary to paragraph 31 of NPPG states
that affordable housing contributions should not be sought on housing sites of less than 10 dwellings. It
states: “As set out in the Starter Homes written ministerial statement of 2 March 2015, starter homes
exception sites should not be required to make affordable housing or tariff-style section 106
contributions. There are specific circumstances where contributions for affordable housing and tariff
style planning obligations (section 106 planning obligations) should not be sought from small scale and
self-build development. This follows the order of the Court of Appeal dated 13 May 2016, which give
legal effect to the policy set out in the written ministerial statement of 28 November 2014 and should be
taken into account. These circumstances are that contributions should not be sought from
developments of 10-units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross floorspace

Small sites of 10 dwellings or less should be removed from
No
the requirement to provide an on site or off site financial
contribution to affordable housing. Reference to viability
appraisal should be included within the policy to ensure sites
are not unduly encumbered.

Yes

Criterion 8a should be deleted to ensure that the plan is
justified and consistent with national policy.

No

of no more than 1,000 square metres (gross internal area).” In this instance, it is not clear how such
values would be calculated or what the impact on the development of small sites would be. The above
guidance and Ministerial Statement is a material consideration to which the Courts have attached
significant weight. It supersedes the adoption of the Core Strategy which is out of date in relation to
housing supply. the Core Strategy is however, also at odds with this policy which the DMP states will
replace Core Strategy policy. the DMP does not therefore, accord even with the Core Strategy. it is also
a requirement of any approach to affordable housing that the policies allow for viability assessment and
should present unrealistic targets that reduce the likelihood of sites coming forward or make them
unviable. This is particularly an issue on small sites where the margins are smaller and where the risk
and investment required may not provide the right returns. We would therefore, conclude that the
policy is clearly and directly at odds with the Government's aim to stimulate housing delivery on small
sites and to reduce the burden on such sites coming forward. There is significant doubt that the policy
would pass Examination.
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Policy NHE9 ‘Heritage Assets’ at part 8 only provides for the demolition of buildings in a conservation
area where it detracts from the character or appearance. The legal requirement to have regard to the
desirability of preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of conservation areas (within
S.72 of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990) does not necessarily require the
preservation of all buildings which do not detract from character or appearance. This approach is not
justified and would rule out the potential for well-designed and sensitive new redevelopment in a
conservation area, that might result in the loss of a building which makes a neutral contribution, but
results in a new building which makes a more positive contribution to

improving the character or appearance of the area or better reveal the significance of other buildings.
The significance of each Conservation Area should be made clear in the Conservation Appraisals for each
area.
I must congratulate you on the very detailed plan. It is very important that young people in the borough
are not totally frozen out of the Housing Market and that jobs are created and employers are
encouraged that staff do not have to commute from much further out, to match their rent or buy
housing aspirations and wage packets.
I must congratulate you on the very detailed plan. It is very important that young people in the borough
are not totally frozen out of the Housing Market and that jobs are created and employers are
encouraged that staff do not have to commute from much further out, to match their rent or buy
housing aspirations and wage packets.
Policy CCF1 ‘Climate Change Mitigation’ sets out the requirement for a water efficiency standard of less Criterion 1a should be deleted to ensure that the plan is
than 110 litres per person per day. This part of the policy is not justified by any evidenced need. The
justified.
assertion in the amplification that the Environment Agency consider much of the south east should be
considered as an area water stress is too vague and does not amount to “a clear local need” as required
by paragraph 14 of Planning Practice Guidance on Housing: Optional Technical Standards.

No

No

No

We support this policy but have some comments and suggestions.

2b) The policy should end after ‘....needs will be resisted
No
where possible.’ (Unless the Council can find a more
b) We are not sure if this policy is achievable. Although we support the principle behind it, if a care home acceptable wording.)
has to close because it does not meet the required standards or is unviable, the council will not be in a
Reason
position to require a replacement even where there is a need.
The Council has limited control over closures which could be
due to a number of reasons such as no longer being viable,
e) As the housing is for the elderly, the requirements in f)i and ii seem too low.
the owner wanting to sell up, the premises not meeting
current standards etc. It cannot ensure a replacement.
We would like an additional policy which covers parking as this is a major problem with many of the
2)e The figures of 20% and 4% respectively in e)i and e)ii are
homes in our area.
too low ( we do not have the expertise to suggest
replacements)
Paragraph 3.2.48 We are surprised at the statement that ‘there is a significant oversupply of units/bed
Reason
spaces within care homes’. In our area there are pressures to expand existing facilities and develop new We consider that as the housing is for the elderly and those
ones.
with support needs, these figures of 20% and 4% seem very
low, particularly bearing mind the increasing proportion of
over 85 year olds..
New policy
f) The Council will ensure that there is adequate parking for
specialist accommodation, taking into account staff, servicing
and visitor requirements.
Reason
We experience major problems with parking deficiencies for
care homes in our area

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0022.
24
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0076.
24
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0117.
5

Mr

Sergio

Conte

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0022

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES7

Don't Know

No

No

DES7(f)

provide out of road cycle facilities, therefore providing
accessibility for mobility vehicle users

No

No

Miss

Lisa

Scott

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0076

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

DES7

Don't know

No

No

f) provide out of road cycle facilities, therefore providing accessibility for mobility vehicle users

f) provide out of road cycle facilities, therefore providing
accessibility for mobility vehicle users

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Banstead
ntor\0117
Village
Residents'
Association

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0099

Mrs

Catalina

VassalloBonner

Banstead
Village
Residents'
Association

RBBC\AgentO Secretary
rganisation\00
08

DES7

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but have some comments and suggestions.

2b) The policy should end after ‘....needs will be resisted
where possible.’ (Unless the Council can find a more
acceptable wording.)
Reason
b) We are not sure if this policy is achievable. Although we support the principle behind it, if a care home The Council has limited control over closures which could be
has to close because it does not meet the required standards or is unviable, the council will not be in a
due to a number of reasons such as no longer being viable,
position to require a replacement even where there is a need.
the owner wanting to sell up, the premises not meeting
current standards etc. It cannot ensure a replacement.
e) As the housing is for the elderly, the requirements in f)i and ii seem too low.
2)e The figures of 20% and 4% respectively in e)i and e)ii are
too low ( we do not have the expertise to suggest
We would like an additional policy which covers parking as this is a major problem with many of the
replacements)
homes in our area.
Reason
We consider that as the housing is for the elderly and those
Paragraph 3.2.48 We are surprised at the statement that ‘there is a significant oversupply of units/bed
with support needs, these figures of 20% and 4% seem very
spaces within care homes’. In our area there are pressures to expand existing facilities and develop new low, particularly bearing mind the increasing proportion of
ones.
over 85 year olds..
Older people and support needs

New policy
f) The Council will ensure that there is adequate parking for
specialist accommodation, taking into account staff, servicing
and visitor requirements.
Reason
We experience major problems with parking deficiencies for
care homes in our area

Yes

the approach to small housing sites and affordable
housing is fundamental to achieving supply from small
sites and attaining the housing trajectory.
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These representations have been prepared on behalf of our Client, Pegasus Life, in respect of the
Proposed Submission - Development Management Plan (Regulation 19 Consultation). Pegasus Life
provides high quality housing for older people throughout the UK, including a wide range and type of
accommodation including retirement living, sheltered and extra care accommodation. Pegasus Life is
developing sites across the UK, including within the South-East region. By way of a few examples, sites
in the south-east currently being developed by our Client, include inter alia, Purley, Hampstead, Seaford,
Woking, Sevenoaks and Harpenden.

Yes

Yes

It will be important for us/our Client to attend the
examination, to address the Inspector on the above
points in our representations, including the
assessment of the Site in terms of Urban Open Space.
Pegasus Life will also be able to provide the Inspector
with their industry expertise regarding extra care and
assisted living developments and the relevance of this
to the Council’s affordable housing policy.

Yes

Yes

It will be important for us/our Client to attend the
examination, to address the Inspector on the above
points in our representations, including the
assessment of the Site in terms of Urban Open Space.
Pegasus Life will also be able to provide the Inspector
with their industry expertise regarding extra care and
assisted living developments and the relevance of this
to the Council’s affordable housing policy.

Pegasus Life, along with most retirement providers, develop sites that are principally in town centres
and served by good transport links. In this context, Pegasus Life are closely working with the landowner
of the site at Amberley, Bolters Lane, Banstead, in terms of seeking to bring forward comprehensive
retirement proposals for this site. This will be addressed later in these representations.
1. Introduction
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides the Government’s guidance on Development
Plans and details that they must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of
sustainable development. To this end, they should be consistent with the principles and policies set out
in the Framework, including the delivery of a wide choice of high quality homes, to create sustainable,
inclusive and mixed communities. To help achieve this, the NPPF (para 50) requires LPAs to, inter alia:
• Plan for a mix of housing based upon current and future demographic trends, market trends and the
needs of different groups in the community (such as, but limited to, families with children, older people,
people with disabilities, …
(Underlining my emphasis)
LPAs should seek opportunities to achieve each of the economic, social and environmental dimensions
of sustainable development and net gains across all three. Early and meaningful engagement and
collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the
community should be proactively engaged so that Development Plans, as far as possible, reflect a
collective vision and set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area.
Crucially Local Plans should plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area
to meet the objectives, principles and policies of the Framework. This should be undertaken using
robust and up-to-date evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and
prospects of the area.
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2. Regulation 19 – Development Management Plan
Spatial Strategy
The Core Strategy seeks to deliver at least 6,900 new dwellings in the Borough during the period 2012 –
2027 (i.e. 460dpa). The Inspector’s report on the examination into the Core Strategy (31 January 2014)
confirms the objectively assessed need (OAN) for RBBC as being 600 – 640 dpa (9,000 – 9,600 dwellings
over the Plan period). Notwithstanding the anticipated level of need, the Inspector considered that the
housing figure proposed by RBBC (460dpa) as being acceptable in the light of land use, environmental
and other constraints across the Borough which include:
• Green Belt (70% of Borough area);
• Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (Surrey Hills);
• “Area of Great Landscape Value”;
• Special Area of Conservation;
• Site of Special Scientific Interest;
• Local Nature Reserve; and
• Site of Nature Conservation Importance.

The OAN for RBBC is similar to the housing figure (644dpa) addressed in the recent Government
consultation on the proposed standardised methodology for assessing housing needs (Sept – Nov 2017).
Whilst this is afforded reduced weight at the current time, it demonstrates a “direction of travel” of
RBBC in terms of housing needs.
The Core Strategy seeks to provide the following scope of development within the three identified areas
of the Borough as follows:
Table 1: Three “Areas” of Reigate and Banstead:
Area Growth
Area 1: The North Downs (Main settlement – Banstead). 930 units to be delivered in urban area (largely
urban infill development).
Area 2: Wealdon Greensand Ridge (Main settlements – Reigate/Redhill). 3,000 (approx.) units in urban
area/urban extensions, of which up to 1,000 – 1,400 to be delivered through sustainable urban
extensions.
Area 3: The Low Weald (Main settlement – Horley). 2,640 units urban area/Horley sectors.

The proposed DMP includes site allocations predominantly in and extended to the main settlements in
the Borough (Banstead, Redhill/Merstham, Reigate and Horley). It does not however meet the Core
Strategy growth in full and this is evidenced in Area 2 whereby the sustainable urban extensions only
amount to a total 850 units (as against the target of 1,000 – 1,400).
It is thus considered that the plan is unsound on this basis and it should look to allocate and have regard
to additional sites. These could include sites within the urban area which are not subject to National
environmental or land use constraint. This is also considered pertinent having regard to the “direction
of travel” in terms of housing needs identified by the Government.
Housing for Older People
The Core Strategy recognises the need to deliver a mix of housing and at policy CS14 it encourages
housing for the elderly and those with mobility and support needs. However, it is left to the DMP to
designate land to ensure development needs are met.

The need for housing for older people is addressed in the report Housing for Older People (Oct 2017)
which identifies the forthcoming need as follows:

Table 2: Identified need for older persons accommodation:
Market Affordable
Sheltered housing 821 – 887 145 – 157
Enhanced sheltered housing 160 – 169 53 – 56
Extra care 294 – 306 98 – 102
Registered care 151 – 218
This document states that the actual need will be lower due to propensity for people to stay in their own
homes, however this is to confuse need with market demand. It is true that a number of older people
who objectively need specialist housing do not move, as there are a number of psychological barriers,
but limiting supply compounds the problem - the delivery of more and better retirement housing and
care provision is needed to encourage and facilitate moves by older people to housing which
appropriately suits their needs.

The report also states that in the past windfall retirement and care housing development has occurred
and, as it is expected that this will continue. However, Appendix 1 of the report which sets out the
windfall development over ten years (2005-2015) shows that there was no extra care housing
development over that period, only care homes and sheltered housing.
Extra care housing (also known as assisted living) provides flexible care and support to older people in
addition to accessible accommodation and is therefore arguably more important in meeting care and
wellbeing needs than sheltered and retirement housing.
The report states that the only specific provision that needs to be planned for is therefore:
The provision of sheltered/ extra care housing as part of urban extensions:
• On sites of 120-200 units, at least 30 units of sheltered/ enhanced sheltered housing
• Of sites of over 200 units, at least 50 units of sheltered/ extra care housing
It goes on to state that:

The Regulation 18 Development Management Plan Housing for Older People paper identified a much
greater need for extra care (392-408 dwellings). It is therefore recommended that the Council should
continue to permit windfall extra care facilities.
Providing further detail, it states that:
Information from retirement/ specialist housing providers and recent planning applications (such as
17/00870/F) indicates that the minimum size for sheltered/enhanced sheltered/ extra care schemes is
25 units. It is therefore recommended that for sustainable urban extensions of 100 units or more –
subject to viability considerations – 25% of units should be for older people. This could contribute 168
houses and ensure that older persons housing is integrated into the community.
This fails to acknowledge the more significant role extra care housing / assisted living plays in meeting
care and support needs and the fact that the minimum viable scale of development in extra care is closer
to 60 units, with many specialist providers’ models only working at higher numbers. There is no record
of extra care
housing coming forward as windfall development within the evidence and the likelihood of successful
windfall applications for extra care housing is limited in a borough with acknowledged constraints,
addressed earlier.
The draft DMP makes only the following specific provision for all types of retirement and care housing:
• Policy ERM1: Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill: Residential development including 25 units of retirement
accommodation for older people;
• Policy ERM2/3: Land west of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works: Residential development
including 53 units of retirement accommodation for older people;
• Policy SSW2: Land at Sandcross Lane, South Park, Reigate: Residential development including at least
65 units of retirement accommodation for older people;
• Policy SSW9: Land at Dovers Farm, Woodhatch, Reigate: Residential development including up to 25
units of retirement accommodation for older people.

Total planned-for provision is therefore just 165 units of all type of retirement and care housing over the
plan period. Furthermore, there is much uncertainty regarding the delivery of these schemes as part of
wider residential-led proposals.
Barton Willmore is also acting on behalf of the owners of Copyhold Works (ERM2/3 above) and can
confirm that the proposed (by RBBC) retirement provision is undeliverable at this site in lieu of other
proposed requirements by RBBC including education/community uses and affordable provision (35% - as
sought by Policy DES6). In terms of the other three allocations, it is not clear whether delivery of
retirement and care housing is a strategy proposed by the owners/promoters of these sites and thus
whether or not this element of the development is deliverable.
Moreover, retirement and care housing is a specialist form of residential development which requires
long-term management and the provision of services and facilities, particularly in the case of extra
care/assisted living development. Mainstream housebuilders are not direct providers or operators of
such development.

Most retirement and care housing developers, responding to the preferences of prospective
buyers/tenants, seek development sites in established residential neighbourhoods close to existing
shops and services, good bus routes, etc. It is more unusual for retirement and care housing to be
developed as part of a larger urban extension, particularly development in private tenures.
Having regard to the above factors, it is considered that such retirement development at wider
development sites/urban extensions is less likely to deliverable and it will be important for RBBC to
allocate additional town centre sites for retirement provision only. Urban extensions can appropriately
come forward for market/affordable housing sites, as per Copyhold Works.

Our Clients’ evidence of the need for all types of retirement housing within the area, and extra
care/assisted living, points to higher overall numbers than those proposed by RBBC and certainly far
higher than those specifically planned for through allocations – which are considered less deliverable in
any case. Given the record of windfalls over the past 10+ years and the significant site size required to
support a development of 60+ units to make extra care/assisted living viable there can be no certainty
than any extra care/assisted living development will be delivered at all over the plan period.

Moreover, the Plan does not include any retirement provision in Banstead. People moving into
retirement and care housing typically move a very short distance from their existing home, which is to
be supported since it permits people to continue to live in areas with which they are familiar and where
they have local support networks.
In conclusion, this section supports the allocation of additional sites for the provision of retirement and
care housing and in particular extra care/assisted living development. Additionally, there is a specific
need to allocate a site in Banstead given that older people moving to such development typically move
only a short distance.
In order to make the plan sound it is therefore proposed that the site at Amberley, Bolters Lane
Banstead is allocated for development to provide extra care/assisted living development for older
people.
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DES7

The Regulation 19 response deleted the draft (Regulation 18) policy on Self-build housing. We propose Residential proposals for ten houses or more (excluding
reinstating such a policy. We propose that the Council also develop an SPD on self-build and custom
houses that are to be provided as affordable homes) will be
housing, as Teignbridge Borough Council has done.5
expected to include at least 10% of plots as self-build.
This policy and SPD will enable those on self-build register (now and in the future) to build their own
home. It will also increase access to more affordable housing, including tenancies.
It could be applied at a small-scale using small plots that are not currently in the Brownfield Site Register.
It could utilise Part 2 part of the Brownfield Site Register, and count towards the Council’s five-year land
supply requirements and estimation of land requirements to deliver the DMP6. Currently the Brownfield
Site Register does not include small sites, or indeed all brownfield sites in the urban area which could be
developed, and Part 2 has not been completed.
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We propose self-build is utilised to provide 25 homes/year – either through utilising the ‘permission in
principle’ process in the Brownfield Site Register or through an increase in the annual windfall
allowance.
Elsewhere self-build has been a mechanism that has led to more affordable homes, as is demonstrated
by the scheme currently being built out by Graven Hill (owned by Cherwell District Council), where the
Council has acted as the lead site developer.
The Regulation 19 response deleted the draft (Regulation 18) policy on Self-build housing. We propose Residential proposals for ten houses or more (excluding
reinstating such a policy. We propose that the Council also develop an SPD on self-build and custom
houses that are to be provided as affordable homes) will be
housing, as Teignbridge Borough Council has done.5
expected to include at least 10% of plots as self-build.
This policy and SPD will enable those on self-build register (now and in the future) to build their own
home. It will also increase access to more affordable housing, including tenancies.
It could be applied at a small-scale using small plots that are not currently in the Brownfield Site Register.
It could utilise Part 2 part of the Brownfield Site Register, and count towards the Council’s five-year land
supply requirements and estimation of land requirements to deliver the DMP6. Currently the Brownfield
Site Register does not include small sites, or indeed all brownfield sites in the urban area which could be
developed, and Part 2 has not been completed.

DES7

We propose self-build is utilised to provide 25 homes/year – either through utilising the ‘permission in
principle’ process in the Brownfield Site Register or through an increase in the annual windfall
allowance.
Elsewhere self-build has been a mechanism that has led to more affordable homes, as is demonstrated
by the scheme currently being built out by Graven Hill (owned by Cherwell District Council), where the
Council has acted as the lead site developer.
This deletes the draft policy on self-build and custom build housing. We propose reinstating a self-build
policy, to be supported by a SPD.
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DES7

This deletes the draft policy on self-build and custom build housing. We propose reinstating a self-build
policy, to be supported by a SPD.
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DES7

5.7: GAL supports within the Submission Plan the need for the inclusion within Policy DES7 of a policy
criteria which addresses protection from unacceptable levels of aircraft noise for new residential
accommodation for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show People - and those inhabiting specialist
accommodation. However GAL considers that it is imperative that the Policy DES7 seeks to ensure that
such forms of accommodation including caravans and mobile/static homes are located in areas which
are not in the noise contour of 57dba Leq or above as the occupants of the residential units would be
exposed to unacceptable levels of aircraft noise. GAL considers that caravans and mobiles homes cannot
be effectively sound insulated and mitigated against for the effects of noise from aircraft in the same
way as those residential units made of bricks and mortar. GAL believes that it is important that the
future occupants of caravans, mobile homes and accommodation on Gypsy and Traveller sites are
afforded the same protection from unacceptable noise nuisance from aircraft. The proposed policy
should therefore specifically identify that permission will

No

Residential proposals for ten houses or more (excluding
houses that are to be provided as affordable homes) will be
expected to include at least 10% of plots as self-build.

No

Residential proposals for ten houses or more (excluding
houses that are to be provided as affordable homes) will be
expected to include at least 10% of plots as self-build.

No

No

Yes

Para DES7 should be amended: d) To meet the need for
No
affordable accommodation within the Borough: i. Where
accommodation falls into C3 use class, the Council will expect
affordable housing to be provided. Delete: i. Where
accommodation falls into C2 use, the Council will encourage
applicants to incorporate provision of, or contribution
towards, affordable rooms or care packages that meet
strategic requirements for elderly care.

Yes

Because the issues are of a high level of
significance/complexity and require an oral
explanation to understand the intricacies.

The Council should therefore not apply the higher level Part Yes
M4(3) to market homes. The Council should amend this part
of the policy and clearly state that this will not apply to
market homes.

Yes

We consider that parts of these policy are not
consistent with national policy and insufficient
justification has been provided for these departures.

Problem
Our comments are of a general nature but there is the
specific problem of the under-provision of parking at care
homes. This does need to be addressed both in this policy
and Annex4.

No

No

Our client wishes to put forward the land at Church Lane,
No
Hooley, see enclosed, as a potential site allocation and seek
its removal from the Green Belt. The site extends to 0.1 ha
and it is our view that the site has potential for at least 1
dwelling. Our client would be willing to consider all or part of
this site as a potential self-build allocation.
This site offers a suitable location for development and
would contribute to the creation of sustainable communities
in this part of North Downs. The site is located adjacent to
the existing settlement boundary of Hooley and is
surrounded by residential properties on three sides. Other
than the Green Belt designation, there are no physical
limitations that would prevent development at this site. The
site has a strong landscaped boundary that would ensure
that any future development would be self-enclosed and
therefore would have limited or no impact upon the
surrounding landscape.

No

only be granted for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show People and specialist accommodation in
locations where the noise contour is lower than the 57dba leq. GAL suggests the following policy
insertion; DES7 (g) The site is not located in a noise contour of 57dba leq or higher and the intended
occupiers will not be being exposed to unacceptable levels of aircraft noise.
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hostels”. This element of the policy is clearly not proposed to apply to care homes within Use Class C2,
although this is not clearly translated within the text. The plan is unsound on the basis that d (ii) is not
justified. As noted above, it is proposed further submissions will be made to the Inspector at the
relevant time.
Part e(ii) is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy.
Part e(ii) of this policy is inconsistent with national policy. Paragraph 56-009 of PPG states that: “Local
Plan policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to those dwellings where the local
authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling.” The Council should
therefore not apply the higher level Part M4(3) to market homes. The Council should amend this part of
the policy and clearly state that this will not apply to market homes.

No

DES7

Yes

Both yes and
no

The overall aim of part 2 of the policy is ‘to provide enough suitable accommodation for older people.’
This is supported. Part d) ii) identifies that in the cases of C2 uses, “the Council will encourage applicants
to incorporate provision of, or contribution towards, affordable rooms or care packages that meet
strategic requirements for elderly care”. Whilst it is acknowledged that the policy seeks to ‘encourage’,
rather than ‘require’ affordable provision, however, reflecting comments made in respect of paragraph
3.2.32, there is no evidence to support the provision of affordable rooms or care, other than a general
aspiration. On this basis the ‘encouragement’ should be omitted. Further, the Plan is not sufficiently
clear when such encouragement will be applied, noting that the Affordable Housing Policy document
specifically states that “No provision will be required from residential institutions such as care dwellings
or nursing dwellings within the C2 use class, nor sui generis

Yes

We support the aspirations of this policy but do have some issues:
In para 2b it is stated that the loss of care homes will be resisted unless alternative provision is provided.
A care home is a business and can be closed down by the owners due to economic factors or indeed a
care home can be forced to close due to bad care. In these circumstances it is difficult to understand
what the council could do to avoid the loss. We are not sure if this policy is achievable. Although we
support the principle behind it, if a care home has to close because it does not meet the required
standards or is unviable, the council will not be in a position to require a replacement even where there
is a need.

Reason
Inadequate parking provision at care homes.

It is often the case that care homes have inadequate parking provision for both immediate employees,
specialist visitors such as GPs, or friends and relatives of the residents. This is often due to creating a
home that is larger than a plot can comfortably sustain. Once again the parking provision defined in
Annex 4 requires to be reviewed upwards.
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We strongly object to Section 3 of the Development Management Plan as it does not include any
meaningful reference to self and custom build housing. As such, we do not consider that this
Development Management Plan has been positively prepared or is consistent with the National Planning
policy Framework, which is clear paragraphs 47 or 50 of the NPPF that local planning authorities should
use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing market area. This includes those people that wish to build
their own home. Please see comments below for our reasoning:
Custom and Self Build Housing
The Development Management Plan Regulation 19 consultation document only makes a casual
reference to custom or self-build housing. The demand and need for custom and self-build housing
should represent an important component of the objectively assessed housing need for the Borough
and is requirement set out in paragraphs 47
and 50 of the NPPF.

Custom build housing is often described as when someone commissions a specialist developer to help to
deliver their own home, while Self Build is when someone directly organises the design and construction
of their new home. For the purposes of planning policy, custom and self-build dwellings share the same
definition and the terms are used interchangeably. Paragraph 50 of the NPPF includes the following
specific reference to custom and self-build housing:
“to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and create
inclusive and mixed
communities, local planning authorities should plan for ... the needs of different groups in the
community such as people
wishing to build their own homes.”
It is our view that the Council should incorporate a specific development policy that encourages the
delivery of custom
and self-build housing as windfall development. Such a policy should also identify sites as specific custom
and self building
housing allocations.
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We strongly support this policy but wonder why there is no policy on noise levels at Redhill Aerodrome.
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My Client would like to commend the Council’s willingness to positively address the projected rise in the Either amend the paragraph to read:
elderly population within the Borough and the serious issues this raises with regards to the future
"All C3 Use Class homes will be required to provide
provision of adequate support and accommodation for older persons.
affordable housing (including retirement properties but
excluding Extra Care Accommodation which is Use Class C2)"
In particular, we would like to express our support, in general terms, for policy DES7 which seeks the
delivery of specialist accommodation for older persons.
Or

Yes

No

Part d) i. requires specialist accommodation which falls into C3 use class (e.g. retirement
accommodation) to provide affordable housing.
It is well documented in planning appeal cases that the co-existence by elderly people under differing
housing tenure (some subsidised, most not) in the same apartment building and no doubt sharing most,
if not all, of the same facilities, gives rise to distinct problems. Such arrangement may lead to a divisive
community, fostering resentment, and could pose significant management issues for the social provider
involved, which are difficult to control and resolve. As such it is not always practical to accommodate
affordable housing on site, for these types of developments, particularly given the relatively modest
quantum of the retirement accommodation indicated for SSW2.
It is suggested that the policy is amended to include the following:
All such developments that fall within Use Class C3, should comply with DES6
(Affordable Housing). Where it can be demonstrated that it would not be possible to provide affordable
accommodation on site, developers will be required to pay a financial contribution of equivalent value
towards the provision of affordable housing.

DES7 Specialist Accommodation – This policy is not yet sound.
a Targets –The methodology for estimating numbers likely to need accessible homes, whether
downsizing or going to live with relatives, is obscure. For example, it does not seem to take
account of economies of scale in design and build. Accessible housing is for everyone and
our council should take a lead in proactively supporting national guidelines for accessible
housing provision.
b Para 2c – “Developments should be of a high quality, including adequate amenity space and
where appropriate should take into consideration opportunities for sitting, socializing, gardening and
active leisure pursuits.” But people also go out and about, often helped by
friends, often by car.
In line with the Equalities Act, please add: “Developers must ensure local paths and
pavements are accessible using wheelchairs and other mobility aids, and provide space for
carers to help them in and out of vehicles.”

This is a complex issue and there are a number of factors that determine whether or not an Extra Care
development is within Use Class C3 or Use Class C2. However a recent Appeal decision
(APP/U1105/W/17/3177340, The Knowle, Station Road, Sidmouth, Devon, EX10 8HL dated 22nd
January 2018) is very helpful in this regard in succinctly highlighting how the issue ought to be
approached. Paragraph 37 states:
The RTPI Good Practice Note 8 and Housing LIN5 deal specifically with Extra Care Housing and offer
some guidance on possible distinctions between C2 and C3 Extra Care accommodation. These principles
can be applied to the appeal proposal. Key to the distinction is the extent to which communal services
are provided and the extent to which care is
available to meet the needs of residents.
In concluding that in that case, the proposal fell within Use Class C2, the Inspector concluded at
Paragraphs 49 and 50:
For all of these reasons, it is clear to me that the development is offering much more than a dwelling
house. Independent living accommodation is one element of the scheme but that would be provided
alongside a range of communal facilities that are inextricably linked to an expected way of life.

The scheme is designed to meet the needs of the target occupants and facilitate assisted living as well as
social well-being and interaction with the outside world. Care would also be provided, specifically
tailored to the needs of the occupant. Whilst some primary occupants of the development might, upon
taking up residence, require only the minimum level of personal care there is likely to be a mix of care
needs at any one time and those with limited need may well require additional care in the future.
I can see no justification for disaggregating different elements of the proposal or seeking to separate the
individual apartments from the remainder of the scheme.
It is submitted that as the issue is very much one of Development Management and clearly that each
scheme needs to be considered on its own circumstances and any policy, commentary or guidance must
provide sufficient flexibility to allow for consideration of the specific circumstances of each scheme.
Extra Care accommodation, provides a valuable form of specialised accommodation, which meets a
specific housing need. In so doing, it gives rise to significant planning and social benefits

Yes

No

No

DES7 Specialist Accommodation – This policy is not yet
No
sound.
a Targets –The methodology for estimating numbers likely to
need accessible homes, whether
downsizing or going to live with relatives, is obscure. For
example, it does not seem to take
account of economies of scale in design and build. Accessible
housing is for everyone and
our council should take a lead in proactively supporting
national guidelines for accessible
housing provision.
b Para 2c – “Developments should be of a high quality,
including adequate amenity space and
where appropriate should take into consideration
opportunities for sitting, socializing, gardening and active
leisure pursuits.” But people also go out and about, often
helped by
friends, often by car.
In line with the Equalities Act, please add: “Developers must
ensure local paths and
pavements are accessible using wheelchairs and other
mobility aids, and provide space for
carers to help them in and out of vehicles.”
We suggest an addition to 3) which covers Redhill
No
Aerodrome

Notwithstanding the above, we do have some concerns over some aspects of the wording of the
“All C3 Use Class dwellings will be required to provide
supporting text to the aforementioned policy, and its impact on the delivery of Extra Care housing in the affordable housing.” (no brackets)
Borough.
Extra Care accommodation covers a very wide spectrum of care and support provision and it is well
recognised that dependent on the care and support it provides and the facilities that come with it, can
fall within either the C2 or C3 Use Class, which will determine in the majority of cases whether or not a
Council will seek affordable housing contributions from the development.

Yes

Part e(ii) is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy.
The Council should amend this part of the policy and clearly
state that this will not apply to market homes.

Yes

No

No

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes are the lead
promoters of one of the largest Sustainable Urban
Extensions in the DMP and therefore it is essential
that they are able to represent the site as part of any
relevant examination hearings, particularly due to the
comments made in the representation.

which realise other planning objectives that national and regional policy give priority to. It provides
purpose-built, specifically designed accommodation in a safe and secure environment including
companionship whilst allowing an independent lifestyle. Safety, security and companionship reduces
anxieties and maintains health and general wellbeing. It also provides a form of housing which meets
better the on-set and increasing problems of mobility/frailty while maintaining an independent lifestyle.
One of the main distinguishing features between a residential use (C3) and a care/residential
institutional use (C2) is the degree of personal care for the person living in the accommodation. Care
needs are assessed prior to entry and residents select the most appropriate level of care for their needs
and the level of care provided can be modified in response to the changing needs of the residents. Staff
provide 24 hour cover for the benefit of the residents, and typically consist of a Manager, assisted by a
team of Deputy Managers and support staff, who provide assistance with daily activities and care to
residents, as well as a chef and grounds management. In a typical 50 unit scheme, there is a mix of full
and part time positions

which broadly equates to between 14-17 full time equivalent posts. It should be noted that some
personnel take on a dual role providing both care as well as other duties and a rota system is operated.

Part e(ii) is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy.
Part e(ii) of this policy is inconsistent with national policy. Paragraph 56-009 of PPG states that: “Local
Plan policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to those dwellings where the local
authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling.” The Council should
therefore not apply the higher level Part M4(3) to market homes. The Council should amend this part of
the policy and clearly state that this will not apply to market homes.
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We support this policy but have some comments and suggestions:
b) We are not sure if this policy is achievable. Although we support the principle behind it, if a care home
has to close because it does not meet the required standards or is unviable, the Council will not be in a
position to require a replacement even where there is a need.

2b) The policy should end after ‘....needs will be resisted
No
where possible.’ (Unless the Council can find a more
acceptable wording.)
Reason
The Council has limited control over closures which could be
e) As the housing is for the elderly, the requirements in f)i and ii seem too low.
due to a number of reasons such as no longer being viable,
the owner wanting to sell up, the premises not meeting
We would like an additional policy which covers parking as this is a major problem with many of the
current standards etc. It cannot ensure a replacement.
homes in our area.
2)e The figures of 20% and 4% respectively in e)i and e)ii are
too low ( we do not have the expertise to suggest
Paragraph 3.2.48 We are surprised at the statement that ‘there is a significant oversupply of units/bed
replacements)
spaces within care homes’. In our area there are pressures to expand existing facilities and develop new Reason
ones.
We consider that as the housing is for the elderly and those
with support needs, these figures of 20% and 4% seem very
low, particularly bearing mind the increasing proportion of
over 85 year olds..

Possibly

This is an important housing issue.

Yes

Yes

Surrey County Council are owners of the Colebrook
site identified in Policy and, therefore, will have an
active role in the future of this site and wish to
participate in the oral part of the examination.

Policy DES7 needs to amended to plan more positively for
No
the needs of older persons. The policy should openly support
specialist accommodation, subject to compliance with other
policies of the Plan, in particular sheltered housing, extra
care accommodation, care villages and new care homes
where these result in qualitative improvements. Part d) ii of
DES7 should be deleted.

Yes

To allow the full explanation of the representations
made and to test the Council’s evidence in detail.

New policy
f) The Council will ensure that there is adequate parking for
specialist accommodation, taking into account staff, servicing
and visitor requirements.
Reason
We experience major problems with parking deficiencies for
care homes in our area
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Development Management Plan Consultation: Policy DES4, DES6, DES7
In relation to housing, Policy DES4 (housing mix) contains the details for dwelling mix/sizes and the
flexibility contained within point 2, in relation to financially viable or technically feasible along with the
“adverse impact on the character of the surrounding area” is supported. This flexibility allows each site
and proposal to respond to their unique site characteristics. This approach is, to a lesser degree,
reflected in Policy DES6 (affordable housing) where point 2 makes reference to negotiation and taking
account of the specifics of the site. Policy DES7 (specialist accommodation) does reflect Policy DES4,
where point E refers to “not financially viable or that the physical characteristics of the site would make
the development unsuitable”. Therefore, it is considered beneficial if there was consistency in the
flexibility and approach between these housing policies. Policy DES6 (affordable housing) should reflect
the wording in Policy DES4 and DES7 relating to financially viability.

it is considered beneficial if there was consistency in the
flexibility and approach between these housing policies.
Policy DES6 (affordable housing) should reflect the wording
in Policy DES4 and DES7 relating to financially viability.

This would follow paragraph 173 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), where it is clear that
sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan making, along with
decision taking. Paragraph 173 states that “Therefore, the sites and scale of development identified in
the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be
developed viably is threatened”. Consequently, the policies and requirements for “affordable housing,
standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements” should enable the development to be
delivered.
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Policy DES7 – Specialist Accommodation Charterpoint Senior Living www.cpseniorliving.co.uk are
developers specialising in the provision of Senior Living accommodation, which includes care homes and
the various forms of over 55s housing. They are members of the Associated Retirement Community
Operators (ARCO) which is the main body representing the retirement community sector in the UK.
Retirement communities may also be referred to as retirement villages; extra care housing; housing with
care; assisted living; close care apartments; or independent living. They are also members of the
Retirement Housing Group (RHG) which works to encourage the development of good quality

planning policies can meet the housing needs of older people. Draft Policy DES7 is of particular interest
to Charterpoint as it is the only policy within the Development Management Plan that deals specifically

with the older person’s accommodation. Unfortunately, the policy falls short of what is required to
address to the pressing need for the provision of specialist accommodation for elderly people. The
supporting text to the policy refers to the Housing for Older People Evidence Paper 2016 which,
consistent with the national picture, forecasts potential growth of those over 65 as being between 35%
and 50%, and identifies a significant percentage increase in the proportion of the population over 85. As
an already significant and increasing element of the population, it is essential that the Development
Management Plan makes adequate provision for the older persons sector within its housing policies.
This should in particular be in relation to modern care homes, sheltered housing and extra care facilities
including care villages. The NPPF at paragraph 50 requires LPA’s to plan for a mix of housing based on
current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the
community, including older people. While there is recognition of the needs of older persons within the
DMP (for example at para’ 3.2.48), Policy DES7 is a reactive type development management policy
rather than a proactive policy. As such it fails to plan

for the needs of the older persons housing sector. Paragraph 3.2.48 states that there is significant
oversupply of units/bedrooms within care homes in the District. This is an over simplification of the care
home sector as there is a clear qualitative need for improved care home provision within the area. For
example within a 10 minute drive time of Banstead, of the 1,856 care beds currently available, only 628
beds (33%) are in modern standard (purpose built all en-suite 60 beds plus). Aside from meeting the
direct needs of older persons in accordance with Government Guidance, taking a more proactive
approach towards the provision of specialist accommodation has the benefit of freeing up larger housing
units for families within the District. In failing to properly address the housing needs of a significant part
of the population, Policy DES7 is neither legally compliant nor sound. Part d) ii of Policy DES7 encourages
applicants for specialist care accommodation falling within Use Class C2 to incorporate provision for
affordable rooms or care packages. Such an approach should not be applied to development falling
within the C2 Use Class. It is unjustified and ignores the significant costs of providing specialist care
accommodation.
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CCF2

Yes

No

Yes

Policy CCF2 ‘Flood Risk’ states at part 1 that ‘any proposal’ within an area known to be at risk of flooding
should satisfy the sequential test and is not consistent with paragraph 104 of the NPPF which states that
“For individual developments on sites allocated in development plans through the Sequential Test,
applicants need not apply the Sequential Test. Applications for minor development and changes of use
should not be subject to the Sequential or Exception Tests”. Clarification of what comprises minor
development is set out in Planning Practice Guidance.

The policy should be amended such that applications for
minor development and changes of use are not be subject to
the Sequential or Exception Tests to ensure consistency with
national policy.

No

DES8

Yes

Yes

Yes

We support this policy but suggest a couple of additions concerning mud on public highways and display 2) a) We suggest an addition so the policy reads
No
of contact numbers in case of problems..
‘ ...ground contamination and soil pollution, mud on the
public highway, wildlife...’.
( it is unclear what the word ‘features’ refers to)
Reason
Mud on the public highway, including footpaths, is a
significant problem, particularly in the winter months, and so
should be explicitly referred to..
3) ‘....must be appropriately designed in accordance with
DES10. Contact numbers of the site manager must be
prominently displayed. Conditions will be used...etc.’.
Reason
If there are problems arising during construction, it is
essential that the site manager’s contact details and
preferably also that of the building company are prominently
displayed.
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Yes

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point h) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 43 an additional Para
could be added to state the following: ‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding
zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding requirements. In relation to construction these
requirements cover a number of aspects for example: cranes and
construction equipment heights, control of dust and smoke, disposal of putrescible waste and
earthworks. More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point h) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 43 an additional Para could be added to state the
following: ‘Applications for development within the
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to construction these
requirements cover a number of aspects for example: cranes
and
construction equipment heights, control of dust and smoke,
disposal of putrescible waste and earthworks. More
information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Yes

We strongly support this policy. While some contractors are considerate and reasonable others are
unfortunately not. In our view this policy should be mandatory and it is proposed that the introductory
statement should be amended to read The Council shall require……etc. This will then hopefully provide a
level playing-field for all contractors

The introductory line at the start of the policy reads
‘The Council will expect’ we would suggest this be amended
to: The Council shall require..
Reason
As worded the policy is perhaps optional and should be
mandatory.

No

If a Construction Management Plan is produced and agreed then there is clearly a need to ensure
compliance. In the event of non compliance we have some concern over how the breach would be
remedied and who would pay the costs.
While the policy is considered generally robust there are issues about possible impact on the broader
community with damage to roads, wildlife issues, mud and contamination all being important issues of
concern. In addition issues such as working hours use of on site bonfires are very real issues in the
community

No

We suggest an addition so that it specifically covers the
broader community that may be affected during the
construction phase and beyond.
It is suggested that issues such as: mud and slime on the
roads and footpaths, damage to roads paths and verges,
contamination, threat to wildlife etc. all need to be
addressed.
Reason
Construction does not just affect the immediate site but
often has a broader impact.
There must be a requirement for a notice to be prominently
displayed and visible from outside the site to say who is
specifically responsible for ensuring compliance and who has
overall accountability
Reason
Members of the public need to have a way of raising specific
issues of concern
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DES8 Construction management – This policy is not yet sound.
You need to say explicitly that these excellent measures will be applied by default to all sizes of
development, as smaller builders can also benefit from preparing ahead to minimise the impact
of their works, and larger developers can have difficulty in controlling their sub-contractors

Yes

DES8 Construction management – This policy is not yet
sound.
You need to say explicitly that these excellent measures will
be applied by default to all sizes of
development, as smaller builders can also benefit from
preparing ahead to minimise the impact
of their works, and larger developers can have difficulty in
controlling their sub-contractors

No

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 2(a).

No

We support this policy but suggest a couple of additions concerning mud on public highways and display At the beginning we propose that it reads: ‘The Council will
of contact numbers in case of problems. We also request that the policy is strengthened by the use if
‘require’, instead of the word ‘expect’
‘require’ instead of ‘expect’.
Reason
As worded the policy is too weak.

No

2) a) We suggest an addition so the policy reads
‘ ...ground contamination and soil pollution, mud on the
public highway, wildlife...’.
( it is unclear what the word ‘features’ refers to)
Reason
Mud on the public highway, including footpaths, is a
significant problem, particularly in the winter months, and so
should be explicitly referred to.
3) ‘....must be appropriately designed in accordance with
DES10. Contact numbers of the site manager must be
prominently displayed. Conditions will be used...etc.’.
Reason
If there are problems arising during construction, it is
essential that the site manager’s contact details and
preferably also that of the building company are prominently
displayed.
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Policy DES1 ‘Design of New Development’ is considered to be improved in relation to previous drafts but
still contains a measure of duplication with regard to character of the area (1) and plot size (3), which are
so closely related that they could be combined within one criterion. Point 9) on achieving “…an
appropriate transition from the urban to the rural…” is vague and subjective and does not clarify what
the Council expects in relation to density, heights etc.

Policy DES1 ‘Design of New Development’ is considered to be
improved in relation to previous drafts but still contains a
measure of duplication with regard to character of the area
(1) and plot size (3), which are so closely related that they
could be combined within one criterion. Point 9) on achieving
“…an appropriate transition from the urban to the rural…” is
vague and subjective and does not clarify what the Council
expects in relation to density, heights etc.
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OSR1, OSR2

No

DES9

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support this policy but wonder why there is no policy on noise levels at Redhill Aerodrome.

We suggest an addition to 3) which covers Redhill
Aerodrome

No

DES9(1)(d)

developments likely to result in generation of significant
levels of smoke of air pollutants will to be allowed

No

No

1) d) developments likely to result in generation of significant levels of smoke of air pollutants will to be
allowed

1) d) developments likely to result in generation of significant No
levels of smoke of air pollutants will to be allowed

No

4.16 Part 1a) of Policy DES9– Pollution and Contaminated
Land states that development will only be permitted where
it can be demonstrated that (on its own or cumulatively)
it will not result in a significant adverse or unacceptable
impact on the natural and built environment.
4.17 As set out in our response to Policy ERM2/3, and
addressed in more detail within the technical report
accompanying these representations, the development of
the Site would accord with the requirements of Part 1a).
4.18 Part 1 b) of Policy DES9 states that new development
will not normally be permitted where, inter alia, dust,
noise, vibration, smell, light or any other form of air, land
water or soil pollution are unacceptable and there is no
reasonable prospect that these can be mitigated against
to satisfactory levels. This is noted as being particularly
relevant to sensitive development such as residential.
4.19 Our response to Policy ERM2/3 below, and the
supporting technical reports submitted alongside these
representations, demonstrates that the Site is not currently
subject to unacceptable levels of pollution to prevent its
development for new residential development.
We strongly support this policy but wonder why there is no policy on noise levels at Redhill Aerodrome.

Yes

Yes

We suggest an addition to 3) which covers Redhill
Aerodrome

No

No

CBC supports the confirmation under paragraph 3.2.63 that the Development Management Plan will use
the noise contours set out in CAA ERCD Report 0308 (Gatwick Noise Contour 2 Runway Scenario).
It is recommended that the following additional text (in red italics) is inserted into this paragraph, for
clarity and consistency of approach with the CBLP Noise Annex5:
“or be updated should these contours be superseded by subsequent noise contours published by the
CAA.”
This approach will supports consistent approach between the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-2030
and the RBBC Development Management Plan. CBC would be happy to provide further information and
support in this matter, should it be needed.

It is recommended that the following additional text (in red
italics) is inserted into this paragraph, for clarity and
consistency of approach with the CBLP Noise Annex5:
“or be updated should these contours be superseded by
subsequent noise contours published by the CAA.”

Yes

DES9

CBC supports the confirmation under paragraph 3.2.63 that the Development Management Plan will use
the noise contours set out in CAA ERCD Report 0308 (Gatwick Noise Contour 2 Runway Scenario).
It is recommended that the following additional text (in red italics) is inserted into this paragraph, for
clarity and consistency of approach with the CBLP Noise Annex5:
“or be updated should these contours be superseded by subsequent noise contours published by the
CAA.”
This approach will supports consistent approach between the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-2030
and the RBBC Development Management Plan. CBC would be happy to provide further information and
support in this matter, should it be needed.

It is recommended that the following additional text (in red
italics) is inserted into this paragraph, for clarity and
consistency of approach with the CBLP Noise Annex5:
“or be updated should these contours be superseded by
subsequent noise contours published by the CAA.”

Yes

Planning

DES9

5.6 GAL support the need for the text in 3.2.62 & 3.2.63 of the Proposed Submission Plan

No

Living
Landscapes
Manager
(Strategic)

DES9

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 1(a).

No

Yes

DES10

Yes, please control advertisements and
nurture appropriate shop front design; and enforce this consistently from pre-application advice
through to delegated officer decisions, especially for those multiples who roll out identikit
designs across all their properties.

No

N/A

Yes

DES10

DES10: Advertisement controls should also be applied to multiple estate agents’ boards
festooning single properties, including blocks of flats and HMOs.

N/A

Yes

OSR1

We are already aware of the problems suffered by the residents of Hooley with regard to air pollution
and noise from Gatwick airport

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
rganisation\01
02

Yes

Both yes and
no

No

No

OSR1 Urban open space – This policy is not yet sound.
One group’s need for open space should not override the amenity for all other users, especially
when there has been convenient and long-term use. So, please:
a In para 2(a) replace “significant” with “significant or prolonged”.
b In para 2(b) delete “as possible”.
c In para 2(c) replace “clearly” with “unavoidably”.
d In para 2(d) replace “clearly” with “unavoidably”.

DES10: Advertisement controls should also be applied to
multiple estate agents’ boards
festooning single properties, including blocks of flats and
HMOs.
OSR1 Urban open space – This policy is not yet sound.
One group’s need for open space should not override the
amenity for all other users, especially
when there has been convenient and long-term use. So,
please:
a In para 2(a) replace “significant” with “significant or
prolonged”.
b In para 2(b) delete “as possible”.
c In para 2(c) replace “clearly” with “unavoidably”.
d In para 2(d) replace “clearly” with “unavoidably”.

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 1.

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We strongly support these policies, although request that: In OSR2 1) be altered so stronger
1)New housing developments will be ‘required’ , instead of ‘expected’
Reason
The word ‘expected’ is too weak.
LAPs, LEAPs, NEAPs and MUGAs should be defined in the glossary.

No

No

OSR2:
1)( be altered so
1) New housing developments will be’ required’ to, instead
of ‘expected’
Reason
So a stronger policy

No
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Yes

We strongly support these policies

No
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OSR1/ OSR2

Yes

Both yes and
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Yes

We strongly support these policies

Yes

RBBC\AgentO Secretary
rganisation\00
08

Yes

No

LAPs etc. be defined in the glossary
Reason
Most people will not know what they are

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0099

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

No

Unless there is opposition to these policies which will
be raised at the examination
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Mrs
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Society

Yes

OSR1/ OSR2/
OSR3

Welcomed policies protecting and enhancing the Borough's valuable open spaces.

No

Yes

OSR1/ OSR2/
OSR3

Welcomed policies protecting and enhancing the Borough's valuable open spaces.

No

N/A
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N/A

Survey
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Email

Ms
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Coler

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0021

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

OSR2

Horley Open Space Assessment: 2011 population numbers were used to determine the allocation for of
public open space and concluded there is a surplus. A 1985 survey showed a short fall of 18 hectares .
Given the thousands more residents due to ongoing development since 2011 this conclusion must be
false.
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OSR2

Don't Know

No

No
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Yes

OSR2

Don’t know

No

No

Email
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OSR2

We welcome the increased clarity on open space requirements for different sizes of new developments.

No

RBBC\Organis Member
ation\0113

Mr

Jonathan

Essex

East Surrey
Green Party

Member

OSR2

We welcome the increased clarity on open space requirements for different sizes of new developments.

No
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Email
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ntor\0653
Green Party

Email

N/A

N/A

N/A

Aerodrome
Safeguarding

OSR2

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 7) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 49 an additional Para
could be added to state the following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to open space provision it is important that the bird strike risk to
the airport is not increased, aspects to be considered include the design of green and blue landscaping.
More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com ‘

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 7) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 49 an additional Para could be added to state the
following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome
safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding
requirements. In relation to open space provision it is
important that the bird strike risk to the airport is not
increased, aspects to be considered include the design of
green and blue landscaping. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com ‘
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OSR2

OSSR Appendix 6: The Town Council noted that this list omits the Horley
Recreation Ground.

OSSR Appendix 6 omits Horley Recreation
Ground.

Yes
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OSR2

OSSR Appendix 9: The town council was concerned that the information
was historic and out of date.

OSSR Appendix 9: concerned that the
information was historic and out of date.

Yes
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Ms
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Town
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OSR2

OSSR Appendix 14: The new churchyard in Horley has been misnamed as
the disused churchyard.

OSSR Appendix 14: new churchyard in
Horley has been misnamed disused
churchyard.

Yes
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2) e) is not land with significant rainwater storage function

Horley Open Space Assessment: 2011 population numbers
were used to determine the allocation for of public open
space and concluded there is a surplus. A 1985 survey
showed a short fall of 18 hectares .
Given the thousands more residents due to ongoing
development since 2011 this conclusion must be false.

No

2) e) is not land with significant rainwater storage function

No

No

2) e) is not land with significant rainwater storage function

No

No

Yes

OSR2

Yes

Both yes
and no

Yes

We support policies OSR1 and OSR2. However, we do suggest in OSR2 para
1 that the wording ‘will be expected’ be deleted and the wording ‘shall be
required’ be inserted. The reason for this proposed change is to make the
requirements of OSR2 mandatory.

OSR2 para 1. We propose that the wording No
‘will be expected’ be deleted and the
wording ‘shall be required’ be inserted. The
reason for this proposed change is to make
the requirements of OSR2 mandatory
resulting in a more robust policy.

No

OSR2

Yes

No

Yes

Part Part 1) of the policy includes detailed criteria for open space to be
delivered by development of different size. This does not however allow for
any flexibility to consider the open space provision on a case by case basis.
For example, at Sandcross Lane if this criteria were to be followed and 1
LAP, 1 LEAP and 1 MUGA be provided on site, this would potentially conflict
with existing recreational space provided by the skate park.
Part 2) of the Policy should be clarified to include circumstance whereby
there is surplus provision in the local area, or where an off-site contribution
to existing facilities would be more appropriate than on site provision.

Yes

Yes

Banstead &
RBBC\AgentO Chairman
District
rganisation\00
Federation of 04
Residents'
Associations

OSR3

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but request an addition which deals with areas of deficiency

Banstead
Village
Residents'
Association

OSR3

RBBC\Age Director
ntOrganis
ation\008
6

RBBC\AgentO Secretary
rganisation\00
08

Yes

We suggest a new part to the policy which should come at
the beginning. The rest of the policy would require
renumbering.

No

1)The Council will encourage the provision of new facilities in
areas of deficiency.
2) Proposals etc. followed by a),b) etc. instead of 1),2) etc.
Reason
Parts of the Borough lack adequate recreation facilities and
there is currently no policy which covers trying to rectify this
deficiency.

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but request an addition which deals with areas of deficiency

We suggest a new part to the policy which should come at
the beginning. The rest of the policy would require
renumbering.
1)The Council will encourage the provision of new facilities in
areas of deficiency.
2) Proposals etc. followed by a),b) etc. instead of 1),2) etc.
Reason
Parts of the Borough lack adequate recreation facilities and
there is currently no policy which covers trying to rectify this
deficiency.

Yes

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes
are the lead promoters of one of the
largest Sustainable Urban Extensions
in the DMP and therefore it is essential
that they are able to represent the site
as part of any relevant examination
hearings, particularly due to the
comments made in the
representation.
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Burgh Heath RBBC\AgentO Chair
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OSR3

Reg 18 response: Generally acceptable. There seems to be a presumption in paragraph 3 that sport and
recreation facilities could be designated within the Green Belt. Is this correct?
Burgh Heath has already made a case in its draft SPD for a space in Canons Lane for an equipped
children’s playground and a community garden on the eastern side of the A217. We would like to see
this space, where a horse is currently grazed adjacent to Can Hatch, designated for this purpose.
In the same document it was pointed out that part of the common near to the Green was originally a
cricket field and more recently an informal soccer pitch with a goal post that which was erected and
removed seasonally. Mowing of this area continues as part of an annual schedule. The community would
like to see this similarly designated as a place for informal games.

Yes

No

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 5) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 49 an additional Para could be added to state the
following:
‘Applications for development within the identified
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a
number of aspects for example: building/structure/crane
heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green
infrastructure and lighting. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com'

Yes

Reg 19 response: The Borough acknowledges that according to Fields in Trust guidelines Burgh Heath
alone needs 2.17ha. Whilst it might be the case that this need cannot be fully met we have identified a
single site, 0.34ha, that is rented by the tenant farmer to a horse owner. This field is within Burgh Heath
and would be eminently suitable for the community garden and the equipped children’s

playground that our community has prioritized and has pointed to. The OSR1 response on p208 gives
support to community gardens. See below:
Policy OSR1 now notes that:
"Replacement open spaces should be as close to the lost open space as possible", and NHE4(1) looks
favourably on "proposals that enhance, extend, or make new provision for allotments or community
food growing opportunities"
Policy OSR3 in the DMP document states that:
“proposals for new or upgraded provision for outdoor sports and recreation, including buildings,
structures, synthetic pitches and play equipment should […] preserve the openness of the countryside
and not conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt”.
We appreciate that this land is Green Belt and cannot be designated as Urban Open Space, further, that
it could only have a marginal effect in meeting the identified deficit in land for recreational and sporting
activity. Nevertheless this 0.34ha field is strategically sited within the village and offers a unique
opportunity to realise both a community garden and an equipped children’s playground. The DMP
should recognise this and provide a pathway to allow it to be used socially without detriment to the
Green Belt.

Whilst we had regarded the Borough’s initial response to our comment quoted above as opaque and
unhelpful we are encouraged by the two italicised qualifications above and believe that that there is an
avenue that could allow this multi-generational project with its community garden and equipped
children’s playground to be realised without harming the Green Belt.
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Mr
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Sport England RBBC\AgentO Planning
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87

OSR3

Yes

SC5

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 5) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 49 an additional Para
could be added to state the following:
‘Applications for development within the identified aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider
aerodrome safeguarding requirements. These requirements cover a number of aspects for example:
building/structure/crane heights, wind turbines and solar installations, blue/green infrastructure and
lighting. More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com'

OSR3

Don't Know

No

Don't Know

The content of policy OSR3 is broadly supported. Sport England would welcome inclusion of a specific
Objection is based on an out of date and unrobust evidence
reference to our technical design guidance within the policy to ensure that new or improved sports
base rather than policy wording
facilities are fit for purpose and of good quality. Sport England maintains concern that decisions about
planning for meeting the current and future sports facility needs of the community will not be based on
an up-to-date and robust evidence base which accords with Sport England guidance. A clear
understanding of current and future community sports facility needs is essential for informing a local
plan policy such as this. Sport England has not been engaged with the council on the development of the
assessment work for sport and recreation and appears to rely on updating the "2011 Reigate & Banstead
Open Space, Sport and Recreation Assessment". However, Sport England considers that such an
approach would not be based on up-to-date information. Sport England's advice is that assessments of
sports facility needs (both indoor and outdoor) should be prepared every three years to ensure that they
remain up-to-date and robust (or every five years if supply and demand monitoring takes place on an
annual basis). The reasons that assessments of need should be based on up-to-date data are

No

No

No

No

as follows: • The supply of facilities changes significantly over time. As well as new facilities opening
and existing ones closing, access to facilities can change (e.g. on school sites), the quality of facilities
changes over time as facilities become older (which influences the ability of facilities to meet the
expectations of the community) and the format of facilities can change (e.g. the number and type of
pitches marked out on a grass playing field can change over time in response to needs). • The demand
for facilities changes significantly over time. Demand for sports facilities is affected by a number of
factors including population growth, sports participation changes (both general and sport specific), local
sports club infrastructure and local sports development initiatives. The nature of the demand will also
change over time (e.g. growth in participation by children, women and disabled groups) and the type of
facilities required in response to changes in demand will have implications (e.g. the increase in demand
for artificial grass pitches for football use for meeting competitive and training needs). Sport England
therefore has concerns that any proposals for new or upgraded provision for outdoor sports and
recreation would not be supported by a robust and up to date

evidence base. Sport England should add that we do not support a standards-based approach to
identifying new sport and recreation provision to meet future need. We consider that such an approach
is too generic and is not sufficiently nuanced to reflect the way sport is played locally in the area and the
specific issues. For example, it may be that with improvements to existing facilities sufficient capacity can
be generated to meet future needs rather than creating new facilities. However, a standards-based
approach is not sufficiently flexible to recognise this potential. On the basis, that the council does not
have an up to date assessment of their needs for playing pitches; and indoor sports facilities in line with
Sport England's latest guidance, we object to the proposed policy.
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It will be reassuring to see this policy adhered to when
considering applications from schools and other institutions in the Green Belt
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welcomed, especially in respect of para. 4.
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Reg 19 DMP
General
Support

Don't Know

Yes

Don't Know

Yes/No

Don't Know

Yes

We support this policy but request an addition which deals with areas of deficiency

We suggest a new part to the policy which should come at
No
the beginning. The rest of the policy would require
renumbering.
1)The Council will encourage the provision of new facilities in
areas of deficiency.
2) Proposals etc. followed by a),b) etc. instead of 1),2) etc.
Reason
Parts of the Borough lack adequate recreation facilities and
there is currently no policy which covers trying to rectify this
deficiency.
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Yes

DES2

Yes

Don't know

Yes

Policy DES2 ‘Residential Garden Land Development’ is appropriate as it is in line with paragraph 53 of the Delete parts 1a and 1b. Part 1c should be clarified to state
NPPF. Parts 1a) and 1b) are covered by criteria 1-3 of policy DES1. Part 1c) is considered to be overly
infilling applies only to development within an existing road
prescriptive as development to the rear of existing frontage development will have its own character,
frontage to ensure that the plan is effective.
partially reflective of the period of construction, and therefore shouldn’t be required to conform to
certain existing development forms or styles as this is contrary to paragraph 60 of the NPPF. Providing
the character of the street scene and local distinctiveness comprising the frontage development is
maintained, any development to the rear should not need to replicate the same plot widths, garden
depths or spacing between buildings.

TAP1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We are concerned at the trend against adoption and the problems this leads for local residents so
suggest an addition to the proposed policy.
We also propose a reference to Traffic Management Plans for the construction stage.
There should be a policy on measures to encourage sustainable journeys

We propose an addition to 1)b)i
‘...in accordance with other policies). Where ever possible,
the Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority, will
require the adoption of new highways which meet current
standards.
Reason
We are aware of the problems which can arise when
highways are unadopted, including deteriorating road
surfaces and the inability of residents to pay for the
necessary repairs. The lack of adoption by the highway
authority appears to be an increasing trend, presumably
because the Highway Authority does not want to carry the
additional costs of future maintenance. It is , however, an
unsatisfactory situation which should be stopped.

No

No

Yes

These are important issues but we are not sure if the
Local Planning Authority has the power to insist on
adoption but it can take measures to encourage
adoption and sustainable travel..

New part of the policy 4) (40 will become 5))
4)The Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority,
will require a Traffic Management Plan for all developments
where there could be an adverse impact on the road
network during construction.
Reason
To avoid congestion and safety problems on the road
network, particularly on and near the site during
construction.

New policy
6) At the next review the Council will include a policy for
encouraging sustainable transport.
Reason
Although not the highway authority, the Council should
include a policy on increasing sustainable journeys.
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1) e) … ideally out of road cycle paths
2) they do not have unacceptable transport impacts provide
provision for reduced car usage
3) … which provides suitable sustainable and adequate
transport options ideally out of road cycle paths
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TAP1 Commuter parking in Tadworth is out of control - parking in The Avenue, Tadworth (North and
South) should be time limited

TAP1 Commuter parking in Tadworth is out of control parking in The Avenue, Tadworth (North and South) should
be time limited
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The Nork area of Banstead is mentioned only once in the entire document and yet is a council ward.
Public transport in the ward is served by Banstead station and Southern Rail, and route 166 by Arriva
buses and TfL. The DMP fails to actively retain the two services despite the formers notorious
unreliability and the latter threatened by withdrawal, the net result being no public transport to Sutton
and onward, or Epsom and Croydon. I can find no evidence in council press releases that any effort has
been made to secure this element of infrastructure despite the objectives of the policy.
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2) they do not have unacceptable transport impacts provide provision for reduced car usage

2) they do not have unacceptable transport impacts provide
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3) … which provides suitable sustainable and adequate transport options ideally out of road cycle paths

3) … which provides suitable sustainable and adequate
transport options ideally out of road cycle paths
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The number of parking spaces per property is very high considering the change to sustainable transport
options and reduction is number of young person car ownership the number of parking spaces required
should be reduced to 0 in all high and medium accessibility areas for properties with fewer than 4 beds
and by at least 50% in all other cases
All properties (residential and non residential) should have cycle parking spaces equal to the number of
beds

The number of parking spaces per property is very high
No
considering the change to sustainable transport options and
reduction is number of young person car ownership the
number of parking spaces required should be reduced to 0 in
all high and medium accessibility areas for properties with
fewer than 4 beds and by at least 50% in all other cases
All properties (residential and non residential) should have
cycle parking spaces equal to the number of beds

No

Annex 4

Nork and Banstead are closer to the metropolis of
London than Reigate, yet paying taxes to the county
and borough. The DMP fails to acknowledge the
location and requirements of the northern wards of
the Borough and to promote the transport links. The
existing policy is parochial and isolationist.
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TAP1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We are concerned at the trend against adoption and the problems this leads for local residents so
suggest an addition to the proposed policy.
We also propose a reference to Traffic Management Plans for the construction stage.
There should be a policy on measures to encourage sustainable journeys

We propose an addition to 1)b)i
‘...in accordance with other policies). Where ever possible,
the Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority, will
require the adoption of new highways which meet current
standards.
Reason
We are aware of the problems which can arise when
highways are unadopted, including deteriorating road
surfaces and the inability of residents to pay for the
necessary repairs. The lack of adoption by the highway
authority appears to be an increasing trend, presumably
because the Highway Authority does not want to carry the
additional costs of future maintenance. It is , however, an
unsatisfactory situation which should be stopped.

Yes

New part of the policy 4) (40 will become 5))
4)The Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority,
will require a Traffic Management Plan for all developments
where there could be an adverse impact on the road
network during construction.
Reason
To avoid congestion and safety problems on the road
network, particularly on and near the site during
construction.
New policy
6) At the next review the Council will include a policy for
encouraging sustainable transport.
Reason

Although not the highway authority, the Council should
include a policy on increasing sustainable journeys

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0081.
3

Mr

Andrew

Taylor

RBBC\Represe Sussex and
ntor\0081
Surrey Police

RBBC\Organis Joint
ation\0020
Commercial
Planning
Manager

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0095.
1

Cllr

Sam

Walsh

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0095

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Survey
ntation\0608 Monkey

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Education
ntor\0608

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0023

Mr

Fraser

Shadwell

Education

RBBC\AgentO Education
rganisation\00 Adviser
28

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0013.
3

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Gatwick
ntor\0013
Airport
Limited

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0001

Ms

Rita

Burns

Gatwick
Airport
Limited

RBBC\AgentO Planning
rganisation\00
34

Member for
Banstead
Village Ward

Pg 49

TAP1

Surrey Police welcomes reference to providing sufficient access to development for ‘service and
emergency vehicles’.
This is an important planning consideration for assessing new housing developments. Minimising
obstructions to emergency vehicles is essential to help reduce response times and the ability of
emergency services to access new homes and casualties in need.
With new developments including adopted and non-adopted roads, developers should ensure that there
are no obstructions or reductions in road widths which would impact the ability of emergency service
crews to service developments. Providing reference to access for emergency services to new
development within local planning policy is considered necessary to raise awareness of this issue and
ensure compliance with the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF.

Yes

Yes

TAP1

Can't confirm, No
lawyer
required to
confirm

Details "duty
to cooperate"
actions taken
should be
provided to
confirm

SEE IMAGE IN FOLDER. 1. The minimum car parking standards for residential accommodation is
insufficient for 2 bed + accommodation and woefully inadequate for the ”house” designation which will
result in / lead to greater on road parking, poor amenity and greater on street congestion where
medium “accessibility” is considered 2. The proposals would result in a significant reduction in amenity
and would direct impact upon the community as a whole 3. Minimum car parking standards should be
increased for locations which are designated not “sustainable” i.e. low “accessibility” due to the poor
transport links and to medium “accessibility” sites
-44. Would suggest the following MINIMUM standards Flats
high Medium Low
1 bed 1 1 1
2 bed 1.5 1.5 2
3 bed 1.5 2 2
4 bed 2 2 2.5 Houses
1 bed 1 1 2
2 bed 1.5 1.5 2
3 bed 2 2 2.5
4 bed 2 2 2.5
5 bed 2.5 2.5 3

It is considered that the minimum car parking standards for Yes
residential accommodation should be increased as proposed
standards are insufficient and will result in / lead to greater
on road parking, poor amenity and greater on street
congestion

No

Yes

TAP1

Don't Know

Don't Know

I am unsure of the legal compliance of this plan as stated, (I am not a legal expert). I am concerned about
the potential impact it may have on traffic, movement and parking. At present in this part of Banstead
Village and in general the High Street is extremely busy with traffic queuing to obtain access to Waitrose
and other retail outlets that causes static tailbacks, more car emissions and an increased risk to
pedestrians. Parking is already very difficult, particularly for residents like myself who do not have off
street parking. I would like to know if highly centralised residents who live on the High Street will be able
to obtain parking permits in the future and during the disruption that development may cause if it is
granted permission.

I am unsure of the legal compliance of this plan as stated, (I No
am not a legal expert). I am concerned about the potential
impact it may have on traffic, movement and parking. At
present in this part of Banstead Village and in general the
High Street is extremely busy with traffic queuing to obtain
access to Waitrose and other retail outlets that causes static
tailbacks, more car emissions and an increased risk to
pedestrians. Parking is already very difficult, particularly for
residents like myself who do not have off street parking. I
would like to know if highly centralised residents who live on
the High Street will be able to obtain parking permits in the
future and during the disruption that development may
cause if it is granted permission.

No

2.0: The general approach to transport policy in the Proposed Submission Plan is broadly supported by
GAL. However GAL considers that other topics in the Proposed Submission Plan would benefit from
further cross referencing to matters of transport. These include housing, noise, employment and town
centres. 2.1: GAL have a published surface access strategy ‘Access Gatwick’ – which could be signposted
within the Proposed Submission Plan. The ASAS is to be updated and the new GAL ASAS will be available
for the next stages of the Plan making process so reference to the Gatwick ASAS in the Proposed
Submission Plan would be particularly relevant given the influence the airport has upon the Borough and
main transport networks of the sub region. 2.2: The quality and type of surface access options and
overall connectivity of the Borough is a crucial factor in its success and is therefore core to the
development programme for the area. For the Proposed Submission Plan to add to the economic
performance and sustainable development patterns of the Borough GAL strongly believes the
investment in new transport infrastructure and improving the efficiency of existing networks must be a

No

Yes

TAP1

Don't Know

high priority for RBBC and the County Council Transport Authorities. The Borough has rail and road
connections to main transport arteries including the A23, M23, M25 and Gatwick Rail Station, with the
Gatwick Express to London and Brighton. GAL has committed significant investment into expanding and
improving Gatwick Airport Rail Station and this will improve the frequency of rail service and the
connectivity to key destinations. This exciting modern rail /airport interchange could also be utilised by
RBBC to further raise tourism, attract employment and commercial investment to the Borough as part of
the overall proposed development strategy which could be further highlighted within the Proposed
Submission Plan.
2.3: As the Reigate & Banstead catchment has the international gateway of Gatwick Airport on its
doorstep this significantly pushes up the potential for the Borough to access further international
opportunities and the more globalised marketplace. The latter is an opportunity GAL considers RBBC
could wholly exploit and further integrate into the Proposed Submission Plan. Connectivity is absolutely
crucial to the success of modern development patterns and the Borough has competitive advantages
which it should fully harness. GAL considers that the ability to access the wider international markets
from utilising

the economic potential of the airport can only make a positive contribution to the opportunities for the
sustainable development of the Borough. 2.4: The Proposed Submission Plan has recognised (Section 3)
the need for key centres to be a good environment for pedestrians and cyclists and the need for the
promotion of sustainable modes of transport. GAL welcomes the proposals which could serve well in
facilitating further sustainable travel options linking the Borough to the airport and encouraging greater
use of public transport. 2.5: GAL are supportive of the DMP Objectives SC6 & SC7 and broadly supports
the focus on more sustainable travel being brought forward within the Proposed Submission Plan
particularly as proposed Policy TAP1.
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TAP1

No

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

Part c on parking standards is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy
We recognise that the provision of adequate parking is an important aspect of most residential
developments. However, it is important to recognise that where developments are sustainably located,
and the costs of providing a high level parking would make a development unviable then, any standards
proposed by the Council will be reduced. This is particularly important in higher density town centre
schemes where parking provision is likely to be basement provision which is significantly more expensive
than ground level parking. The Council has, to some extent, recognised this in Annex 4 which on page
175 states that the residential standards could be varied at the discretion of the Council. However, we
do not consider this to offer a sufficiently clear policy for decision makers (as required by paragraph 154
of the NPPF) and suggest that TAP1 be amended to reflect the need for flexibility and viability as
established respectively in paragraph 14 and 173 of the NPPF. We would suggest the inclusion of the
following sentence in part c of TAP1:
“Parking standards may be varied as appropriate based on the viability and/or location of a
development.

We would suggest the inclusion of the following sentence in
part c of TAP1:
“Parking standards may be varied as appropriate based on
the viability and/or location of a development.”

Yes

The Town Council noted that car ownership per household had increased and felt that the use of light
commercial vehicles needed to be taken into account. The Council expressed concern that the impact of
the increasing number of commercial vehicles, owned or used by residents, being parked in residential
areas has been ignored.
The Town Council supports the change in standards in respect of these being the minimum expected
and not the maximum.
We are all very aware of the impact and effect of cumulative development on traffic issues such as
parking, congestion, pollution and road safety issues. While statements have been made about taking
into account the issue of cumulative development the reality is that this is seldom the case. Surrey
Highways currently have a pivotal role to play in this assessment process but seldom do we see a
development proposal being challenged, questioned or refused on the grounds of too much cumulative
development. One only has to see the result of double parking on bus routes to become aware of the
problem and the inadequacy of off street parking provisions. Against this gloomy background we are
encouraged by the inclusion of Para1a) iv which states that the effect of cumulative development should
be considered. While encouraging, this is not a mandatory requirement and we would firstly suggest
that the word ‘should’ be deleted and the word ‘shall or must’ be inserted to make the requirement
mandatory.
With the change above made the question would become what criteria is to be used to assess the
impact of Cumulative Development and how much is enough. We believe that a robust and transparent
assessment criteria needs to be developed,

Concern that the impact of the increasing number of
commercial vehicles, owned or used by residents, being
parked in residential areas has been ignored. Supports the
change in standards in respect of these being the minimum
expected and not the maximum.

Yes

Proposal
No
Paragraph 1) iv Delete the word ‘should’ and insert the word
‘must’.
Reason
As currently written the requirement is not mandatory and
the purpose of the proposed change is to make this an
obligation and not an option.

Yes

No

Proposal
Further review and amend Annex 4 to ensure that parking
standards are improved and on street parking reduced.
Reason
Reducing the need for on-street parking thereby facilitating
traffic flow and improving safety and visual amenity.
Proposal
It is proposed that where new development is taking place
traffic plans shall be produced to demonstrate how traffic
disruption will be minimised possibly including work and
deliveries taking place outside of busy times.
Reason
To reduce disruption caused by construction traffic

declared and applied. In addition it is clear that some of the problem is due to inadequate off street
parking and once again Annex4 does not currently provide what we consider to be an adequate parking
criteria for each new dwelling.
As already stated we have real concerns over the effectiveness and adequacy of the parking standards
contained in Annex4. There should be a policy on measures to encourage sustainable journeys
Traffic congestion caused by construction traffic is a real problem and it is suggested that traffic plans
must be submitted with development plans to demonstrate how the effect of construction can be
minimised/ameliorated.
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TAP1

Annex 1

Residential Standards

Amendments to parking standards required.

No

These are far too low for modern day living. If it is legal for people to have two or three car households,
not a rarity in this area, then it is not sensible to only plan for one car per house. The other cars will still
exist and will continue clutter up their neighbourhoods and restrict access for service and emergency
vehicles in the way in which they do now. It is not possible to persuade people to reduce their reliance
on motor cars just by reducing the parking space made available. If it is seriously intended to make car
ownership less attractive, then other measures are needed that would have to be brought in by central
government and this is just not going to happen. We will end up with our housing areas clogged by cars
and vans that cannot find proper places to park.
Non residential standards
The parking allowances for the non residential classes are far too low. In a shopping centre such as
Banstead High Street the whole viability of the facility depends of shoppers coming from some distance
away, where, for the most part, there is no public transport. They come because the High Street still
provides an on

street parking facility together with close-by off street parking. This proposal, if applied on any scale,
would completely undermine the position of Banstead Village as a shopping area. The property rentals
and tax levels are already very high and there is a thin line between viability and failure, particularly for
the smaller shops.
The use of restrictions of this type to try to micromanage personal behaviour never works. It will cause
increasing frustration and encourage people to go elsewhere for their shopping.
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Don't Know

Yes

Don't Know

As a local cyclist and interested in active travel this section is important to me. The section on active
travel (e.g. provision for cycling) is ok but could go further. e.g. further prioritising cyclists and other
vulnerable users over cars

as q8 answer. Improving the safety of cycling is a critical issue No

No

We consider that parts of these policy are not
consistent with national policy and insufficient
justification has been provided for these departures.
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This section is too weak in terms of supporting and enabling active travel. The guidelines are that “The
transport system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real
choice about how they travel.” Encouragement and support has failed and therefore the plan needs to
incorporate firmer commitments to policies that are proven to increase active travel.

SO5: To increase opportunities for pursuing a healthy
No
lifestyle, by maintaining and enhancing recreational facilities
which encourage and enable walking and cycling.

No

SO14: To tackle congestion, pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions of private car use by rebalancing the transport
network, providing increased space for active travel and
reducing motor vehicle use for local journeys. Promoting and
enabling sustainable modes of transport to promote
healthier lifestyles by building a comprehensive network of
safe and direct high standard infrastructure.
SC6: Require new developments to provide adequate
parking, whilst recognising the need to enable sustainable
transport choices by providing high quality cycle parking and
storage, particularly in the most accessible locations
SC7: Ensure new developments are served by well-designed
access. With direct, safe, high quality and, where necessary,
segregated infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists both
within the development and connecting to local transport,
schools, retail and other facilities.
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TAP1

Reigate and Banstead is adjacent to the London boroughs of Croydon and Sutton and benefits from a
number of public transport routes that cross the London boundary. TfL supports a restraint based
approach to car parking within London boroughs as set out in the London Plan. Parking policies within
Reigate and Banstead should take account of the potential for cross boundary journeys and be designed
to encourage sustainable travel options and minimise additional car trips for travel across the London
boundary. This will be particularly relevant for growth areas or large development sites on cross
boundary routes.

Yes
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TAP1

Since the previous round of consultation, the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy has been published and
the new draft London Plan is now out for consultation. We would be grateful, if you would consider
extending some of the Mayor’s strategic transport policy objectives to the borough including the
promotion of Healthy Streets, rebalancing the transport system towards walking, cycling and public
transport, improving air quality and reducing road danger. In this context, TfL welcomes the inclusion of
a number of projects in the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule that are specifically designed to improve
bus and rail provision and to promote active travel

Yes
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TAP1

No

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

Parking for residents, visitors??

Already in Redhill there is a severe parking problem for
No
residents who live in Redhill! Nowhere to park when you
return home from work! So where are all these extra
residents going to park their 3, 4 or even 5 extra vehicles?
For every house that you build, there are going to be at least
3 vehicles! Has the council planned for that? The council is
making the pavements wider and the actual roads narrower,
all these "extra" cars are going to cause congestion around
Redhill and more polluted air! Have you thought of that???

TAP1 Access, parking and servicing– This policy is not yet sound.
a Please mention buses explicitly. Also, this policy needs to encourage developers to provide
pick-up/set-down places for buses and TAAS (Transport As A Service) operators.
b In para 1(b)iv “achieves a permeable highway layout, connecting with the existing highway
network safely and includes safe access for pedestrians and cyclists”. Please replace
“highway layout” with layout of highways and paths”.
c CS17 2(b) says the Council will work with Surrey Highways and others to deliver
improvements to the road network to meet all street users’ needs, enhance accessibility
along key corridors and accommodate the forecast increase in journeys.
Please add “and to minimise pollution by making road journeys more time-efficient and
minimally polluting on all routes, especially for buses and HGVs”.

TAP1 Access, parking and servicing– This policy is not yet
No
sound.
a Please mention buses explicitly. Also, this policy needs to
encourage developers to provide
pick-up/set-down places for buses and TAAS (Transport As A
Service) operators.
b In para 1(b)iv “achieves a permeable highway layout,
connecting with the existing highway
network safely and includes safe access for pedestrians and
cyclists”. Please replace
“highway layout” with layout of highways and paths”.
c CS17 2(b) says the Council will work with Surrey Highways
and others to deliver
improvements to the road network to meet all street users’
needs, enhance accessibility
along key corridors and accommodate the forecast increase
in journeys.
Please add “and to minimise pollution by making road
journeys more time-efficient and
minimally polluting on all routes, especially for buses and
HGVs”.

We are concerned at the trend against adoption and the problems this leads to for local residents so
suggest an addition to the proposed policy. We also propose a reference to Traffic Management Plans
for the construction stage.

1)iv ‘All of the above ‘must’ include consideration
Reason
This issue of cumulative impact is so important we propose
’must’ instead of ‘should’

There should be a policy on measures to encourage sustainable journeys
We consider that 1)iv should be stronger
We have concerns about the parking standards proposed in Annex 4

We propose an addition to 1)b)i
‘...in accordance with other policies). Where ever possible,
the Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority, will
require the adoption of new highways which meet current
standards.
Reason
We are aware of the problems which can arise when
highways are unadopted, including deteriorating road
surfaces and the inability of residents to pay for the
necessary repairs. The lack of adoption by the highway
authority appears to be an increasing trend, presumably
because the Highway Authority does not want to carry the
additional costs of future maintenance. It is , however, an
unsatisfactory situation which should be stopped.
New part of the policy 4) (40 will become 5))
4)The Council, in conjunction with the Highway Authority,
will require a Traffic Management Plan for all developments
where there could be an adverse impact on the road
network during construction.
Reason
To avoid congestion and safety problems on the road
network, particularly on and near the site during
construction.

New part to the policy
6) The Council will encourage sustainable transport links
across the Borough, including a network of footpaths and
cycleways and better public transport services.
Reason
Although not the highway authority, the Council should
include a policy on increasing sustainable journeys.
1) e refers to pedestrian and cycle routes but this is as part of
an application, not a wider aspiration.

No

Yes

Plan is flawed as you have not catered for 3, 4 or 5
cars per house you are going to build!

Possibly

These are important issues. We are not sure if the
Local Planning Authority has the power to insist on
adoption but it can take measures to encourage
adoption and sustainable travel – a more proactive
approach in conjunction with the County Council.
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Yes

TAP1

Yes

Yes

Yes

Policy TAP1: Access, Parking and Servicing has been updated to become a more comprehensive and
detailed policy. Point 3 of this policy now states that “for all developments which are likely to generate
significant amounts of movement, a Transport Assessment or a Transport Statement will be required”.

Yes

Yes

Taylor Wimpey are part owners of the Land to the
West of Balcombe Road which is designated to
become the Horley Strategic Business Park under
policy HOR9. They, therefore, wish to be involved in
the oral part of the examination as they wish to have
input into the future plans for their site.
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Yes

TAP1

Yes

Yes

Yes

Policy TAP1: Access, Parking and servicing has been updated to become a more comprehensive and
detailed policy. Point 3 of this policy now states that “for all developments which are likely to generate
significant amounts of movement, a Transport Assessment or a Transport Statement will be required”.
This now aligns with the HOR9 allocation and this is welcomed.

No

Yes

Surrey County Council are part owners of the Land to
the West of Balcombe Road which is designated to
become the Horley Strategic Business Park under
policy HOR9, and therefore would like to play an
active role in the future of this site and wish to be
involved and participate in the oral part of the
examination.
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Banstead High street is very busy. Car parking has always been problematical and is currently barely
adequate. In recent years charging and inadequate parking provision has resulted in roads off the High
Street having yellow lines at the top end. These roads all slope away with residents vehicles often
occupying what space there is. To seek to reduce parking and add housing stock makes no sense at all.
People will simply go elsewhere reducing footfall for retail outlets possibly resulting in even more
unoccupied shops.

NO
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Part 1 (c) is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy
Paragraph 1 (c) states:
“All types of development, across the borough, will be required to….Include car parking and cycle
storage for residential and non-residential development in accordance with adopted local standards (see
Annex 4)….”
It is considered that the proposed parking standards at Annex 4 conflict with the National Planning
Policy. NPPF paragraph 39, requires Local Planning Authorities, when setting parking standards, to
consider the accessibility of a development, the type, mix and use of the development, the availability
and opportunities for public transport, and the need to reduce the use of high emission vehicles. PPG
paragraph 42-008 supports this, again requiring Local Planning Authorities to ensure that parking
provision is appropriate to the needs of the development. DMP Annex 4, however, prescribes minimum
parking standards, starting at 1 vehicle space per residential unit.

Yes

Yes

To support ensure the parking policy complies with
National Planning Policy

It is noted and welcomed that the council are taking an active approach to sustainable public transport
to better manage demand on the highway network for the movement of people and goods. This
approach is preferred against the initial building of new infrastructure which should be viewed as a final
resort. In relation to policy TAP1, we note that there is an expectation that where highway
improvements are required they are to be safe for all road users, designed to current adopted standards
(in relation to the strategic hierarchy of the road) and do not worsen any existing congestion on the road
network. The sustainable transport initiatives contained within this policy are welcomed by Highways
England.

No

Specific

I believe that there is little point in creating more homes without honestly, intelligently and sensibly
factoring in the knock on effects on the local infrastructure.

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

TAP1

Yes

TAP1

No

No

Don't know

As previously stated, the Redhill Station sites are highly accessible, both in terms of the surrounding road
network and public transport links. Minimum parking standards would not be appropriate for
development on these sites, and therefore our client considers that paragraph 1 (c) (and Annex 4) of the
consultation document should be amended to give greater flexibility on parking provision in highly
accessible locations, as recommended in national policy. In the absence of such changes our client
considers the current DMP to be unsound.
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Infrastructure
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N/A

N/A

Evidence Base SHAR

And Roads are top of my list of priorities; swiftly followed by Schools, the NHS, Policing, etc., etc.
Roads are different to the other priorities because the others can be created, built and managed,
without to much difficulty (or should be able to be with the right funding...).
Roads cannot and will essentially, and necessarily have to remain the same...whilst having to take ever
more traffic.
Roads infrastructure, it seems to me, tends to get forgotten - for whatever reason....
Proposed Policy TAP1
1. 1) All types of development, across the borough, will be expected to:
1. a) Provide safe and convenient access for all road users, in a way which would not:

i.
compromise the free flow of traffic on the public highway, pedestrians or any other transport
mode, including public transport and cycling
ii.
exacerbate traffic congestion on the existing highway network
iii.
increase the risk of accidents or endanger the safety of road users
including pedestrians, cyclists, and other vulnerable road users
All of the above should include consideration of cumulative impacts of development in the locality
2. b) Incorporate a highway design and layout that:
i.
complies with currently adopted highway standards and guidance,
including adequate circulation, turning space and visibility splays. Roads which will not be adopted by the
Highways Authority should be designed to the same standards as roads that will be adopted
ii.
achieves a permeable highway layout, connecting with the existing
highway network safely and includes safe access for pedestrians and cyclists
iii.
allows for effective access by service and emergency vehicles at all
times without restriction, including adequate width to ensure there is no obstruction from parked
vehicles

3. c) Include adequate car parking and cycle storage for residential and non-residential development
in accordance with adopted local quantity and size standards (see Annex 4). Development should not
have an unacceptable impact on on-street parking.
4. d) Incorporate pedestrian and cycle routes within and through the site, linking to the wider
sustainable transport network, especially in and to the borough’s town centres
Planning applications will be supported where they do not have unacceptable transport impacts
(including cumulative impacts) or where they provide improvements that would make them acceptable.
2. 2) For developments which are likely to generate signi cant amounts of movement, a travel plan
will be required.
I hope I am not being too cynical, as I appreciate this is absolutely not easy, but I have this horrible
feeling that these critical Infrastructure aspects (and especially Roads) might end up being paid lip
service to, and are possibly unlikely to be considered properly/sensibly/practically, due to the 'need' to
find further ways to introduce more housing to the the area - which in turn might over-ride common
sense.
I do hope I will be proved completely wrong - I am so happy to be!

Roads are my main worry - as they are close to being, or already are, over run by cars.....and by lorries.
The most visible of the lorries are Britannia Crest's hopefully not disingenuously labelled 'SUSTAINABLE
GREEN RECYCLING' lorries.
These lorries (along with many other 'Recycling' Lorries) are proliferating, as they take rubbish
(sustainable green recyclable rubbish?) to the Patteson Court Waste dump.
Last Thursday at 7am, I was driving back from Redhill Station, and coming the other way were six
Britannia Crest 'Sustainable Green Solutions' lorries - presumably off to the tip already that morning....
And while on Roads and the Tip, it's worth mentioning the road between Redhill and S Nutfield.
Every other vehicle (I exaggerate I know, but only a little) is a massive 'Green', 'Recycling' lorry taking
'Recycling' (??!) to the Patteson Court Dump/Tip, to be tipped.

The road is not designed for such purpose, and is slowly deteriorating, and, by the way is absolutely
filthy....
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TAP1/ BAN3

BVRA wishes to address the problem of public transport that limits the availability to pull in visitors
without continuing strong reliance on cars.

Yes

Without much better public transport there is no case for large scale developments which need large
scale financing as well as transport.
Neither are in prospect, therefore the plans limited objective for Banstead are realistic. Justification for
enlarged arts and cultural facilities over the existing provision, whilst they may be desirable, have not
been proven and finance for, and viability of such larger development have not been demonstrated.
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Yes

TAP2

No

No

No

Policy TAP2 - Airport car parking. Directly contradicts Para 3.4.5. Core Strategy. Policy CS17. A second
runway at Gatwick is inevitable as passenger numbers and flights [European and worldwide] continue to
increase and because of Brexit the need for the country to compete globally. The millions of residence
and visitors living in the country’s area south of the river Thames will continue use Gatwick as its local
airport for business and leisure flying, and not for logistical reasons Stansted airport. Reigate and
Banstead Council Draft Development Plan is unsupportive of Gatwick airport, despite the borough
southern boundary joining Gatwick, the airport is a major direct and indirect employer of borough
residence, and off airport activities generate a council revenue. Access to Gatwick is not served by
adequate public transport having the frequency and out of hours connections from most south of
England conurbations. Road travellers either taxi, drop off/lift on, or car drive and airport park. TAP2
[page 50], is a narrow, short sighted and detrimental response, leaving Crawley and Sussex the
beneficiaries of a revenue stream, and the airport a monopoly service provider. An opportunity exists
for the increasing numbers of hybrid and electric

No

Yes

vehicles to be parked off airport in a dedicated facility for their sole use. This would include charging
points, renewable energy generation [wind or solar], mass transit system to the terminals, and a short
term office/meeting venue. Fallow land is bought into use, jobs and business created, additional
revenues to Reigate and Banstead and Surrey Councils and responding to traveller’s needs. I draw your
attention to the Westvale Park [Meath Green] housing development of 1500 homes and supporting
infrastructures, a new mini-town, taking place two miles north of Gatwick and on the same road. This is
a larger project than an off airport park yet both are needed for the next century. Modification.
Delete from the Development Management Plan Policy TAP2 - Airport Car Parking, and its associated
description.
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TAP2

CBC strongly support this Policy.
However, it is suggested that reference is made, in the explanation to the Policy, to the joint working
with surrounding authorities and GAL to ensure sufficient on airport spaces are provided whilst meeting
modal shift targets and that this is through a legal agreement to which RBBC are a signatory of the MOU.
It is considered this would provide greater clarity that there is a necessary relationship and consistency
between planning policies as a result of joint working.
CBC would be happy to provide further information and support in this matter, should it be needed.

it is suggested that reference is made, in the explanation to Yes
the Policy, to the joint working with surrounding authorities
and GAL to ensure sufficient on airport spaces are provided
whilst meeting modal shift targets and that this is through a
legal agreement to which RBBC are a signatory of the MOU.
It is considered this would provide greater clarity that there
is a necessary relationship and consistency between planning
policies as a result of joint working.
CBC would be happy to provide further information and
support in this matter, should it be needed.
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TAP2

CBC strongly support this Policy.
However, it is suggested that reference is made, in the explanation to the Policy, to the joint working
with surrounding authorities and GAL to ensure sufficient on airport spaces are provided whilst meeting
modal shift targets and that this is through a legal agreement to which RBBC are a signatory of the MOU.
It is considered this would provide greater clarity that there is a necessary relationship and consistency
between planning policies as a result of joint working.
CBC would be happy to provide further information and support in this matter, should it be needed.

it is suggested that reference is made, in the explanation to Yes
the Policy, to the joint working with surrounding authorities
and GAL to ensure sufficient on airport spaces are provided
whilst meeting modal shift targets and that this is through a
legal agreement to which RBBC are a signatory of the MOU.
It is considered this would provide greater clarity that there
is a necessary relationship and consistency between planning
policies as a result of joint working.
CBC would be happy to provide further information and
support in this matter, should it be needed.
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TAP2

3.0: GAL strongly supports the proposed Policy TAP2. GAL has demonstrated in the GAL Airport Car
Parking Strategy that there is sufficient capacity for airport users to park on airport. GAL considers that
the creation of new and replacement off airport car parking is contrary to the key themes National
Planning Policy Framework and the overarching objectives of sustainable development. For example off
airport car parking operations frequently result in additional road trips by the very fact that they are
located outside of the airport boundary. GAL has capacity on airport to meet the current passenger
needs and the forecast future demand as is identified in the GAL Car Parking Strategy. Importantly the
predicted future growth of passengers and the public mode share targets which GAL have committed to
achieving can be met through a car parking provision on airport, without prejudicing the operational
needs of the airport. The investment in on airport car parking infrastructure has also been made public
in the GAL Capital Investment Programme 2017. 3.1: The creation of new off airport car parking
operations simply inhibits GAL’s ability to achieve greater modal shift of passengers and staff towards
the use of

No

public transport. Off airport parking therefore serves to hinder the ability of the airport to deliver
improvements in sustainable travel and upwards modal shift patterns. The proposed Policy TAP2 serves
to compliment and support the airport related car parking policies in the development plans adopted by
the Councils neighbouring local planning authorities such as Crawley Borough Council (i.e. Crawley Local
Plan 2030 Policy GAT3). Thus proposed Policy TAP 2 provides a consistent approach in planning policy
being adopted by the other local councils which neighbour the airport. GAL strongly supports Policy
TAP2 of the Proposed Submission Plan as it is the most sustainable approach in policy terms for the Plan
to promote.

Yes

Gatwick airport is here, it is London and south east
England second airport, the council are ignoring its
potential development.
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Holiday Extras Ltd and Airparks Services Limited object to Policy TAP2 as currently worded. It is not
Given the points set out above, HX and Airparks respectfully No
justified for the reasons set out below. Holiday Extras Limited ("HX") is the largest distributor of holiday- request that policy TAP2 is replaced with a policy that allows
related products (including car parking, hotels and lounges) in the UK. HX currently distributes on- and
for the delivery of off-airport car parking where demand for
off-airport parking at 17 UK airports; on-airport parking at six UK airports and off-airport parking at three car parking spaces, recognising the multi-faceted nature of
UK airports. Airparks Services Limited ('Airparks') is an associated company of HX which itself operates airport access, is not provided on airport in line with
off-airport car parks at Luton and Birmingham. Together, HX and Airparks provide airport car parking to demand. In these circumstances off-airport car parking
over 2m customers per year. Proposed Policy TAP2 Proposed policy TAP2 is of significant concern to would be permissible in sustainable locations and where a
HX and Airparks. Policy TAP2 states: 'Proposals for additional or replacement airport related parking,
sustainable parking operation, such as park and ride, is
including long and short term parking for passenger vehicles, will not be permitted.' This policy is not
delivered.
supported by robust evidence. Instead it appears to be based on an assumption that sites within the
airport boundary would provide the most sustainable location for long stay car parking because they are
close to the terminals and would therefore help reduce the need for additional trips.

The reasoning at page 75 states that the airport operator is responsible for modal shift in public
transport use to access the airport and a policy which controls the extent of airport related parking is
therefore justified to help encourage the use of alternatives. There is an absence of empirical evidence
to support the premise that controlling airport relating parking to the extent of restricting additional or
replacement airport parking to locations solely within the airport boundary will encourage the use of
alternative modes of access to the airport, thereby making it an 'important contribution' to meeting
public transport targets. Airport related car parking consists of one of a number of different modes of
transport to an airport, providing the passenger with the necessary choice, with different modes
controlled by different agencies with different priorities. There are differences between business and
leisure travellers, and visitors and domestic passengers. In a report entitled 'Consumer Research for the
UK Aviation Sector' prepared by Collaborative Research on behalf of the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA),
and analysis of business and leisure travellers produced the following results: Business flyers rely on: "
Taxi / minicab (30%) " Public transport (29%) Leisure flyers rely

on: " Parking at or near the airport (35%) " Lift from a family member or friend (25%) These statistics
highlight the need for choice in terms of access to an airport as different passengers rely on different
modes of transport specific to their needs. The ability to deliver such choice to all types of passenger
should be possible through an enabling and effective planning system. Therefore planning policies within
Local Plans should not be included that restrict the ability of different operators to deliver a variety of
means of access to the airport in a healthy competitive environment. The CAA published document
entitled 'Consultation Issues Affecting Passengers Access to UK Airports: A Review of Surface Access'
focuses on the competitive conditions for road access to UK airports including an analysis of the
interactions between airport operators and road providers (e.g. independent car parking operators, taxi
/ minicab operators, bus operators etc.). The CAA can exercise their statutory powers in relation to
issues of airport operational services, concurrently with the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA).
This means that they can apply and enforce UK and EU competition law which prohibits anticompetitive
agreements and abuses of a dominant position. By restricting the

provision of airport car parking to within the boundaries of Gatwick Airport, Reigate and Banstead is
promoting an anticompetitive policy and establishing the dominant position of the airport in terms of car
parking. It would also direct all passenger car traffic into the local road network around the airport giving
rise to impacts on air quality. Taking the above into account we would remind the Council that Local
Plans should be prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which is
based on a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF sets out the
three dimensions to sustainable development: " An economic role - contributing to building a strong,
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the
right places and at the right time to support growth and innovations; and by identifying and coordinating
development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure; " A social role - supporting strong,
vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing requires to meet the needs of
present and future generations; and 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; and " 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. Chapter 1 of the NPPF is focused
on building a strong, competitive economy. Specifically, paragraph 19 states that 'The Government is
committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic
growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth.
Therefore significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the
planning system.' Restricting airport car parking to within the airport only would be contrary to the
Government's commitment to supporting sustainable economic growth because it inhibits a competitive
airport economy. Policy TAP 2 therefore fails the economic role of sustainable development and is not in
general accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. In terms of sustainable transport, NPPF
paragraph 29 states that transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating

sustainable development. Whilst the NPPF identifies that the transport system needs to be balanced in
favour of sustainable transport modes to give people a choice about how they travel, it also recognises
that different policies and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas. For airport parking there
is a need to recognise that not all passengers are able to or will want to arrive by public transport. Also,
it is illogical to state that having all car parking on site is more sustainable than allowing some off-airport
facilities including park and ride. The opportunity to secure sustainable off-airport facilities can result in a
substantial benefits including: 1) Reducing pressure on the local road network by dispersing private
vehicles to a number of satellite facilities thereby reducing congestion around the airport. The benefits
of park and ride is well understood nationally for its ability to assist in reducing congestion and
associated air quality impacts; 2) Improving air quality impacts on the road network around the airport
due to the wider dispersal of vehicles. 3) Securing a balance of parking provision and surface access
types that allow environmental impacts to be managed effectively. 4)

Securing a balance of parking provision and surface access types that recognise the need for and allow
for consumer choice. 5) Removing the monopoly on parking by a single, uncompetitive entity that may
not deliver the necessary on-site parking facilities (as has been the case to date) to address increasing
passenger numbers. Leaving the airport as the only responsible entity for delivering all future parking
provision removes the council's ability to respond if the airport does not add sufficient capacity. The
restrictive policy as drafted leaves no recourse for the Council to secure delivery of the new spaces
which in turn leads to unregulated and unlawful parking activity.
The emerging plan should robustly
consider the above points through the Sustainability Appraisal process. Given the points set out above,
HX and Airparks respectfully request that policy TAP2 is replaced with a policy that allows for the
delivery of off-airport car parking where demand for car parking spaces, recognising the multi-faceted
nature of airport access, is not provided on airport in line with demand. In these circumstances offairport car parking would be permissible in sustainable locations and where a sustainable parking

operation, such as park and ride, is delivered. Additional comments, principally in respect of the
deficiencies in the sustainability appraisal for the DMP related to Airport Parking, have been submitted
by Tim North Associates on behalf of Holiday Extras Ltd and Airparks Services Ltd. These comments
should be read in conjunction and considered in conjunction with these representations by Williams
Gallagher.

Yes

At present the comments we have made have not
been adequately addressed by the local authority and
no further sustainability appraisal has been
undertaken. Please note comments were previously
made by Matthew Williams whilst employed at Savills
(UK) Ltd.
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CCF1

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but consider that it needs to be strengthened to be sound.

1b) ....Regulations, or any other nationally agreed standards. No
Reason
Standards are likely to be strengthened over time so there
needs to be flexibility.
3)Micro-generation will be actively encouraged for new
development...’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened rather than just stating
‘should be considered’
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Yes

Both yes and
no

No

We support this policy but consider that it needs to be strengthened to be sound.

1b) ....Regulations, or any other nationally agreed standards. No
Reason
Standards are likely to be strengthened over time so there
needs to be flexibility.

No

3)Micro-generation will be actively encouraged for new
development...’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened rather than just stating
‘should be considered’
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Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 6) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 55 an additional Para
could be added to state the following: ‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding
zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding requirements. In relation to climate change aspects that
the airport would wish to assess are the provision of any wind turbines and large areas of solar panels.
More information is valuable at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 6) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 55 an additional Para could be added to state the
following: ‘Applications for development within the
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to climate change
aspects that the airport would wish to assess are the
provision of any wind turbines and large areas of solar
panels. More information is vailable at
business.gatwickairport.com
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Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 6) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 55 an additional Para
could be added to state the following: ‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding
zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding requirements. In relation to climate change aspects that
the airport would wish to assess are the provision of any wind turbines and large areas of solar panels.
More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 6) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 55 an additional Para could be added to state the
following: ‘Applications for development within the
aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to climate change
aspects that the airport would wish to assess are the
provision of any wind turbines and large areas of solar
panels. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com
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The HBF does not generally object to local plans encouraging developers to include renewable energy as
part of a scheme, and to minimising resource use in general, however it is important that this is not
interpreted as a mandatory requirement. This would be contrary to the Government’s intentions, as set
out in ministerial statement of March 20153, the Treasury’s 2015 report ‘Fixing the Foundations4’ and
the Housing Standards Review, which specifically identified energy requirements for new housing
development to be a matter solely for Building Regulations with no optional standards.
The Deregulation Act 2015 was the legislative tool used to put in place the changes of the Housing
Standards Review. This included an amendment to the Planning and Energy Act 2008 to remove the
ability of local authorities to require higher than Building Regulations energy efficiency standards for
new homes. Transitional arrangements for existing plan policies were set out in a Written Ministerial
Statement in March 2015.
As written part 1b of the policy could be considered to require applicants to comply with an energy
efficiency standard that exceeds that required by Building

As written part 1b of the policy could be considered to
Yes
require applicants to comply with an energy efficiency
standard that exceeds that required by Building Regulations.
We would suggest that the policy be amended to encourage
the adoption of energy efficiency measures and the use of
renewable and low carbon energy sources. This would more
accurately reflect the intention of Government is to improve
energy efficiency through Building Regulations not through
planning policy.

Yes

We consider that parts of these policy are not
consistent with national policy and insufficient
justification has been provided for these departures.

The requirements of Policy CCF1 are already covered by the relevant building regulations and so this
policy is not required.

Yes

Yes

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes are the lead
promoters of one of the largest Sustainable Urban
Extensions in the DMP and therefore it is essential
that they are able to represent the site as part of any
relevant examination hearings, particularly due to the
comments made in the representation.

welcomed.

No

Yes

CCF1

No

Regulations. We would suggest that the policy be amended to encourage the adoption of energy
efficiency measures and the use of renewable and low carbon energy sources. This would more
accurately reflect the intention of Government is to improve energy efficiency through Building
Regulations not through planning policy.
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We support this policy but consider that it needs to be strengthened to be sound.

1b) ....Regulations, or any other nationally agreed standards. No
Reason
Standards are likely to be strengthened over time so there
needs to be flexibility.
3)Micro-generation will be actively encouraged for new
development...’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened rather than just stating
‘should be considered’
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DES3

Yes

No

Yes

Policy DES3 ‘Residential Areas of Special Character’ proposes new designations. It is not clear why these
additional areas warrant the designation and how these areas have changed since 1989, such that they
are now of special character, which was not the case previously when RASCs were established. It is
considered that policies DES1 and DES2 could adequately control development in these areas to
maintain their key attributes. The designation of areas which are less special may inadvertently serve to
undermine the value of RASCs. The plan should also consider the removal or consolidation of the RASC
designations, where the character of these areas has diminished, with greater reliance on design related
policies for maintaining character. Policy DES3 adds little to the requirements of Policies DES1 and DES2.
Criterion 7 is contradictory as the first part prevents any sub-division of plots whereas the second part
suggests that this is acceptable, subject to the plots not being significantly smaller than those prevailing
in the area. It is high levels of mature landscaping, amenity and spacious ambience that give the RASCs
their character and the plot size is not determinative of this.

Maintain or consolidate existing RASC boundaries. Delete
proposed new RASC boundaries. Criterion 7 should be
reworded to preclude subdivision which would result in plots
appearing smaller than those which characterise the area to
ensure that the plan is effective.

No

CCF2

Yes

Yes

Yes

We support this policy but consider that there is a contradiction in 1) and the text needs clarification

1)Development proposals should, where ever possible, avoid No
areas at risk of flooding
Reason
The policy states that development proposals must avoid
areas at risk or flooding and then goes on to talk about
proposals in areas known to flood.
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Developments which could result in dangerous pollution of
rainwater will not be allowed
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4) … Developments which could result in dangerous pollution of rainwater will not be allowed

4) … Developments which could result in dangerous pollution No
of rainwater will not be allowed
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. The historical flooding information that was provided and annotated on the previously approved
DMP has been removed on the proposed DMP – this information is very important and should be
included again. Any plans made within an area of known historical flooding must carefully consider the
risks to people and property with complete information and an objective, expert assessment. By
removing the historical flood information the proposed Development Plan it takes a step away from a
clear portrayal of this risk.

. The historical flooding information that was provided and No
annotated on the previously approved DMP has been
removed on the proposed DMP – this information is very
important and should be included again. Any plans made
within an area of known historical flooding must carefully
consider the risks to people and property with complete
information and an objective, expert assessment. By
removing the historical flood information the proposed
Development Plan it takes a step away from a clear portrayal
of this risk.
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Thank you for inviting comments from Croydon Council on Reigate and Banstead’s regulation 19
Development Management Plan. The only comment that Croydon Council has is regarding Policy CCF2 –
Flood risk. As you will be aware the London Borough of Croydon is at high risk of surface water flooding
(and has been identified in the past as the local authority with the 4th highest level of risk in England of
surface water flooding. There are a several surface water flow paths from Reigate and Banstead
borough into the Coulsdon area of the London Borough of Croydon. These in turn flow along the
Brighton Road corridor through Purley towards Central Croydon. Along this corridor ‘downstream’ of
the point of entry from Reigate and Banstead, our Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has identified in
excess of 40 incidents of surface water flooding. To reduce the incidence of surface water flooding
Policy DM25 of the Croydon Local Plan 2018 states that developments should achieve better than
greenfield runoff rates (and at a minimum greenfield run off rates should be achieved). It is noted that
Policy CCF2(3) of the Reigate and Banstead DMP seeks only to ensure that development does not
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere, and where possible should seek to secure opportunities to
reduce both the cause and impact of flooding.

Given the underlying geology of much of the catchment
No
‘upstream’ of the London Borough of Croydon, the level of
Surface Water Flood Risk in Croydon, and flood risk being a
cross-boundary issue (in that water flows from Reigate and
Banstead into Croydon), Croydon Council requests that Policy
CCF2(3) be amended to state that "in locations where surface
water would drain into the London Borough of Croydon
developments should achieve better than greenfield runoff
rates, and only if it is not technically feasible to do will a
higher runoff rate be permitted (and in such instances a
minimum of greenfield runoff rates must be achieved)."
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It should also reference Surrey County Council as the Lead
Local Flood Authority under the Flood and Water
Management Act.
It should also reference Surrey County Council as the Lead
Local Flood Authority under the Flood and Water
Management Act.
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Yes

CCF2

Yes

No

Yes

Member

CCF2

This refers to seeking advice from the Environment Agency. It should also reference Surrey County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority under the Flood and Water Management Act.

Member

CCF2

This refers to seeking advice from the Environment Agency. It should also reference Surrey County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority under the Flood and Water Management Act.

Planning
Specialist

Yes

CCF2

SC8/ SC9

Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the above. Having been involved in the previous
consultations, we are satisfied that most of our comments have been incorporated in the Development
Management Plan Proposed Submission version.
We support objectives SC8 and SC9 and policy CCF2- flood risk. We recognise the ambitions of council to
prioritise all development in areas of lowest flood risk. We also support the recommendations in
sections 3.4.24 and 3.4.25 concerning proposed new flood alleviation schemes. The Environment Agency
would like to highlight that these schemes may necessitate safeguarding additional parcels of land to
accommodate any flood alleviation schemes.
Overall it appears the Development Management Plan Proposed Submission version is founded on
robust and credible evidence base. The Environment Agency notes that the findings of the sustainability
appraisal have been reflected in the document and used to inform the policies.
It is our considered opinion that the proposed plan is consistent with the national planning policy and
complies with the legal requirements and appears sound.

No

No

No

It meets the legal requirements of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended by the
Localism Act 2011) and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and
is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss this further.
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CCF2

Flood risk assessment level 1:
• Appendix D – impact of climate change:
• Appendix F – risk of flood from ground water:
• Appendix G – flood warning & alert areas:
• Appendix H – historic flood records:
• Flood risk assessment level 2:
• Appendix A – site summary sheets:
The Town Council believes that nowhere else in the county is affected by flooding to such a degree or in
the same way as Horley. The Town Council feels that it is imperative not to create problems that cannot
be solved. It can be seen from the data in the various appendices, listed above, that the Horley area is at
risk of flooding from all and any sources and this should mitigate against any further extensions outside
of the current or approved built area. E.g. the proposed urban extension in Meath Green Lane. The
Council is also concerned over proposals to re-categorise existing flood areas in order to support more
development as it has yet to be proven that the flood mitigation schemes will work in those
circumstances. Horley should be protected from further massive builds until the results of current flood
mitigation can be known. The Town Council is also concerned about the impact of flooding to and from
windfall sites in the existing built environment.

The Town Council is most concerned to ensure that no area of Horley is re-categorised until it is known
that the flood mitigation works. The Council is worried that the flooding will just get worse and
mitigation measures will move the problem of the flooding elsewhere rather than solve it.
In addition, the Town Council noted with surprise that no flood protection measures are proposed for
Horley given that Horley has the worst problem

Horley should be protected from massive builds until the
results of current flood mitigation can be known.
Surprised that no flood protection measures are proposed
for Horley.
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We generally support this policy but find it difficult to reconcile the statements in Para1 with the rest of
the policy. Para 1 states that Development Proposals must avoid areas at risk of flooding. However it
then goes on to talk about what steps need to be taken for proposals that are in areas at risk of flooding.
If the word ‘must’ is used we believe this to be a mandatory statement and if that word is used nothing
suggesting development within an area liable to flooding should be considered. While this seems
sensible we assume it is not what is intended. We therefore suggest the following wording:
Development proposals must where ever possible avoid areas of flooding and prioritise development in
areas with the lowest risk of flooding. However, any proposals within an area known to be at risk of
flooding must satisfy the sequential test and where necessary, the exceptions test in line with relevant
National Guidelines. In addition such proposals shall declare all proposed mitigation to reduce the risk of
flooding.

Proposal: Amend Para 1 to read as below:
No
Development proposals must where ever possible avoid
areas of flooding and prioritise development in areas with
the lowest risk of flooding. However, any proposals within an
area known to be at risk of flooding must satisfy the
sequential test and where necessary, the exceptions test in
line with relevant National Guidelines. In addition such
proposals shall declare all proposed mitigation to reduce the
risk of flooding.
Reason
To make the Policy logical and consistent

No

CCF2

Yes

No

Yes

Criterion 3
Extensive areas of existing development in the district, particularly in Horley, are at risk of flooding.
Proposed development which would reduce existing flood risk should be supported. The policy as
worded is not effective in delivering this benefit. Criterion 3 should be reworded to support proposals
which have a net benefit in terms of flood risk
to existing as well as proposed development.
Criteria 1 and 2 Land & Partners object to the policy on the grounds that it requires site--specific Flood
Risk
Assessments to take account of the advice and recommendations set out in the Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment. This should be clarified to refer also to subsequent work that is currently underway by
the Environment Agency that is likely to change the findings of the Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment. Page 71 of the Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Sequential Test for
Flood Risk (January 2018) states that the Council is taking a precautionary approach, with the updated
modelling for the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2017 using historic EA flood mapping (on the advice of
the EA), until such

• The policy requires site--specific Flood Risk Assessments to No
take account of the advice and
recommendations set out in the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment. This should be clarified
to refer also to subsequent work that is currently underway
by the Environment Agency that
is likely to change the findings of the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment. Please see detailed
comments and justification above.
• Criterion 3 of Policy CCF2 currently reads:
"Proposals must not increase the level of risk of flooding
elsewhere. Where possible, proposals
should seek to secure opportunities to reduce both the cause
and impact of flooding."
This should be altered to Proposals must not increase the
level of risk of flooding elsewhere. Proposals which secure
any possible opportunities to reduce both the cause and
impact of flooding will be supported .

Yes

Would need the ability to store the precipitation from a 100
year storm.

No

time as the EA flood investigations are concluded and updated modelling is produced. When updated
modelling is available, the sequential test approach will be
revisited in consultation with the EA. Land & Partners disagree with this approach.
The probability of flooding on land is categorised within different zones by the EA, for the purposes of
applying a 'Sequential Test' to selecting sites for development, where quite logically it is the aim to
ensure that new development is steered to the lowest risk of flooding when choosing sites for housing.
The M23 motorway, which crosses the Burstow Stream natural floodplain, was constructed (1974) after
the significant flood events of 1960 and 1968. The results of recent modelling demonstrate that the
motorway embankment is a significant obstruction to floodplain flow and that if an event
with a magnitude of the 1968 flood event were to occur again, the flooding downstream of the
motorway would be less extensive than was observed during the historic event.
The EA Flood Zone maps include both modelled information and Worst Historic Flood Extents
which has had the result of increasing the extent of Zone 2 in this part of Horley.

However, for the
purposes of the Sequential Test, it is appropriate to use only the data derived from the detailed
hydraulic modelling to define Flood Zone 2.
While it is understood to be EA internal policy to include the worst historic in the definition of the
Flood Zone 2 extent on their mapping, this is not government policy and it is not appropriate to
deviate from government policy on a site--by--site basis. Particularly in this instance, the land
downstream of the M23 motorway has experienced a reduction in flood risk since the significant
historic flood events as a result of the construction of the motorway embankment. The worst
Historic Extent is no longer relevant for the area between the M23 motorway and Smallfield Road.
Land and Partners have been liaising with Reigate & Banstead Council’s drainage officer and key
contacts at the Environment Agency for several years in connection with the opportunities to
address flood risk within the land south of Smallfield Road that they are promoting. It provides the
opportunity to reduce flood risk to existing

properties in the area. A number of options have been
and are being explored in discussions with the Environment Agency.
It is becoming clear that there are a number of solutions possible and whilst the final package for
the whole of the Burstow Stream catchment at East Horley will not be known until the work has
been completed, there are a number of viable options to reduce the extent flood risk that Land and
Partners are pursuing in parallel with the wider catchment work.
At the very least, when the land south of Smallfield Road is considered as a whole, in the absence
of any change to the flood maps, it is an established approach to move development platforms
around within a masterplan area such that, for example land that is otherwise most appropriate for
housing development that is subject to flood risk can be exchanged within the same Masterplan
promotion area for an area that is not liable to flood risk but is not suitable for housing. This is a
tried--and--tested approach that is often used and normally for example when land is exchanged

internally within a master plan area such as this the calculations will show some overall
improvement in reducing flood risk outside the site.
Given this, sites that are assessed at a fine grain level within a potential comprehensive
development should not be considered in isolation when reaching conclusions on the suitability of
that individual parcel for development. The overall picture and context needs to be taken to assess
the suitability of a wider masterplan area made up of individual parcels.
The hydrological analysis is expected to be completed this year and that will inform the
development of a concept master plan that is viable, technically sound and will deliver material
benefits such as reducing flood risk to existing properties. We therefore propose that the plan can be
improved by acknowledging in the evidence base that as part of assessment of fine--grained
parcels, their role and position in respect of the potential of a wider masterplan area is taken into
account.
The Government supports privately funded measures to benefit communities -- see paragraph
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

CCF2

No

No

No

100/157 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Flood Risk not properly considered. Area has not been shown to flood historically but making it more
impervious will add greatly to risk for adjoining areas and downstream

No

Land and Partners is a promotor with extensive
experience in the region and has control of a
significant area of land which is available for a
sustainable urban extension which is likely to be
key to meeting local housing needs in the future
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CCF2

Yes

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 4, which could be extended to say: “Where Sustainable
Drainage Systems are proposed, schemes should include appropriate arrangements for the ongoing
maintenance for the lifetime of the development , and realise any opportunities for biodiversity or
amenity .” (cross-ref. 3.4.30-31 – all of which is welcomed).

CCF2

No

Thames Water support the policy in principle, but consider improvements are required in relation to
water and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure. The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states
that a sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from
forms of flooding other than from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers". When
reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage
infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and
sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment and
supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be upgraded or
extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. Flood risk
sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development
may be necessary in flood risk areas. Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to
‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of
development where off site

No

Make specific reference to sewer flooding and an acceptance Yes
that flooding could occur away from the flood plain as a
result of development where off site infrastructure is not in
place ahead of development.

No

1)Development proposals should, where ever possible,
avoid areas at risk of flooding. ‘However’, any proposal
within an area......relevant national guidance, including
appropriate mitigation measures

No

sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development. We support Policy CCF2 part
4). Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of
critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as
far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer system. By doing
this, SUDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the sewerage network has
the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate change. SUDS not only help to

and recreational benefits.
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CCF2

Yes

Yes/No

Don't know

We support this policy but consider that there is a contradiction in 1) and the text needs clarification

No

Reason
The policy states that development proposals must avoid
areas at risk or flooding and then goes on to talk about
proposals in areas known to flood.
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Yes

DES5

Yes

No

Yes

Criterion 1 requires development to meet nationally described internal space standards. However it is
not clear what need or justification there is for these in the Borough to satisfy the relevant tests at
paragraph 20 of the Planning Practice Guidance on Housing given that “the majority of housing is
currently delivered above the space standards”. The introduction of standards could prevent the
delivery of some otherwise appropriate and much needed starter homes in the Borough (not just
affordable) and is not therefore positively worded in this regard. Criterion 2 does not specify what an
‘acceptable outlook’ might mean. Clearly circumstances will vary from site to site, but it would be
appropriate for minimum standards to be set out in policy to provide developers with an understanding
of the Council’s expectations and to provide consistency in decision making across the Borough.

Criterion 1 should be deleted to ensure the plan is justified.
Criterion 2 should specify, or state that the Council will
produce guidance on, what constitutes an acceptable
outlook and minimum distance required to ensure that the
plan is justified and effective.

NHE1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy and particularly the recognition given to AGLVs until the review of the AONB
boundaries is carried out.

Addition to end of policy 1)
No
‘...onto current AGLV. Regard will be also given to the Surrey
Hills Management Plan
Reason
This is referred to in paragraph 3.5.9 but as it is an important
document with more detailed guidance than within this
policy, we consider it should be added to the policy.

We would like reference to the Surrey Hills Management Plan to be included in the policy..
We propose that the creation of local landscape designations to be included as a policy and not just in
the explanation.
We propose a new policy on protecting local views.

No

6)The Council will introduce new local landscape
designations in the next review of the Plan
Reason
It is anticipated that the review of the AONB boundary will be
reassessed within the next 5 years. We understand work is to
start this year on it. However, there are also areas of high
quality landscape value which are not in the AGLV which we
consider should also have special protection. We have in
mind, for example, the land bordering Mole Valley towards
Leigh.
We note the references in paragraphs 3.5.7 and 3.5.8 but
consider this matter is of sufficient importance to be
included in a policy.
7) For the next review, the Council will consider introducing a
policy on protecting important local views.
Reason
Not all local views are protected by the AONB/AGLV policies.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

NHE1

Don't Know

No

No

5) Proposals for renewable energy developments, in
particular wind turbines and solar farms, will only be
permitted be encouraged where their impact (visual and
noise) would not significantly harm the landscape or
undermine the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside.
6) proposals for fossil fuels exploration will not be approved
within the green belt due to the loss of ecology and flora

No

No
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Yes
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Don't Know

No
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and recognizes the need for alternative energy provision
requirements

No
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Miss
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

NHE1

Don't know

No

No

5) Proposals for renewable energy developments, in particular wind turbines and solar farms, will only
be permitted be encouraged where their impact (visual and noise) would not significantly harm the
landscape or undermine the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.

No

No
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N/A

Yes

NHE1

Don't know

No

No

6) proposals for fossil fuels exploration will not be approved within the green belt due to the loss of
ecology and flora

5) Proposals for renewable energy developments, in
particular wind turbines and solar farms, will only be
permitted be encouraged where their impact (visual and
noise) would not significantly harm the landscape or
undermine the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside.
6) proposals for fossil fuels exploration will not be approved
within the green belt due to the loss of ecology and flora

No

No

Miss

Lisa

Scott
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N/A
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Yes

NHE1

Don’t know

No

No

… and recognizes the need for alternative energy provision requirements

… and recognizes the need for alternative energy provision
requirements

No

No
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Yes

NHE1

4.20 Paragraph 115 of the NPPF advises that Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) have the highest
status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic
beauty. Great weight should be afforded to their
protection.
4.21 Paragraph 113 of the NPPF adds that distinctions
should be made between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites, so that protection
is commensurate with their status and gives appropriate
weight to their importance.
4.22 Having regard to national policy as summarised above,
we therefore object to part 1) of Policy NHE1 which seeks
to afford equal status to the protection of the current Area
of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) to that afforded to the
AONB. We conclude therefore that part 1) of Policy NHE1
is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy.

“1) Within or adjacent to the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Yes
Natural Beauty, great weight will be attached to the impact
that the proposal would have on the landscape and scenic
beauty. (delete: The same principles will apply to proposals
within the current Area of Great Landscape Value and
maintained as such, until such a time as the AONB Boundary
Review is completed which may extend the AONB onto
current AGLV.”

Yes

No

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.
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NHE1

NHE1

Yes

Both yes and
no

No

The area designed as ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ area has been reduced in the area designated as a
‘Strategic Employment Site’ - it should be returned to the area as provided for in the previously
approved DMP. Gatwick airport traffic is increasing. The importance of the open setting designation to
provide for regional greenspace and a buffer zone for airport activity has increased. Decreasing the
designated area in inconsistent with this.

The area designed as ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ area has been No
reduced in the area designated as a ‘Strategic Employment
Site’ - it should be returned to the area as provided for in the
previously approved DMP. Gatwick airport traffic is
increasing. The importance of the open setting designation
to provide for regional greenspace and a buffer zone for
airport activity has increased. Decreasing the designated
area in inconsistent with this.

We support this policy and particularly the recognition given to AGLVs until the review of the AONB
boundaries is carried out.

Addition to end of policy 1)
No
‘...onto current AGLV. Regard will be also given to the Surrey
Hills Management Plan
Reason
This is referred to in paragraph 3.5.9 but as it is an important
document with more detailed guidance than within this
policy, we consider it should be added to the policy.

We would like reference to the Surrey Hills Management Plan to be included in the policy..
We propose that the creation of local landscape designations to be included as a policy and not just in
the explanation.
We propose a new policy on protecting local views.

Yes

6)The Council will introduce new local landscape
designations in the next review of the Plan
Reason
It is anticipated that the review of the AONB boundary will be
reassessed within the next 5 years. We understand work is to
start this year on it. However, there are also areas of high
quality landscape value which are not in the AGLV which we
consider should also have special protection. We have in
mind, for example, the land bordering Mole Valley towards
Leigh.
We note the references in paragraphs 3.5.7 and 3.5.8 but
consider this matter is of sufficient importance to be
included in a policy.
7) For the next review, the Council will consider introducing a
policy on protecting important local views.
Reason
Not all local views are protected by the AONB/AGLV policies.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0653.
12

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe East Surrey
ntor\0653
Green Party

RBBC\Organis Member
ation\0113

Mr

Jonathan

Essex

East Surrey
Green Party

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

NHE1

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation will weaken the protection of the Area of
Great Landscape Value (AGLV). This should be reversed.

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation
will weaken the protection of the Area of Great Landscape
Value (AGLV). This should be reversed.

No
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NHE1

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation will weaken the protection of the Area of
Great Landscape Value (AGLV). This should be reversed.

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation
will weaken the protection of the Area of Great Landscape
Value (AGLV). This should be reversed.

No
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NHE1

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 6) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 60 an additional Para
could be added to state the following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that the bird strike risk to the
airport is not increased, aspects to be considered include the design of green and blue landscaping.
More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 6) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 60 an additional Para could be added to state the
following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome
safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding
requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that
the bird strike risk to the airport is not increased, aspects to
be considered include the design of green and blue
landscaping. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com

Yes
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Amendment to the protection of the “Gatwick Open Setting” (within Policy NHE1) (pursuant to
unsoundness reason c)) The “Gatwick Open Setting” has its roots in the policy position pre-1974 when
the location currently comprising Gatwick Airport was situated in Surrey. The location of the current
airport was, at that time, situated within the Green Belt which consequently served to prevent
coalescence between settlements.
Since the 1972 Local Government Act (and related Charlwood and Horley Act 1974) came into force,
Gatwick Airport is now in West Sussex while Horley and other environs to the north of the airport
remain in Surrey.
To prevent coalescence between the settlements and Gatwick Airport, in the absence of Green Belt
Policy, the West Sussex Structure plan introduced a strategic gap between settlements adjacent to
Gatwick Airport, and the Airport itself, where no development was assumed. The principle of this gap
became enshrined in constituent LP planning policies, both in West Sussex and in Surrey.
In RBBC, the gap became reflected in policy protection known as the “Gatwick Airport Open Settling” (or
“Gatwick Open Setting”).

Revised Draft Policy NHE1 – Landscape Protection
Yes
The following spatial designations are relevant:
• The Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB)
• The Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV)
1) Within or adjacent to the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, great weight will be attached to the impact
that the proposal would have on the landscape and scenic
beauty. The same principles will apply to proposals within
the current Area of Great Landscape Value and maintained
as such, until such a time as the AONB Boundary Review is
completed which may extend the AONB onto current AGLV.
2) Proposals for development between Horley and Gatwick
Airport must ensure that a physical visual break is retained
through the protection and intensification of existing
tree/hedgerow belts and other landscape measures
including introducing a suitable and distinct landscape buffer
to reinforce the identity and separateness of the settlement
of Horley from Crawley and the airport, and have regard to
and be consistent with adopted planning policies in adjoining
areas. This is reflected on the policies map with the notation
of ‘Gatwick Open Setting’, aside from within allocated sites
therein, which shall contain their own requirements to
provide an appropriate buffer

Yes

This policy currently relates to Horley in the Local Plan 2005 (Saved Policies) Policy Hr 37. It is noted that
this policy was defined on the Proposals Map as including a significant majority of the site now proposed
to be allocated.
Draft Policy NHE1 seeks to provide a “suitable buffer” to protect and reinforce the distinctiveness, and
“separateness” of Horley from Crawley and “have regard” to the “open setting of the airport”. The draft
policy explains that the notation of the “Gatwick Open Setting” is shown on the policies map. It should
be noted that the policy seeks to preserve the open setting of the Airport “consistent with adopted
planning policies in adjoining areas”.
While HBPD supports in principle the protection of a buffer to preserve the distinctiveness and
separation of Horley from Gatwick, HBPD contends that the manner in which NHE1 (3) proposes to
safeguard the buffer in relation to HOR9 is not effective. The policies map currently shows a linear buffer
which would run along the southern edge of the proposed allocation under policy HOR9.
By locating the buffer in this location, this would severely constrain the developable area within HOR9 to
55% of its total area which would materially undermine the delivery of the employment allocation

to prevent such coalescence.
3) Throughout the borough, development proposals must:
a) Respect the landscape character and landscape features of
the locality
b) Have particular regard for potential impacts on ridgelines,
public views and tranquillity, and the effects of light pollution
c) Be of a design, siting and scale that is complementary to
the landscape and surroundings
d) Use appropriate external building materials, particularly in
terms of type and colour, to avoid the development
appearing conspicuous in the landscape.
e) Demonstrate how opportunities have been taken to
enhance the immediate and wider setting of the
development
f) Seek to protect the best and most versatile agricultural
land.
4) Development that would assist in the continuation or
establishment of rural businesses or benefit the social and
economic wellbeing of rural communities will be supported
(subject to adherence with other policies) providing it does
not conflict with the aims of conserving and enhancing the
natural beauty of the landscape.
5) Proposals for renewable energy developments, in
particular wind turbines and solar farms, will only be
permitted where their impact (visual and noise) would not
harm the landscape or undermine the intrinsic character and
beauty of the countryside.

Yes

NHE1

Yes

No

Yes

Given the multiplicity and complexity of the issues

required to meet RBBC’s and the wider Gatwick Diamond identified need. Further, limiting the amount
of developable land on this basis would undermine the benefits the allocation would bring in terms of
national and Core Strategy policy. Figure 1, below, demonstrates the impact that such a buffer,
positioned along the southern edge of the site, could have in terms of limiting the developable (for
buildings), area [map included in rep]:
Furthermore, locating the buffer in such a position would, in effect, result in the perverse position
whereby employment uses are situated closer to adjacent residential dwellings to the north within
Horley itself, while being buffered from the M23 spur (airport Way) to the south. In fact, the
performance of a buffer to the south of the site would be further undermined by new limb from
Junction 9a, proposed by virtue of the proposed allocation.
HBP notes that there is no Evidence Base produced by RBBC in support of this policy requirement. Given
this, and the ineffective nature of the policy, it is considered that it would remain “unsound” unless, and
until, revisions are made.
HBP contends that a more effective means of securing separation of Horley from Gatwick would be that,
through the delivery

of HOR9, that the landscaping buffer be situated as part of requisite public park and landscaping
between the settlement of Horley and the business park. Such a buffer would assist in preserving the
residential amenity enjoyed by adjacent residents; serve to maintain the distinctiveness of Horley from
Gatwick (and its associated commercial development – including Horley Business Park).
It is also noted that the policy makes oblique reference to related “planning policies in adjacent areas.”
On behalf of HBP, an analysis has been undertaken of existing and emerging policies in the adjacent LPAs
where these relate to the strategic gap. The results are set out in Table 1 below [table included in rep]:
Accordingly, it should be noted that the strategic gap policy has become more nuanced in adjacent LPAs
in the intervening years, or, as in the case of Mole Valley and Crawley, it has simply been deleted.
Given the policy has evolved to protect quality of landscape, rather than simply blanket separation,
HBPD has commissioned the Advice Note regarding Policy NHE1, contained at Appendix 3 that explains
how an amended buffer, across HOR9, could work.
Accordingly, HBPD submits that the wording of both NHE1 and HOR9 should be

amended on the basis as set out in the Annex. This would address the “unnecessarily restrictive” reason
for “unsoundness” identified at c).
Additionally, the Policies Map, which shows a conflict between the buffer and the HOR9 allocation,
should remove the notation of the buffer to the South of the site.
While HBPD contends that the above Policy continues to risk being found “unsound” owing to the lack of
an evidence base i.e. “unjustified”), the above revision in relation to the treatment of HBP as proposed
to be allocated under HOR9 at least seeks to make the Policy effective in terms of of providing an
appropriate buffer between Horley and the development to the south and ensuring that such a buffer
performs an effective high-quality landscape function. It would also ensure that the most effective use of
the available land is made to deliver against economic objectives.
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NHE1

Yes

NHE1

Yes

Yes

Yes

We support this policy and particularly the ongoing recognition of AONB & AGLV status until the review
of the AONB boundaries is completed. We are also encouraged by the protection of the most versatile
agricultural land as this has been an area of particular concern.

No

The consultation is welcomed as an opportunity to seek the Surrey Hills AONB Board’s wish there be
consistency in the AONB planning policies within the local plans of its constituent planning authorities.
The two most recent emerging local plans are Guildford and Waverley. Mole Valley and Tandridge are
preparing their local plans and have yet to publish their consultation drafts.

suggested to replace the references at the beginning of
Policy NHE1 to the two landscape designations and the text
under 1). The heading to Policy NHE1 of Landscape
protection can still apply.

Therefore guidance should be taken from both Guildford and Waverley Borough Councils that both
agreed to the similar wording of their AONB local plan policies following submissions on behalf of the
Surrey Hills AONB Board. Both plans have reached an advanced stage in the plan preparation process.
The Inspector’s report is awaited on the Waverley Local Plan. In his questions/issues and his summing up
at the end of the Examination in Public he gave no indication of any concern about the AONB policy in
the plan. The Guildford Local Plan has been submitted to the Secretary of State and an EIP is expected to
take place this summer.

“1) The Surrey Hills of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) as
designated on the Policies Map will be conserved and
enhanced to maximise its special landscape qualities and
scenic beauty.
In accordance with national planning policy, there will be a
presumption against major development in the AONB except
in exceptional circumstances and where it can be
demonstrated it can be demonstrated to be in the public
interest.
High priority will be given to the conservation and
enhancement of the natural beauty of the AONB and
development proposals outside its boundaries must have
regard to protecting its setting.
Development proposals will be assessed against provisions of
the current Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan.

No

2) The same principles for protecting the AONB will apply in
the Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) as designated on
the Policies Map and will be retained for its own sake and as
a buffer to the AONB until there has been a review of the
Surrey Hills AONB boundary.”

The Council is advised that a combination of the Guildford Local Plan Policy P1 - AONB and AGLV Policy
P1 and the Waverley Local Plan Policy RE3 – Landscape Character would probably be the most
appropriate for the circumstances of the Council’s Local Plan. It will be noted that Policy P1 just deals
with the AONB and AGLV while Policy NHE1 covers wider landscape protection. If the Council wishes to
minimise the number of policies then there need not necessarily be a separate AONB/AGLV policy as in
the Guildford Local Plan. Waverley had one Landscape Character Policy RE3.

No suggestions are made to revise the Explanation section
that follows the policy except that paragraph 3.5.9 regarding
the AONB Management Plan can be deleted as it is covered
in the suggested policy

The following text drawn from an adaptation of both Guildford Local Plan Policy P1 and Waverley Local
Plan Policy RE3 is suggested to replace the references at the beginning of Policy NHE1 to the two
landscape designations and the text under 1). The heading to Policy NHE1 of Landscape protection can
still apply.
“1) The Surrey Hills of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) as designated on the Policies Map will be
conserved and enhanced to maximise its special landscape qualities and scenic beauty.
In accordance with national planning policy,

there will be a presumption against major development in the AONB except in exceptional
circumstances and where it can be demonstrated it can be demonstrated to be in the public interest.
High priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the AONB and
development proposals outside its boundaries must have regard to protecting its setting.
Development proposals will be assessed against provisions of the current Surrey Hills AONB
Management Plan.
2) The same principles for protecting the AONB will apply in the Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV)
as designated on the Policies Map and will be retained for its own sake and as a buffer to the AONB until
there has been a review of the Surrey Hills AONB boundary.”
No suggestions are made to revise the Explanation section that follows the policy except that paragraph
3.5.9 regarding the AONB Management Plan can be deleted as it is covered in the suggested policy.
I would be happy to discuss the above with Officers if there are any queries
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TDC would still like to continue joint working in determining up to date landscape designations that
replaces the AGLV which is a revoked designation following the abolition of Structure Plans, including
the AONB review.
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No
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Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support this policy and particularly the recognition given to AGLVs until the review of the AONB
boundaries is carried out. We would like reference to the Surrey Hills Management Plan to be included
in the policy..
We propose that the creation of local landscape designations to be included as a policy and not just in
the explanation.
We propose a new policy on protecting local views.

Addition to end of policy 1) ‘...onto current AGLV. Regard will No
be also given to the Surrey Hills Management Plan
Reason
This is referred to in paragraph 3.5.9 but as it is an important
document with more detailed guidance than within this
policy, we consider it should be added to the policy.

Yes

We may wish to attend on this issue as think it is
important

6)The Council will introduce new local landscape
designations where appropriate
Reason
It is anticipated that the review of the AONB boundary will be
reassessed within the next 5 years. We understand work is to
start this year on it. However, there are also areas of high
quality landscape value which are not in the AGLV which we
consider should also have special protection. We have in
mind, for example, the land bordering Mole Valley towards
Leigh.
We note the references in paragraphs 3.5.7 and 3.5.8 but
consider this matter is of sufficient importance to be
included in a policy.
This proposal is raised on page 82 of the Section 18
consultation document.
7) The Council will introduce a policy on protecting
important local views.
Reason
Not all local views are protected by the AONB/AGLV policies.
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Policy NHE1: Landscape Protection has had additional points included in relation to development which
is located between Gatwick Airport and Horley. This point in the policy now states that “proposals for
development between Horley and Gatwick Airport must ensure that a physical visual break is retained
through the protection and intensification of existing tree/hedgerow belts and other landscape
measures including introducing a suitable and distinct landscape buffer to reinforce the identity and
separateness of the settlement of Horley from Crawley and the airport, and have regard to the open
setting of the Airport consistent with adopted planning policies in adjoining areas. This is reflected on
the policies map with the notation of ‘Gatwick Open Setting’”. This addition to the policy is noted and
welcomed to ensure that there is a maintained level of protection to the landscape, however as stated
above SCC would welcome clarity on the extent of any buffer requirement, along with clarity that this
buffer will not sit rigidly along the southern boundary of the site.

Yes

Yes

Taylor Wimpey are part owners of the Land to the
West of Balcombe Road which is designated to
become the Horley Strategic Business Park under
policy HOR9. They, therefore, wish to be involved in
the oral part of the examination as they wish to have
input into the future plans for their site.
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Policy NHE1: Landscape Protection has had additional points included in relation to development which
is located between Gatwick Airport and Horley. This point in the policy now states that “proposals for
development between Horley and Gatwick Airport must ensure that a physical visual break is retained
through the protection and intensification of existing tree/hedgerow belts and other landscape
measures including introducing a suitable and distinct landscape buffer to reinforce the identity and
separateness of the settlement of Horley from Crawley and the airport, and have regard to the open
setting of the Airport consistent with adopted planning policies in adjoining areas. This is reflected on
the policies map with the notation of ‘Gatwick Open Setting’”. This addition to the policy is noted and
welcomed to ensure that there is a maintained level of protection to the landscape, however as stated
above SCC would welcome clarity on the extent of any buffer requirement, along with clarity that this
buffer will not sit rigidly along the southern boundary of the site (as per previous comments in reps and
comments from GL Hearn.

No

Yes

Surrey County Council are part owners of the Land to
the West of Balcombe Road which is designated to
become the Horley Strategic Business Park under
policy HOR9, and therefore would like to play an
active role in the future of this site and wish to be
involved and participate in the oral part of the
examination.
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Policy DES6 ‘Affordable Housing’ requires that development of allocated greenfield urban extension
sites should provide 35% of (gross) dwellings on the site as affordable housing with developments of 11
or more dwellings providing 30% on site. This is not appropriate and could adversely affect the viability
of urban extension developments, having major implications for the deliverability of the strategic vision.
There may be instances on smaller developments of 11-15 where a financial contribution is more
appropriate, as RSLs frequently do not like smaller groups of few houses as it makes it more difficult to
manage and maintain their portfolios. The requirements of this policy are more onerous than those set
out in policy CS15 of the Core Strategy. Since the policy CS15 became operational, a number issues of

Yes

To convey representations to the Inspector

market following the EU membership referendum These have resulted in reduced house prices and a
slowdown in house sales in the Borough. All of these factors have together had a negative impact on the
viability of
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development in the Borough and runs contrary to paragraph 173 of the NPPF which states that
“development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy
burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened”. It is not considered that this policy
justified or consistent with national policy.
NHE1 Landscape protection – This policy is not yet sound.
a In para 1, please delete “until such a time as the AONB Boundary Review is completed”
b In para 3(a) replace “Have particular regard for” with “minimise”
c In para 3(f) append “or productive” to “best and most versatile”.

No

It is considered that a requirement for contributions should
only apply to sites of 10 dwellings or more or with a gross
floorspace over 1,000m2 in accordance with Paragraph 31 of
Planning Practice Guidance on Planning Obligations. This is
essential due to the potential impact on viability, and
particularly small scale house builders operating in the
Borough and make a valuable contribution towards housing
land supply. This change is required to ensure that the plan is
positively prepared and effective. It is considered that the
policy should replicate CS15 in so far as it is consistent with
the PPG.

NHE1 Landscape protection – This policy is not yet sound.
a In para 1, please delete “until such a time as the AONB
Boundary Review is completed”
b In para 3(a) replace “Have particular regard for” with
“minimise”
c In para 3(f) append “or productive” to “best and most
versatile”.

NHE1 Landscape protection para 4 and NHE6 Reuse and adaptation of buildings in Green
Belt and rural surrounds of Horley para 1. Yes, appropriate development of the local
economy is a way to secure investment for the proper management of Green Belt landscapes,
and to avoid the investment drought and management neglect that goes with “land-banking”.

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but feel it could be strengthened.
It is unclear what the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas are as they are not shown on any plans and the
glossary does not help.
We would like to see local nature reserves shown on the maps.
There should be the ability to designate additional areas where appropriate.

No

No

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas should be shown on the
No
proposal plans.
Reason
If these are of regional importance they should be shown on
the proposal maps.
4) Development within or affecting potential Sites of Nature
Conservation Importance and Local Nature reserves will
require an assessment...’
Reason
We consider that there should be recognition of local nature
reserves. There importance is noted in 3.5.12
5) Through out the Borough , and especially within
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, development proposals will
be ‘required’ to:
Reason
‘Expected’ is too weak.
6) b) ‘ in a location agreed with the Council, or risk refusal.’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened.

7) The Council will continue to review the boundaries of
areas of biodiversity and geological importance, in
association with the relevant organisations, and make new
designations where appropriate.
Reason
Although there is reference to potential SNCIs in 4) there
should be the flexibility to add to the other spatial
designations .
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4.24 EPR, specialist consultants appointed by Gallagher
Estates have undertaken an assessment of the Site to
assess the Site’s ecological value, the likely impacts arising
from the development of the Site and proposed mitigation
measures, if required. Details are set out in our response to
Policy ERM2/3 below.
4.25 Parts 1) and 2) of Policy NHE2 are not relevant to the
Site.
4.26 Part 3) of Policy NHE2 – Protecting and enhancing
biodiversity and areas of geological importance is
inconsistent with paragraph 118 of the NPPF which states
that:
“When determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by
applying the following principles:
• If significant harm resulting from a development cannot
be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with
less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last

“3) Development that is likely (delete: to have an adverse
Yes
effect upon) result in significant harm to any site designated
as a…” Part 3) a) of Policy NHE2 is
unsound and should be deleted. Part 4) of
Policy NHE2 is duplication of Part 6) and should therefore
be deleted.

Yes

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas should be
shown on the proposal plans.
Reason
If these are of regional importance they
should be shown on the proposal maps.

Possibly

No

resort, compensated for, then planning permission should
be refused;” (our emphasis)
4.27 National policy proposes a higher threshold than set
out in Part 3) of Policy NHE2 which applies to development
that is “likely to have an adverse effect…”, where the grant
of planning permission is subject to criterion b), requiring
“adequate mitigation of, or as a last resort, compensation
for, the impact of the development will be put in place.” Furthermore, we also note that Part 3) includes
two
criteria for assessing development proposals.
4.30 Part 3) a) of Policy NHE2 should not apply as this test
set out in national policy applies to development within or
outside likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (see paragraph 118, 2nd bullet, of the
NPPF). Part 2) of Policy NHE2 covers this separately.
4.31 Part 3) b), which is generally consistent with paragraph
118 (1st bullet) of the NPPF. The assessment of the Site
undertaken by Gallagher Estates’ Ecological consultant,
EPR, demonstrates that the development of the Site could
adequately mitigate any adverse effects to the SNCI and
therefore satisfies this requirement.
4.32 We therefore conclude that Part 3) a) of Policy NHE2 is
unsound and should be deleted. 4.33 Part 4) of Policy NHE2 is relevant to the development
of the Site as it would include development within the
Holmethorpe SNCI. As set out in our response to Policy
ERM2/3, Gallagher Estates’ Ecological consultant, EPR,
have undertaken an assessment of the Site to identify the
ecological and nature conservation value of the Site and
the environmental impact of the proposed development.
Whilst we acknowledge that the assessment would
need to be updated at the time of submitting a planning
application, it demonstrates that the Site does not contain
features that align within the Surrey SNCI selection criteria.

Therefore, the SNCI boundary should, in due course, be
redrawn. Nonetheless, The development of the Site is
therefore accords with Part 4) of the policy.
4.34 Finally, it appears that the final sentence of Part 4) of
Policy NHE2 is duplication of Part 6) and should therefore
be deleted.
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Yes

Both yes
and no

No

We support this policy but feel it could be strengthened.
It is unclear what the Biodiversity Opportunity Areas are as they are not
shown on any plans and the glossary does not help.
We would like to see local nature reserves shown on the maps.
There should be the ability to designate additional areas where
appropriate.

4) Development within or affecting
potential Sites of Nature Conservation
Importance and Local Nature reserves will
require an assessment...’
Reason
We consider that there should be
recognition of local nature reserves. There
importance is noted in 3.5.12
5) Through out the Borough , and especially
within Biodiversity Opportunity Areas,
development proposals will be ‘required’ to:
Reason
‘Expected’ is too weak.

No

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

6) b) ‘ in a location agreed with the Council, or risk refusal.’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened.
7) The Council will continue to review the boundaries of
areas of biodiversity and geological importance, in
association with the relevant organisations, and make new
designations where appropriate.
Reason
Although there is reference to potential SNCIs in 4) there
should be the flexibility to add to the other spatial
designations .
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NHE2

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation will weaken the protection of the
environment.
- Point 2 is now weaker, appearing to protect only part rather than all of a Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI). The final sentence ends saying ‘suitably mitigated’. This is vague and should be clearly
defined.
- Point 3 also lacks clarity – as the type of benefits (whether they are conservation benefits for example)
is not defined. What are the benefits that can outweigh the value of nature? How is it proposed that the
needs and benefits are evaluated as having greater value? Is it environmental value, or are we proposing
social or economic value? There are no criteria and no definition is given. We are concerned that this
leaves it possible for a coach and horses to be driven through this policy.
- In paragraph 5b remove ‘wherever possible’. The policy should state what is expected, not have get out
clauses in it.
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NHE2

The proposed changes from the Regulation 18 consultation will weaken the protection of the
environment.
- Point 2 is now weaker, appearing to protect only part rather than all of a Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI). The final sentence ends saying ‘suitably mitigated’. This is vague and should be clearly
defined.
- Point 3 also lacks clarity – as the type of benefits (whether they are conservation benefits for example)
is not defined. What are the benefits that can outweigh the value of nature? How is it proposed that the
needs and benefits are evaluated as having greater value? Is it environmental value, or are we proposing
social or economic value? There are no criteria and no definition is given. We are concerned that this
leaves it possible for a coach and horses to be driven through this policy.
- In paragraph 5b remove ‘wherever possible’. The policy should state what is expected, not have get out
clauses in it.
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NHE2

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 7) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 61 an additional Para
could be added to state the following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that the bird strike risk to the
airport is not increased, aspects to be considered include the design of green and blue landscaping.
More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 7) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 61 an additional Para could be added to state the
following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome
safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding
requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that
the bird strike risk to the airport is not increased, aspects to
be considered include the design of green and blue
landscaping. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com
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welcomed (note the drafting error at para. 4 - repeated 5) Development opportunities where the
primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity will be considered favourably .)

No
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The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC is a European designation and should be afforded the most
protection. TDC have been working alongside RBBC and Mole Valley District Council to ensure that any
development in combination has no adverse impact to the SAC. TDC would like to continue to work with
RBBC and other authorities to ensure if any adverse impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation
measures are put in place.

No
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Welcomed policies protecting and enhancing the borough's biodiversity.

No
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Yes

NHE2

Welcomed policies protecting and enhancing the borough's biodiversity.

No
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Yes

NHE2

Welcomed have policy NHE2 stating the principle of net biodiversity gain in developments.

No
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Yes

NHE2

Welcomed have policy NHE2 stating the principle of net biodiversity gain in developments.
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Yes
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Don't Know

Yes

Don't Know

Yes/No

No

Yes

As [...] two areas affected by the potential re-certifications (to a Potential Site of Nature Conservation
Importance) I'm concerned to have received no consultative information regarding this possible
redesignation and the possible future impact this may have.

We support this policy but feel it could be strengthened. It is unclear what the Biodiversity Opportunity
Areas are as they are not shown on any plans and the glossary does not help.
We would like to see local nature reserves shown on the maps.
There should be the ability to designate additional areas where appropriate.

Prior consultation with the landowner where the council is
No
considering applying to alter the status of the affected site(s).
No contact has been received from the Surrey Wildlife Trust
or the Council as to why the site has been identified as as a
PSNCI, with directly adjacent land not included.

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas should be shown on the
No
proposal plans.
Reason
If these are of regional importance they should be shown on
the proposal maps.
4) Development within or affecting potential Sites of Nature
Conservation Importance and Local Nature reserves will
require an assessment...’
Reason
We consider that there should be recognition of local nature
reserves. Their importance is noted in 3.5.12
5) Through out the Borough , and especially within
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, development proposals will
be ‘required’ to:
Reason
‘Expected’ is too weak.
6) b) ‘ in a location agreed with the Council, or risk refusal.’
Reason
The policy should be strengthened.
7) The Council will continue to review the boundaries of
areas of biodiversity and geological importance, in
association with the relevant organisations, and make new
designations where appropriate.

Reason
Although there is reference to potential SNCIs in 4) there
should be the flexibility to add to the other spatial
designations .
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This has been weakened. Delete the opening ‘Where relevant’ from Paragraph 1.
In Paragraph 2, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that location clearly
outweigh the loss.’ In Paragraph 4, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that
location clearly outweigh the loss’ at the end. Without any criteria defining how you judge what needs
can outweigh what, the policy is week

This has been weakened. Delete the opening ‘Where
No
relevant’ from Paragraph 1.
In Paragraph 2, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of,
development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.’ In
Paragraph 4, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of,
development in that location clearly outweigh the loss’ at the
end. Without any criteria defining how you judge what needs
can outweigh what, the policy is week
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Essex

East Surrey
Green Party

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

NHE3

This has been weakened. Delete the opening ‘Where relevant’ from Paragraph 1.
In Paragraph 2, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that location clearly
outweigh the loss.’ In Paragraph 4, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of, development in that
location clearly outweigh the loss’ at the end. Without any criteria defining how you judge what needs
can outweigh what, the policy is week

This has been weakened. Delete the opening ‘Where
No
relevant’ from Paragraph 1.
In Paragraph 2, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of,
development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.’ In
Paragraph 4, delete ‘unless the need for, and benefits of,
development in that location clearly outweigh the loss’ at the
end. Without any criteria defining how you judge what needs
can outweigh what, the policy is week
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Miles

Kingswood
Residents
Association
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rganisation\00
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We support this policy but are of the view that this policy should either be expanded or a separate policy
produced to address the issue of tree protection and TPOs. Many specimen trees are lost each year by
way of pre-emptive felling to clear the way for possible development. A comprehensive and actively
managed register of such ‘at risk’ trees would help to reduce the problem, as would increasing the
awareness of the tree registration process.

We propose an additional part to the policy or possibly a new No
policy

Catalina

VassalloBonner

VassalloBonner

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but propose an additional policy on T P Os

We propose an additional part to the policy

No

7)The Council will serve Tree Preservation Orders where
appropriate on important trees in the street scene/
landscape, especially where they are threatened by
development, and monitor existing Orders.’
Reason
Trees are an important part of the landscape and it is
important that the Council continues to place emphasis on
making new TPOs and monitoring existing ones.

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We support this policy but propose an additional policy on T P Os

We propose an additional part to the policy

Yes

7)The Council will serve Tree Preservation Orders where
appropriate on important trees in the street scene/
landscape, especially where they are threatened by
development, and including when preparing development
briefs and monitor existing Orders.’
Reason
Trees are an important part of the landscape and it is
important that the Council continues to place emphasis on
making new TPOs and monitoring existing ones.

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

No

There is a need to review existing TPOs and serve new
preservation orders on important trees, especially where
they are vulnerable to the threat of development either now
or in the future. We also believe that local community groups
should be encouraged to work with the council and to
participate in a scheme of registration and progressive
review of trees in their area of interest.
Reason
Trees are a very important part of the local scene and it is
important that the Council and community groups are
proactive in ensuring that valuable specimen trees are not
lost and that existing registered trees are monitored and
maintained.
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ation\0019

Mrs
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NHE3

Yes

Yes/No

Yes

We support this policy but propose an additional policy on T P Os.

We propose an additional part to the policy:
No
7)The Council will serve Tree Preservation Orders where
appropriate on important trees in the street scene/
landscape, especially where they are threatened by
development. It will monitor existing Orders and any
protected tree which is dead or dying will be replaced by a
tree of similar size and species unless there are exceptional
reasons so not to do.’
Reason
Trees are an important part of the landscape and it is
important that the Council continues to place emphasis on
making new TPOs and monitoring existing ones. Policy NHE3
in the S. 18 consultation was stronger.
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NHE4

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support this policy, however, there should be a plan showing the main green corridors
throughout the Borough.

4) At the next review the Council will produce plans and
No
policies showing green corridors throughout the Borough
which will facilitate the free movement of wildlife.
Reason
We are aware that Surrey County Council and the Surrey
Wildlife Trust have been working on the identification of
important green corridors across the county .and we note
the references to the Green Infrastructure Strategy and
Action Plan
Although there are references in 2f to creating new links, in
our opinion this is something the Council should be pulling
together. and mapping on the Proposals Maps Particularly
with climate change and the reduction in size of wildlife
habitats,, it is important to retain open links for the
movement of flora and fauna. Some guidance is required in
the Plan to indicate to developers which areas should remain
undeveloped.
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N/A
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N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

NHE4

Don't Know

No

No

NHE4(2)(f)

… ideally by providing out of road cycle paths

No

No

Miss

Lisa

Scott

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0076

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

NHE4

Don't know

No

No

2) f) … ideally by providing out of road cycle paths

2) f) … ideally by providing out of road cycle paths

No

No

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
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also welcomed.

No

No
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Member

NHE4

The words ‘water related purposes’ must be clarified to ensure it does not detract from the rest of the
policy.

The words ‘water related purposes’ must be clarified to
ensure it does not detract from the rest of the policy.

No

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe East Surrey
ntor\0653
Green Party
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Mr

Jonathan

Essex

East Surrey
Green Party

Member

NHE4

The words ‘water related purposes’ must be clarified to ensure it does not detract from the rest of the
policy.

The words ‘water related purposes’ must be clarified to
ensure it does not detract from the rest of the policy.

No

N/A

N/A

N/A
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NHE4

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding requirements, a point 4) could be added to state
‘Respects aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’ on page 65 an additional Para
could be added to state the following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome
safeguarding requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that the bird strike risk to the
airport is not increased, aspects to be considered include the design of green and blue landscaping.
More information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

Mention needs to be made of aerodrome safeguarding
No
requirements, a point 4) could be added to state ‘Respects
aerodrome safeguarding requirements’. Under ‘Explanation’
on page 65 an additional Para could be added to state the
following:
‘Applications for development within the aerodrome
safeguarding zone must consider aerodrome safeguarding
requirements. In relation to landscaping it is important that
the bird strike risk to the airport is not increased, aspects to
be considered include the design of green and blue
landscaping. More information is available at
business.gatwickairport.com

Yes
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Yes

NHE4

We object to the allocation of the Riverside Green Chain south of Smallfield Road as shown on the
Policies Map. We support the principle of this proposal, but there is no prospect of this coming
forward on the land south of Smallfield Road for the proposed purpose other than as part of a
comprehensive urban extension. Moreover, the boundaries of the Riverside Green Chain should
not be fixed in advance of a comprehensive masterplan for an urban extension that considers fully
the opportunities and constraints in relation to flood risk. The land identified south of Smallfield Rd
is the most accessible greenfield site in Horley, it is within walking distance of the town centre and
a masterplanned approach is likely to find that this land is better suited to housing and the
green/blue infrastructure can be located further to the east.
The precursor of this policy is the Town Park proposed in the Horley Master Plan in the Local Plan
(2005). This was proposed to accommodate outdoor sports pitches and play space on a site at
Wilgers Farm, but was never implemented as there is no funding for it.

The Riverside Green Chain designation should be removed
from the land south of Smallfield
Road. Such green/blue infrastructure is not deliverable
outside of a comprehensive masterplan for
an urban extension in this area. A future masterplan can
determine the location of the Riverside
Green Chain and the position should not be prejudiced at
this stage.

Yes
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Yes

NHE4

Proposed policy NHE4 talks about corridors and new linkages, but only in context of where possible, yet
misses a number of important corridor opportunities because these are omitted in the Green
Infrastructure Strategy. The Development Plan map should show these links.

No
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NHE4

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 2(a, b), 3(c, e). (Note typo at 3.5.21).

No
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We strongly support this policy, however, the Section 18 policy was stronger in some respects and there Modify 1) so it reads: 1’)The Council will develop a multishould be a plan showing the main green corridors throughout the Borough.
functional green and blue infrastructure based on its Green
Infrastructure Strategy and Action Plan, in association with
landowners, land managers and stake holders, by
a) etc.
e) planning positively by seizing opportunities as they
arise to improve the green and blue infrastructure network
and implement policies in the Green Infrastructure Strategy
and Action Plan.

No

RBBC\AgentO Vice Chairman Yes
rganisation\01
02

Yes

Yes

Yes

Both yes and
no

No

Yes/No

No
We strongly support this policy, however, There should be a plan showing the main green corridors
throughout the Borough.

Yes

Yes

4) At the next review the Council will produce plans and
No
policies showing green corridors throughout the Borough
which will facilitate the free movement of wildlife.
Reason
We are aware that Surrey County Council and the Surrey
Wildlife Trust have been working on the identification of
important green corridors across the county .and we note
the references to the Green Infrastructure Strategy and
Action Plan
Although there are references in 2f to creating new links, in
our opinion this is something the Council should be pulling
together. and mapping on the Proposals Maps Particularly
with climate change and the reduction in size of wildlife
habitats,, it is important to retain open links for the
movement of flora and fauna. Some guidance is required in
the Plan to indicate to developers which areas should remain
undeveloped.

No

Yes

No

Reason
This policy seems to be too reliant on initiatives from
landowners and developers rather than the Council positively
planning to improve the multipurpose green and blue
infrastructure.
We are aware that Surrey County Council and the Surrey
Wildlife Trust have been working on the identification of
important green corridors across the county .and we note
the references to the Green Infrastructure Strategy and
Action Plan
Although there are references in 2f to creating new links, in
our opinion this is something the Council should be pulling
together. and mapping on the Proposals Maps Particularly
with climate change and the reduction in size of wildlife
habitats, it is important to retain open links for the
movement of flora and fauna. Some guidance is required in
the Plan to indicate to developers which areas should remain

undeveloped. The Section 18 document refers to the
strategy being supported by a Green Infrastructure Strategy
and Action Plan and this needs to be referred to in the Policy.
There could be a policy to link the Biodiversity Opportunity
Areas shown on p. 76 of the Strategy, taking into account the
strategic Open Spaces on p.38for example.
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Yes
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Yes

Don't know

Yes

Proposed Policy DES7 ‘Specialist Accommodation’ concerns caravans as well as housing for older people.
It is considered appropriate that the breadth of specialist accommodation needs within the Borough e.g.
vulnerable younger groups, mobility impaired, special needs and the elderly warrants a specific and
individual policy. It is considered that the policy is generally positively prepared and justified.

It is considered that it would be appropriate to specifically
allocate sites for the provision of age restricted
accommodation in part of the plan to ensure delivery, or
other accommodation suitable for the elderly such as
bungalows (which are not necessarily age restricted to allow
occupation by people of all ages that may have mobility
issues). This is necessary to make the plan effective.

No

Land and Partners is a promotor with extensive
experience in the region and has control of a
significant area of land which is available for a
sustainable urban extension which is likely to be
key to meeting local housing needs in the future
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Evidence UOS

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We strongly support this policy and NHE6, and are pleased that the Babylon Lane area is now to be
included in the Green Belt.
We also propose that land adjacent to the A217 and Wellesford Close, Banstead is also included in the
Green Belt as this is an important visual gap between settlements when viewed from the A217 and that
there is a Green Belt extension covering the rural surrounds of Horley..
Reference is made to Annex 2 for changes to the Green Belt boundaries but this annex deals with
policies. There should be plans included showing the proposed Green Belt.
We propose an addition to cover new development on brown field land as there is nothing in the policy
about new development. And also a policy on enhancing the green belt where degraded.

4)d The parcel of land between the A217 and Wellesford
No
Close, Banstead is designated as Green Belt
Reason
We are aware that the GB anomaly has been corrected here
but the main site is no longer designated as Urban Open
Space, an appeal was dismissed when housing was proposed,
and the site forms part of the strategic gap between
Banstead and Burgh Heath. Its importance can be seen when
viewed from the A217.

Yes

5) In the case of development on brownfield garden land,
the Council will look at each case
on its merits, and will have particular regard to impact on
openness and the character of the countryside.
Reason
We are concerned at the implications of the recent Dartford
High Court case and the conclusion that gardens in rural
areas should be regarded as brownfield land ( whereas urban
gardens will be greenfield sites).
6) The Council will work to enhance the quality of Green belt
land where it has become degraded.
Reason
Improvements in the quality of degraded land will facilitate
better use.

It is unsatisfactory that the small plans do not show the
precise Green Belt boundary with any
accuracy.
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Evidence UOS

Don't Know

No

No

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

new fossil fuel exploration or extraction applications will not No
be viewed as acceptable developments within the green belt

We strongly support this policy and NHE6.

We support the fact that the anomaly relating to Wellesford
Close has been settled but are disappointed to find that the
allotment garden between Wellesford Close and the A217
and part of the Banstead Estate has not been included. We
understand that representations made in favour of removing
the UPS designation stated that the site would be suitable for
residential development or elderly accommodation; that the
site no longer performs a public use such 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.
.
We take issue with the council’s recording of its assessment
of this land. For UOS purposes the report notes that
Principle 1 the priority was low, but for Principles 2 and 3 the
priority was medium. However when included in the table at
Appendix 3 of the Regulation 19 Urban Open Space
Assessment and Review 2017 p3, it is given as a low rather
than medium, which means the overall value was given as a
low rather than medium, which means the overall value was
given as low and recommendation is not to retain as UOS.

No

Yes

Our understanding is that a site that scores a high priority of
any of the 3 principles receives an overall high mark,
regardless of the other scores; a site that scores medium for
2 principles and a low for 1 receives an overall medium, and
a site that cores low for 2 principles and medium for 1 or low
for all three receives a low mark. For any site that scores an
overall medium, which the site did in the report, then further
work is carried out. As assessment was carried out and was
included as Appendix of the review. The land at Wellesford
Close should have been included in this further review as it
scored an overall medium in its report not a low. Of the 5
sites that were recorded as a medium in Appendix 3 along
with the errors in the report Wellesford Close was not
treated in the same manner and the report findings are
inconsistent.
The site is also subject to a Section 52 Agreement (Annexe 1
to accompany this DMP document) entered into on 11th
October 1985 preventing development. Section 3/4 of this
agreement expressly precludes development on this site
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Yes

NHE5

Don't know

No

No

new fossil fuel exploration or extraction applications will not be viewed as acceptable developments
within the green belt

new fossil fuel exploration or extraction applications will not No
be viewed as acceptable developments within the green belt

NHE5

I attended the recent meeting arranged by councillor Jonathan Essex and the one before that because I Do not remove green belt land.
have a vested interest in your draft management plan. It has huge implications not just for me but
everyone else living and working in Redhill and surrounding areas. Having lived happily in Redhill for the
past forty years, I have seen it change and grow but never has housing been proposed on such a vast
scale, with green belt under threat. Green Belt was designated for a purpose and serves important
functions for local community and beyond. As such it must be protected and untouchable.

No

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

NHE5

The Regulation 18 consultation asked about removing East Surrey Hospital from the Green Belt.
Only the built form of the hospital should be removed from No
However, this has not just removed the building, but the car park and the pitch and putt area to the
the Green Belt, and not the large areas that are currently not
east. Only the built form of the hospital should be removed from the Green Belt, and not the large areas built on, as is now proposed
that are currently not built on, as is now proposed.

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

NHE5

The Regulation 18 consultation asked about removing East Surrey Hospital from the Green Belt.
Only the built form of the hospital should be removed from No
However, this has not just removed the building, but the car park and the pitch and putt area to the
the Green Belt, and not the large areas that are currently not
east. Only the built form of the hospital should be removed from the Green Belt, and not the large areas built on, as is now proposed
that are currently not built on, as is now proposed.

No

The retention of the Green Belt and its openness is
essential in Reigate and Banstead

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0127.
3

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Frontier
ntor\0127
Estates Ltd

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0078

Mrs

Anna

Gillings

Gillings
Planning

RBBC\AgentO
rganisation\00
36

Yes

NHE5

No

No

Yes

Policy NHE5 relates to Development within the Green Belt and proposes a series of minor changes to the
Green Belt boundary. However, no amendments are proposed to the Green Belt boundary at the site of
the former Bramley School on Chequers Lane and on this basis the policy is unsound. As it currently
stands, the Green Belt boundary does not incorporate the western portion of the school grounds which
include a hard tennis court and associated boundary fencing, which constitute built form. The Green Belt
boundary should be amended in this respect. This small boundary change will still secure a clearly
defensible boundary and its inclusion would not compromise national Green Belt policy. It would fulfil
the requirements of para 4.3 of the Green Belt Review document in that “in some instances, the
circumstances of a specific site have changed since the Green Belt was originally drawn up which
warrant a revision to boundaries. This could include instances where new development has been built
which crosses the Green Belt boundary or where development has occurred adjacent to the boundary
which is so similar in character to the adjoining urban area that the difference in status cannot be
justified”. This would appear to be the position with respect to the

The policies map should therefore be amended to remove
No
the tennis courts as part of the former school premises from
the Green Belt and policy NHE5 amended to include this
minor amendment. Map

Yes

Because the issues are of a high level of
significance/complexity and require an oral
explanation to understand the intricacies.

Yes

Yes

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

construction of the tennis court which is in the same character of the rest of the school site, (includes
open spaces). By way of comparison, we note where homes are excluded from the Green Belt, their
subsequent curtilage is also excluded. Such methodology should also relate to this site.
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These representations have been prepared on behalf of Legal and General (L&G) in relation to
the draft Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) and specifically the designation of it’s
former headquarters in Kingswood (the Site).
Legal and General
1.2 L&G has a long and successful history in Kingswood. First as a temporary home during WWII;
then it’s first permeant offices built in the 1950s; and which were subsequently demolished to
make way for the current headquarters campus on the Site built in the 1980s.
1.3 The buildings on the Site closed in December 2017, with L&G’s operations relocating to London
and Brighton. High running costs, lack of demand and inflexible design mean that the office
buildings on the Site are obsolete and no longer viable as a commercial operation.
1.4 As the Site has now closed, L&G wants to make sure that it continues to make a positive
contribution to community of Kingswood and Reigate and Banstead.
1.5 L&G is considering options for the future of the Site and has identified a significant demand for

new family housing. A residential led development on the Site would help towards meeting the
identified need for new homes on a previously developed site and, at the same time, reduce
development pressures on greenfield sites elsewhere in the borough.
Legal and General's (L&G) former headquarter campus (the Site) in Kingswood covers an area
of over 45 acres and comprises a large office complex constructed in the 1980s. A Site Location
Plan is included at Appendix 1.
2.2 The Site includes:
• L&G House, a large office building with two wings centred around a main rotunda
entrance;
• St Monica’s, a former Edwardian boarding school most recently used by L&G as training
space / short stay accommodation for staff;
• Several other ancillary buildings including a grounds keeper’s building, gymnasium and
swimming pool;
• An extensive car park with space for over 1,500 vehicles; and
• Sports playing fields and tennis courts. L&G House

2.3 L&G House built in the late 1980s. It replaced a previous office development on the Site from the
1950s.
2.4 The office accommodation and ancillary space covers a floorspace of 275,000 sq ft. The building
measures 19.2m at the tallest point. The building is formed in a large figure-of-eight, with a large
central rotunda which forms a focal centrepiece on the Site.
2.5 The building was purpose built for a single-occupier (L&G) and is reflective of its time and, as
such, is not suitable for modern day needs as it is an inflexible space that is difficult to adapt and
would require significant investment to modernise. L&G’s commercial agent (Knight Frank) has
confirmed that there is no reasonable prospect of retaining or redeveloping the Site for
employment use. St Monica’s
2.6 St Monica’s is a locally listed former Edwardian boarding school. It is three storeys in height and
most recently used by L&G as a training facility and staff accommodation. Ancillary buildings

2.7 In addition to L&G House and St Monica’s, there are several other smaller ancillary buildings on
the Site: to the north of the Site is the grounds keepers building used for storage and maintenance;
to the east of L&G House is a standalone pavilion style gymnasium; and to the south of the Site
is a swimming pool with sports hall and fitness studios. Car parking
2.8 There is extensive car parking on Site for over 1,500 vehicles. The car parking areas include
signage, bollards and lighting across the Site. Kingswood
2.9 The Site is in a sustainable location on the eastern edge of Kingswood and is in walking distance
of the local centre, where there is a parade of shops which include a convenience store / post
office, restaurants, a pub, a café, a pet store and a beautician.
2.10 The Site is approximately 550m from Kingswood Station which provides regular services to
London Bridge and London Victoria, as well as Croydon, Purley and Tattenham Corner.
2.11 The M25 (junction 8) is located 2 miles approx. to the south via the A217 and Central London is

approximately 20 miles to the north. Gatwick Airport is circa 30 mins drive via the M25/M23.
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The Site covers an area of over 45 acres and comprises a large office complex, including: a main office
Redraw green belt boundary to exclude site.
building (275,000 sq ft); a former Edwardian boarding school; several ancillary buildings; and extensive
car parking for over 1,500 vehicles. Full details and photographs of the Site are included in Section 2 of
these representations.
Redrawing the Green Belt boundary
1.7 At Section 3 of these representations we set out the reasons why the Green Belt boundary covering
the Site should be redrawn.
1.8 Given the extensive development that exists on the Site, the Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly
included it as part of the wider Green Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as
required by the Core Strategy Inspector, the Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt set out
in the NPPF. If the Site is not removed from the Green Belt it will not be possible to conclude that the
Plan is sound in accordance with NPPF paragraph 182 (i.e. positively prepared or consistent with national
policy). The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included the Site as part of the wider Green Belt
designation on the draft

Proposals Map. The Green Belt designation covering the Site, is a remnant of historic Local Plans from
before the Site was redeveloped as L&G’s headquarter campus. Looking at the Green Belt afresh today,
the parts of the Site that have been developed as an office campus no longer perform a function
of the Green Belt and, therefore, it would be irrational to designate it as such.
Landscape and visual impact
3.2 Neil Tully Associates (NTA), Chartered Landscape Architects, has undertaken an assessment of
the performance of the Site against the five purposes of the Green Belt set out in the NPPF. In
NTA’s opinion removing the Site from the Green Belt would not conflict with any of the five
purposes of the Green Belt, which are as follows;
• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; • to prevent neighbouring towns merging into
one another;
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and
• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land

3.3 NTAs report concludes that for purposes 1-3 the site qualifies as lower importance for the Green
Belt, while purposes 4-5 are not applicable due to the nature of the site and the nature of any
proposed development.
3.4 A detailed explanation relating to each purpose is set out in NTAs report included at Appendix
2.
Redrawing the Green Belt boundary
3.5 A clearly defined boundary of built development, tree planting and a public right of way exists
between the developed half of the Site and the sports pitches to the east. These physical features,
which are readily recognisable, create a strong and permanent boundary to protect the Green
Belt beyond. SITE PLAN. The developed half of the Site is identified in red above. This includes L&G
House, St Monica’s,
the swimming pool, the grounds keepers building and several large car parks – all of which would
be classed as “inappropriate development” in the Green Belt. The existent of these buildings on
the Site means that it is not possible to conclude that it is “permanently open”, which is the

essential characteristic of the Green Belt set out in the NPPF (Paragraph 79).
3.7 To ensure that the Local Plan is consistent with national policy, and to properly reflect the changes
that have taken place on the Site over the years, the previously developed half of the Site should
be removed from the Green Belt.
3.8 The remainder of the Site is largely undeveloped. Whilst this part of the Site does include a
gymnasium, tennis courts and sports pitches, L&G has no objection to this part of the site being
retained as Green Belt.
Ensuring a consistent approach to the Green Belt
3.9 The Council has undertook a Green Belt Review (June 2016) as instructed by the Core Strategy
Inspector in 2014 and in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS3. One of the purposes of the
Green Belt Review includes: “considering whether there are any anomalies in the borough’s
Green Belt boundary and identifying where boundaries could be revised to align with clear and
strong physical features” (para.1.2 Green Belt Review, June 2016).

3.10 Paragraph 4.3 of the Council’s Green Belt Review states:
“There are a variety of reasons why a minor change/amendment to the Green Belt
boundary could be necessary. This includes:
Consistency: to ensure that particular sites, or types of sites (mainly those with
built development), which are contiguous with the urban area, are treated
consistently or, if not, that there are robust reasons to treat them variably.
…
Reflect current conditions: in some instances, the circumstances of a specific
site have changed since the Green Belt was originally drawn up which warrant
a revision to boundaries. This could include instances where new development
has been built which crosses the Green Belt boundary or where development
has occurred adjacent to the boundary which is so similar in character to the
adjoining urban area that the difference in status cannot be justified.” The Council has recommended
amendments to the Green Belt to address “anomalies” in 46
locations across the borough, including 19 examples listed below where new development has
been built in the Green Belt:

Yes

Yes

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

• Montford Rise (No. 1)
• Lodge Lane (No. 2)
• Oaklands Drive (No. 7)
• Brambletye Park Road (No. 8)
• Dovers Green Road (No. 10)
• Frenches Road (No. 16)
• Watercolour (No. 17)
• Battlebridge Lane / London Road
(No. 18)
• Oakley, Radstock Way (No. 19)
• Orchard Way (No. 22)
• Greenacres (No. 25)
• Whithybed Corner (No. 28)
• Wellesford Close (No. 34)
• Holly Hill Park (No. 35)
• Osier Way (No. 39)
• Coulsdon Lane (No. 41)
• Beckenshaw Gardens (No. 43)
• Kenneth Road (No. 44)
• Queens Close (No. 45) Change sought
3.12 Remove the previously developed half of the Site (as shown in Figure 6) from the Green Belt..
Justification
3.13 The Site should be removed from the Green Belt to:
• Properly reflect the extensive built development on the Site that has been in place for 30
years;
• Support the recycling of previously developed land, including the potential for residential

led development on the Site to meet the identified need for new homes in Reigate and
Banstead;
• Reduce development pressures on greenfield sites elsewhere in Reigate and Banstead;
and
• Ensure that the Local Plan is consistent with national policy.
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4.1 There is a significant unmet need for new housing in Reigate and Banstead. The minimum 6,900
housing target included in the Core Strategy, which the DMP is based on, is a constrained target
and at the time represented a shortfall of over 2,000 dwellings against the Council’s Full Objectively
Assessed Need.
4.2 The DMP should emphasise that the housing target included in the Core Strategy 2014 is a minimum
target and wherever possible the Council should support opportunities to exceed this
figure, particularly on sustainable previously developed windfall sites.
4.3 The Core Strategy Inspector’s Report stated:
“…the existence of an unmet housing need means that the Council should not be complacent. The
Framework (paragraph 17) encourages every effort to be made to meet the housing (and other) needs
of an area. Consequently all opportunities should
be taken to increase housing delivery from within the urban areas above that currently envisaged,
where consistent with the overall strategy, and to maximise provision from the identified SUEs.”

4.4 Since the adoption of the Core Strategy, updated ONS data and the Government’s proposed
standardised Housing Methodology identify a higher housing requirement, meaning that the unmet
shortfall will have increased further.
Policy NHE5 is not consistent with national policy. The draft wording of the policy goes beyond
the remit of the NPPF and includes constraints on development that are not justified. For example
restricting replacement buildings in the Green Belt to the same use as previous buildings. Policy
NHE5 should be amended accordingly to reflect the NPPF.
4.15 The NPPF affords Green Belt the highest level of protection, but also recognises that in
exceptional circumstances boundaries may need to be altered (NPPF83) and in very special
circumstances development that might otherwise be considered inappropriate can be approved
in the Green Belt (NPPF88). These fundamental principles of Green Belt policy, enshrined by the
NPPF, should be reflected in the DMP.
4.16 The Site should be included in Policy NHE5 as a minor change required to the Green Belt
boundary to address anomalies on the policies map.

The DMP should emphasise that the housing target included Yes
in the Core Strategy 2014 is a minimum target and wherever
possible the Council should support opportunities to exceed
this figure, particularly on sustainable previously developed
windfall sites. Since the adoption of the Core Strategy,
updated ONS data and the Government’s proposed
standardised Housing Methodology identify a higher housing
requirement, meaning that the
unmet shortfall will have increased further.

Yes

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

The wording of Policy NHE5 should be amended as follows
Yes
(or words to the effect of):
1) Extensions or alterations to buildings in the Green Belt:
Extensions or alterations to
buildings in the Green Belt will be permitted where (subject
to adherence with other
policies):
a) The host building is lawful and permanent
b) In the case of dwellings and ancillary buildings, the
extensions would not
result in accommodation readily capable of conversion into a
separate
dwelling(s)
c) The design respects the original form and appearance of
the existing building
and the character of the area
(delete: d) The extensions, in combination with any other
additions, would not be
disproportionate compared to the original building,(being
that as originally built
or as existed at 1948, whichever is later) taking account of:
i. The additional footprint and floor area created by the
alteration(s)
ii. The massing and bulk of the proposed alteration(s) and
resultant building
iii. The height of the proposed alteration(s) and overall height
of the resultant building
iv. The location, positioning and visual prominence of the
proposed alteration(s).) 2) Replacement buildings in the
Green Belt: Replacement buildings in the Green Belt

Yes

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

will be permitted where (subject to adherence with other
policies):
a) The existing building is lawful and permanent
(delete: b) The building proposed is for the same use as that
which it is replacing)
bc) The design of the building
and any associated landscaping proposals
respects the character of the area and openness of the
Green Belt (delete: d) The proposed building is not materially
larger than that which it is replacing
taking account of the footprint, floor area, massing and bulk
of the replacement
building and the height of the replacement building
e) The building would be sited on or close to the position of
the original building
unless an alternative location within the curtilage materially
reduces impact on
the openness of the Green Belt.) 3) Minor anomalies: The
following minor changes to, and re-alignment of, Green Belt
boundaries to address anomalies have been actioned on the
polices map (see Green
Belt review, Annex 2 for details):
Former L&G House, Kingswood
Monfort Rise, Salfords
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We consider that this development plan is not ‘sound’ as it has not been fully justified and has not been
positively
prepared. With specific regard to Policy NHE5, the proposals map and the Green Belt Review, it is clear
that the Council
has failed to provide a robust assessment of the Green Belt and has ignored several settlements and
individual sites
in the Green Belt review, such as Hooley in their assessment. This approach is unjustified. We made this
same
comment during the Regulation 18 consultation.
Please see comments below for our reasoning:
Policy NHE5 Development
within the Green Belt
The supporting text to this policy states that the Council’s Green Belt Review provides the main evidence
base that
informs this policy. This review assessed the Green Belt function of urban extension locations,
identification of Green
Belt anomalies and a review of washed over settlements However, our client’s site was not included
within this Green Belt Review. The land at Church Lane, Hooley is located
at the edge of the Green Belt and adjoins the existing settlement boundary for Hooley. It is our view that
a Green Belt

Our client wishes to put forward the land at Church Lane,
Yes
Hooley, see enclosed, as a potential site allocation and seek
its removal from the Green Belt. The site extends to 0.1 ha
and it is our view that the site has potential for at least 1
dwelling. Our client would be willing to consider this site as a
potential self-build allocation.
This site offers a suitable location for development and
would contribute to the creation of sustainable communities
in this part of the North Downs. The site is located adjacent
to the existing settlement boundary of Hooley and is
surrounded by residential properties on three sides. Other
than the Green Belt designation, there are no physical
limitations that would prevent development at this site. The
site has a strong landscaped boundary that would ensure
that any future development would be self-enclosed and
therefore would have limited or no impact upon the
surrounding landscape.

No

boundary change at this location would be appropriate and in so doing, could release land for at least 1x
additional
dwelling that would make a suitable self-build plot.
The following text considers this land in more detail, with reference to the policy guidance in the NPPF,
whilst using
the Council’s Green Belt Review as a template for the assessment.
Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up
areas
The land at Church Lane, Hooley is contained and enclosed by its boundary treatment. The site is cleared
and is
currently being used as a private allotment, although historically and before the allotment use took
place, the site had
been subjected to vandalism and fly tipping.
The southern and western boundaries are characterised by domestic fencing and domestic planting that
reflects the
fact the site is bounded by residential curtilages along these boundaries.
The northern boundary runs parallel to the Church Lane. This road represents the boundary between
the Green Belt
and Hooley. On the opposite side of Church Lane there are three residential properties that are located
within the
settlement boundary and each is directly
accessed from Church Lane. The boundary includes domestic fencing. This
gives a suburban character to this part of Church Lane. (See photographs in Appendix A – to see context
and boundary details) in folder.
The eastern boundary, which also represents the narrowest part of the site, is the only part of the site
that is bound
with the open countryside beyond Hooley. This boundary is characterised by a mature tree and
hedgerow belt that
prevents any views into the site from the surrounding countryside.
The NPPF and PPG advise that Green Belt boundaries should be clearly defined, using readily
recognisable features,
such as roads and tree lines. It is considered that because the site is enclosed, it would represent an
effective and
defensible Green Belt boundary would act as a robust and defensible boundary to the Green Belt. The
enclosed nature
of this site ensures that it would not represent unrestricted urban sprawl.
The boundaries for this site are very strong and as such, this site is of minimal importance to the
function of the Green
Belt. 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another
The land at Church Lane adjoins the settlement boundary of Hooley to the north. To the south and west
of the site is
an existing residential road that also falls outside of the settlement boundary. This road, named Broad
Walk, is a private
road that contains 7x large detached residential properties set within large plots. Given the enclosed
characteristics
of this site at Church Lane, development on this site would not result in the coalescence of two
neighbouring towns.
Furthermore, there is a significant gap between this site and the next town, Redhill, which is
approximately 3km away
to the south. The presence of the residential road to the south ensures that the built up area of Hooley
would not
extend towards Redhill, if the land at Church Lane were to be released from the Green Belt.
Given the characteristics of the site, if were to be released from the Green Belt and then subsequently
developed for
residential purposes, the strong boundaries and mature landscaping would provide a robust barrier to
the Green Belt
beyond and would provide and maintain a natural settlement edge to Hooley.
Taking account of the factors above, the parcel is considered to be of lower importance to the function
of the Green
Belt.

Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment
The land at Church Lane, Hooley was previously subjected to vandalism and fly tipping, however the
current land
owner has established a private allotment on this land. (See photographs in Appendix A for further
detail).
This land is directly opposite the existing urban area of Hooley and is accessed directly from Church Lane,
which itself
has a suburban character. The land to rear forms the garden areas of the properties located along Broad
Walk. As
such this land does not function as open countryside. Indeed the character of the site is considered to be
clearly
distinct from the open countryside to the east in character and form.
Given the enclosed characteristics of the site, the openness of the parcel is not particularly appreciable
externally at a
local or landscape scale due to the density of woodland cover along the perimeter edge and overall
visual strength of
the boundaries. A development on this land would be physically contained and would be clearly
distinguished from
the countryside to the east.
Taking account of the factors above, the land is considered to be of lower importance to the function of
the Green

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included
the L&G Kingswood site as part of the wider Green
Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required, the
Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt
set out in the NPPF. Our representations seek
amendments to a number of policies and we consider
it
appropriate to participate at the examination to
discuss this further.

Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns
The parcel is not directly adjacent to or in close proximity of a historic town or conservation area. Taking
account this
into account, the land is considered to be of lower importance to the function of the Green Belt.
Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration
The “urban areas first” approach set out in Policy CS6 of the adopted Core Strategy ensures that
development on
greenfield developments, and thus Green Belt developments, should not directly compete with viable
and deliverable
urban/regeneration opportunities.
By contrast, the release of this site form the Green Belt, and its development for residential purposes
would create a
suitable self-build plot.
Taking account of the factors above, the land is considered to be of lower importance to the function of
the Green
Belt.
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Evidence UOS

As residents of Banstead we write to strongly voice our objections to the land adjacent to Wellesford
Close, “the site”, being de-designated from an Urban Open Space “UOS” as per the Development
Management Plan Regulation 18 Consultation and the Proposed Submission Development Management
Plan Regulation 19 Document “DMP”.
Our contention being that the land should never have been included in the UOS review, but rather
should have formed part of the Green Belt Review to correct anomalies, and that there are small but
fundamental inaccuracies and misinterpretations in the UOS review and evidence, which has had a
negative impact as to whether it should remain designated as an UOS. There is further evidence to
indicate that the review has not taken all the relevant issues into consideration.
Set out below are our objections in detail a summary of which is:
1. There were small but fundamental errors in the UOS review of the site.
2. The site should not have been included in the UOS review but should have been included in the Green
Belt review of anomalies.
3. The site is covered by a S.52 agreement dated 1985 regarding its usage and removal of the UOS
designation would make this virtually redundant.

4. The de-designation of the site will inevitably lead to its development which will have an effect on the
poorly maintained surrounding roads, which cannot not cope with an increase in traffic, and will lead to
a potentially life-threatening road traffic accident.
DMP Regulation 18 Stage June 2016
The DMP sets out that the starting point for the approach to future development in Banstead Village
Ward is the core strategy which identifies the need to make the best use of previously developed land in
the urban area (emphasis added) and identifies a housing target.
The land at Wellesford Close forms part of the UOS review of 14 sites of which 4, including the land at
Wellesford Close, appear to have been earmarked for deletion. This was before any consultation had
taken place. The comment/review of the site which forms part of the consultation notes, amongst other
things, the following:
1. Accessibility to many local services and facilities is reasonable, and the site has a reasonable level of
access to public transport services. This is incorrect. The site is only accessible via a narrow lane. Access
to public transport is virtually nil apart from a bus which goes from Banstead to Epsom every 2 hours
between 9:30 am and
2pm Monday to Friday.
2. Because of the virtual non- existence of public transport to any facilities, whether it be shops or
medical facilities, it is not suitable for the provision of older persons accommodation.
3. Under ‘’achievability’, it notes that the property developer to whom it has been optioned has the
capacity to deliver. It goes on to state that: “Delivery rates of around 20-30 dwellings per developer per
annum could be achieved on a site such as this” (emphasis added). This is incorrect as even the letter
from Savills dated 15th June 2009 paragraph 5.36 and 5.37 of the appeal notes that due to the width of
the road, it would need to be widened if 20 further properties were to be built, and the carriageway
would have to be increased to 5.5m, and that there is insufficient land available to do this
4. Finally, it notes that it has been confirmed as being available immediately for the use envisaged. This
appears to imply that either the owners of the land, Whitecote Limited “Whitecote”, or the developers,
Frontier Estates “Frontier”, may have had knowledge of the possible de-designation of the site and/or
consultation document before this was issued to the general public. Please see our further comments
and photographic evidence (below) that shows it was not always the case that the site has been poorly

maintained.
DMP Regulation 19 Proposed Submission January 2018
Paragraph 3.5 sets out the review process for the UOS sites are follows
1. Initial desk-base background search
2. Comprehensive on-site characteristic survey
3. Review panel.
A form was developed in 2 parts to show the physical description, functions and characteristics. The site
was also visited on the 5th May 2017. Part 1 of the form notes that boundaries are poorly maintained
and mixed including the use of barbed wire and that it does not feel inviting, is severely overgrown and
scruffy. It goes on to state that it does not have the potential to be used as an allotment, which is clearly
incorrect as, until 1991, the land was used as allotments.
The land is only “scruffy” since the 24 August 2016 when either Whitecote or Frontier decimated by
cutting down trees and destroying the vegetation eaten by the deer. This is evidenced by the
photographs taken by a resident, which are attached as document 1 to 11. The land previously looked
like the Google Earth picture; attached as document 12. This photograph pre dates 6th April 2016, i.e.
before the above mentioned site visit, as the circled

property does not have the solar panels that were installed on that date. It should also be noted that
since the site visit in August 2016 deer have returned to the site as is demonstrated by photographs
taken by a resident attached as documents 13 and 14.
The review document also 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. “
This is incorrect as none of the 23 representations made, which were obtained from the Council, were in
favour of removing the UOS designation, none said it would be suitable for residential development or
elderly accommodation. Eight stated that the land should be re-designated as Green Belt, others clearly
state the land is not suitable for residential development.
The report notes that for Principle 1 the priority was low, but for Principles 2 and 3 the priority was
medium. However, when included in the table at Appendix 3 of the Regulation 19 Urban Open Space

Assessment and Review October 2017 P3, it is given as a low rather than medium, which means the
overall value was given as low and the recommendation is not to retain as UOS.
Our understanding is that a site that scores a high priority of any of the 3 principles receives an overall
high mark, regardless of other scores; a site that scores medium for 2 principles and a low for 1 receives
an overall medium, and a site that scores low for 2 principles and medium for 1 or low for all three
receives a low mark. For any site which score an overall medium, which the site did in the report, then
further work is carried out. An assessment was carried out and was included as Appendix 2 of the
review. The land at Wellesford Close should have been included in this further review as it scored an
overall medium in its report not a low. Of the 5 sites that were recorded as a medium in Appendix 3, 4
were retained as UOS. The other medium site not retained already has residential property on it. We
submit that due to the error in Appendix 3 along with the errors in the report Wellesford Close was not
treated in the same manner, and the report findings are inconsistent.
Urban Open Land or Green Belt
We understand that the Green Belt was first set out in the Surrey Development Plan of

Yes

1958. We have tried, and are still trying, to obtain a copy of this to establish why the site at Wellesford
Close was not included in the Green Belt in the first instance. In 1913 there were 6 allotment gardens in
the Banstead Village area. At the time of the DMP there were only 2 remaining. The site at Holly Lane
and the disused site at Wellesford Close. We have been advised that when the Green Belt was first
mapped in 1958 the usage of the land was taken into account. At this point the land at Wellesford Close
was still being used as allotments, and that this usage may have been the reason it was not included in
the Green Belt. We have been informed that it was not included in 1987 or 1989 map of Green Belt.
According to a “Deposit of Statement and Plan Section 31 (6) of the Highways Act 1980” signed by
Whitecote on 11 March 2008, copy attached as document 15, a copy of which was found on the Surrey
CC website, the site and surrounding land is owned by Whitecote. If you overlay the attached plan with
Reigate and Banstead Council’s map of Green Belt the site is the only piece of land that is not included in
the Green Belt. We consider that this is an anomaly in the Green belt and should have been corrected in
the DMP.
An original assessment of the site in 2011 titled: OUL 40 Wellesford Close, notes under ‘Site Boundary’,
“if retained,

suggest expanding eastern boundary of UOL to align with Wellesford Close”, and then goes on to say,
“Option to review in small scale review of GB boundaries”.
We have reviewed the reports on the Green Belt minor anomalies review which forms part of the DMP.
The site that closely resembles Wellesford Close is site 46, Dorking Road. In the table 8 Commentary and
conclusions for identified anomalies, site 46 at Dorking Road notes that it is a
“Small area of woodland/pond adjacent to settlement edge is consistent in character to adjoining land
which is in the Green Belt. Boundary currently defined by private residential access track and could be
strengthened by aligning with established settlement edge. Change to align with settlement
edge/residential curtilages”.
We find it difficult to understand how the treatment of this site, which appears both sensible and logical,
as it is now included, correctly, in the Green Belt, should differ from that of Wellesford Close which is
not. It would also appear to indicate that as an anomaly in the Green Belt, it would not be too onerous
to include the Wellesford Close site in the Green Belt.
As noted above, a number of representations made under Regulation 18 called for the site to be
included in the Green Belt.

In 2005 the Council produced a Local Plan, a pre-runner to the now named DMP. In this we have been
advised that the only way the land at Wellesford close features is that it is designated as Urban Open
Land, the precursor to what is now referred to as Urban Open Space. Given that no consideration
appears to have been given in 2005 to the de-designation of the plot and that nothing has changed
about the status of the site since then we cannot see any reason why the designation should now be
changed. The only factor that differs is that planning permission was applied, and refused twice, for on
the site in 2008.
Planning Refusal and Appeal 2008 and 2009
Planning permission was refused for the site on 18 December 2008 and the subsequent appeal
dismissed on 6 November 2009.
The officer recommending the refusal of the application notes the objections raised by the Banstead
Village Residents Association, “BVRA”, and its concerns regarding the S.52 agreement dated 11 October
1985 which, according to the BVRA prohibits the use of any part of the land for use, other than
agricultural. This appears to be confirmed by the officer’s refusal

recommendation, paragraph 1.2 and 6.25. The de-designation of the site under the OUS will just serve
to negate this agreement which has been in place since 1985. We have obtained a copy of this
agreement from the Council who have confirmed that subject to what is contained in the August 2016
agreement signed between the Council, Whitecote and Frontier, see our further comments below, this
agreement still stands.
We cannot see, from the documents we have obtained, if this agreement was ever considered in the
review. If this has not been considered then the results of the review are questionable, at the very least,
as it does not appear to take all the salient facts about the site into account.
There were a number of objections to the applications, the top 4 being: Harm to the Green
Belt/countryside (40), Increase in traffic and congestion (33), Hazard to Highway safety (21) and over
development (19).
The decision was appealed and refused in November 2009 by S M Rawle. In his judgement the site
represents an area of particularly high amenity value. During his site visit he observed deer grazing on
the land. Prior to August 2016 this was the case. However, after the actions of Whitecote or Frontier in
August and September 2016 this was no longer the case

as their habitat had been destroyed. As noted above over recent months the deer have returned as
residents of the Close can testify please see documents 13 and 14 for confirmation of this.
In Mr Rawles reasons for the dismissal of the appeal, points 13 to 15, he considers the designation of
UOS as correct and that the site falls squarely into the type of land that the Local Plan Policy Pc 6 seeks
to protect. Further, in his judgement the site “is not suitable for housing” paragraph 21. If the
designation of the site is removed, then his findings are in effect being contradicted as the removal of
the designation will inevitably lead to its development for housing.
Road Safety Issues
Should the UOS designation be removed then, as noted above, the site will be developed. This brings
into play serious safety issues with access to the site, both during and more importantly after
development. Wellesford Close is narrow, in parts virtually, a single lane carriageway without passing
points. In some places the width is only 4.8m as noted above. This is just over a metre greater than
Surrey Fire and Rescue Service’s required access width 3.7m.
There are 4 garages that open on to the narrowest part of the road. With the

increased traffic with any development, the owners’ access to their own properties will be severely
restricted, and it will have an impact on their safety and the safety of their properties.
The corner leading to the second part of the Close is blind.
The exit from Wellesford Close on to Chipstead Road is an offset junction. Traffic speeds down
Chipstead Road and is blindsided until very close to the junction, before being able to see traffic exiting
the close. It is not uncommon to hear or to witness near collisions. The fact that there has been only 1
minor collision requiring the emergency services is remarkable. Increased traffic from the use of the
plot will lead to more accidents.
The surrounding Roads, Pound, Shrubland, Lyme Regis, Ferndale and Diceland are already congested
with parked cars making 2 nasty blind corners. It is not unusual to see refuse lorries and the bus having
great difficulty negotiating these roadways. Additional traffic will appreciably exacerbate the situation.
Council Interaction with Whitecote Limited and Frontier Estates (San) Limited
It appears, from documentation acquired from the Council and the Land Registry, that either before or
whilst the Reg 18 consultation was open to members of the general public the Council has had contact

with either the owners or developers regarding the site. Whilst, at present, no impropriety is implied,
until a satisfactory understanding can be obtained we reserve the right to comment further to amplify
on our objections to the site being de-designated as UOS. We reserve this right based on the fact that
some of the information we have requested has not been provided. In order to obtain this further
information, we have been informed that this has to be obtained under the Freedom of Information Act
“FOIA”. A FOIA request was lodged with the Council on 8 February 2018. Under the Act the Council has
20 days to respond which is beyond the 23 February deadline for comment on this matter.
We make these comments based on the following:
1. The notes that accompany the Reg 18 consultation note that “Delivery rates of around 20-30 dwellings
per developer per annum could be achieved on a site such as this”.
2. An agreement was signed between Reigate and Banstead Council, Whitecote and Frontier on 16
August 2016. Sixteen days after the Reg 18 consultation was issued to the public. This agreement is the
subject of a FOIA request.
3. On the 24 August 2016, having shown no

interest in the site since 2009, Frontier Estates chopped down 4 trees to gain access to the land. Where
they then decimated the grass land and cut down further trees.
4. According to 2 letters from a firm of planning consultants called Turley dated 28 October and 28
November 2016. The first notes that Frontier had undertaken “….as part of the process of preparing a
proposal for the development of the land”. It goes on to state they were due to meet with the Council
planning department to discuss their thinking.
5. In the second letter it states “We met with officers earlier this month. Based on their feedback, we
will not be progressing a development proposal on the site at this time”.
Land Registry Title Deed SY288968
We have obtained a copy of the title deed for the land as well as the plan. The site at Wellesford Close
is referred to in the Charges Register, point 2, as follows:
“A Transfer of the land tinted blue on the title plan and other land dated 26 July 2006 made between (1)
Legal and General Assurance Society Limited and (2) Whitecote Limited contains restrictive covenants.”
We have requested a copy of this transfer as well as other documents from the Land

Registry. Until we have received and reviewed the contents of these charges we further retain our right
to amplify and make additional representations.
Summary
1. The Regulation 18 consultation paper was biased against the site at Wellesford Close being retained as
an UOS as it was ear marked to be de-designated before consultation. This discouraged the general
public from voicing an opinion to retain the site as an UOS or to upgrade the site to Green Belt, which
the majority of the representations called for.
2. The UOS review contained factual inaccuracies and gross misrepresentation over the comments made
by the general public.
3. The UOS review did not follow its own procedures.
4. The UOS review did not take into account the 1985 S.52 agreement with Legal and General.
5. The site should have been included in the review of Green Belt anomalies and treated in the same
manner as the Dorking Road site.
6. To date, Reigate and Banstead Council cannot explain why the site is not included in the Green Belt as
the rest of the “Banstead Estate” (some 500 acres) is and always has

been. The council does not even have a copy of the procedure followed in laying out the Green Belt in
1958, or the original decision, neither does Surrey County Council. Given that this is an important
document and reference point, this seems truly surprising.
7. The site appears to be covered by restrictive covenants which may have further implications for its
classification and use.
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DMP policy NHE5 follows on from the Core Strategy policy which proposed a more site specific Green
Belt review to be undertaken as part of the DMP. This has not taken place and therefore the approach
taken is unsound. The Council has chosen in their review of the Green Belt, at the site specific level, to
not positively or proactively assess the contribution that could be made by smaller Green Belt land
releases, than the strategic level, that are in highly sustainable locations. As a result the opportunity has
been missed to significantly boost the housing supply in line with Government policy. Rydon Homes
are promoting a highly sustainable Green Belt site to the east of Banstead where previous work
undertaken by the Council acknowledges that there are no constraints to development. The site is highly
sustainable, available and deliverable. The proposed scheme would also secure the retention of a local
gap between the settlements of Woodmansterne and Banstead. However, the Council's somewhat
focused approach to the Green Belt review in the DMP, negates the advantages that development of
this site would deliver.
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I think that to able to build on green belt land should be made completely illegal. Horley already has a
They need to stop building houses on green belt land. If a
huge development being built and the local infrastructure cannot cope with any more houses/people.
member of the public wished to do so it would not be
East Surrey Hospital is at breaking point most of the time, how are they and the local roads going to cope entertained, so why is it legal for the council to do so!!!!
with thousands more people???
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I am writing to express my concerns at the plan to build on the green belt. The green belt is out lungs,
our life blood, our quiet space. Don’t underestimate its value both now and in future […] HANDS OFF
OUR GREEN BELT.
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These representations have been prepared in response to the ‘Proposed Submission Development
Site should not be designated within the Green Belt.
Management Plan (hereafter referred to as the ‘DMP’) ‘regulation 19’ consultation, ahead of the
deadline of 4 May 2018. These representations are submitted on behalf of our client, Amin Lakhani who
retains ownership of land (hereafter referred to as ‘the Site’) which is shown within the plan which is
enclosed at Appendix 1. Our client has been a long term supporter of care in the borough and is keen to
assist in the delivery of additional care provision at the Site. Background
The Site comprises amenity land which is ancillary to, and within the curtilage of the Oaklands Park
Estate, which comprises an established care community including 113 retirement dwellings and the
Nuffield Centre which is a registered 35 bed care home. The Site comprises c. 0.75 hectares of land in a
broadly triangular shape, and is bounded to the north, north east, and east by the existing residential
properties within the Oaklands Park Estate. It is formed of a landscaped grassed area with an amenity
path which is associated with the Oaklands Park Estate, with a number of trees and a fence along the
southern and western boundaries of the site, beyond which is

Yes

No

NHE5

Yes

NHE5

No

undeveloped land. Arial photographs of the Site are included at Appendix 2, and photographs included
at Appendix 3 for reference.
Presently, the site falls within the defined urban area of Redhill, and outside of the Green Belt which lies
to the south and west.
The draft DMP demonstrates that the Council propose the designation of the site as Green Belt land
(‘Green Belt boundary minor anomaly No. 7’, as shown at Appendix 2 of the Green Belt Review Report
(2017), as shown at Appendix 4 of this letter).
Care Need and Development Opportunities
Our client is a care provider which is established at the Oaklands Park Estate and is committed to
assisting the Council in meeting its care needs. In this respect, it is convinced that there is an
overwhelming care need locally. The NPPF confirms at paragraph 50 that local planning authorities
should plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends market trends and the
needs of different groups in the community, including for older people. Planning Practice Guidance at
Reference ID: 12-006-20150320 also states:
‘Local planning authorities should ensure that the policies in their Local Plan recognise the diverse types
of housing needed in their area and, where
appropriate, identify specific sites for all types of housing to meet their anticipated housing requirement.
This could include sites for older people’s housing including accessible mainstream housing such as
bungalows and step-free apartments, sheltered or extra care housing, retirement housing and
residential care homes. Where local planning authorities do not consider it appropriate to allocate such
sites, they should ensure that there are sufficiently robust criteria in place to set out when such homes
will be permitted. This might be supplemented by setting appropriate targets for the number of these
homes to be built.’ [our emphasis].
In respect of the above requirements, we note that a number of the proposed strategic residential site
allocations include a requirement to provide retirement accommodation for older people, although this
does not differentiate between different types of retirement accommodation (either whether this
comprises C2 care provision, or C3 retirement living models). Additionally, draft Policy DES7 sets out the
approach to determining applications for specialist accommodation, including at Part a that the Council
will support proposals for older persons accommodation that are easily accessible to shops, public
transport, community facilities and services

The Council should be required to carry out a far more
No
detailed Green Belt review as part of the DMP. This should
include a land parcel analysis of sustainable locations around
the major high order settlements in order to boost housing
supply.

No

No

Yes

We consider that the Council has not carried out the
necessary assessments in respect of the so called
‘Green Belt anomalies. Should this not be amended
prior to submission, it is considered that this matter
needs to be discussed during the course of the
examination hearings.

appropriate to the needs of the intended occupiers. Part e indicates that a percentage of units on new
housing schemes should also be designed to meet Building Regulation requirements for wheelchair user
dwellings.
In addition to the above points we note that the supporting text of the draft DMP indicates that the
Council’s Housing for Older People evidence paper 2016 forecasts potential growth of those over 65 as
being between 35% and 50% and identifies a significant percentage increase in the proportion of the
population over 85. Our clients own research also indicates that, as indicated within the plan at
paragraph 3.2.48 that there is a prominent undersupply of extra care housing in the borough. We
understand that the Surrey County Council has also specifically identified the need for 180 new extra
care units within the East Surrey Clinical Commissioning Group area.
In respect of the above established significant need for extra care accommodation in the borough, it is
highlighted that our client, which is a specific care provider, is very willing to assist with the provision of
such accommodation. The Site itself is ideally located to accommodate such extra care

development, and the client has identified that it could accommodate circa 36 units subject to detailed
design considerations and provide enhanced community facilities at the site also. It is considered that
the Site is very well positioned to provide such accommodation, given that it is part of the established
Oaklands Park Estate retirement community and benefits from 24 hour support. Moreover, the site is in
a sustainable location for such development, situated in an established residential area within the
existing settlement boundary, within close proximity to transport links, local shops and services, and East
Surrey Hospital.
Requirements for Preparing a Local Plan
The National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) sets out the tests against which Local Plans should be
prepared and assessed. Local Plan policies should follow the approach of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development.
The principal test guiding policy adoption is that of ‘soundness’, namely that the plan should be (NPPF
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements
from neighbouring
authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
boundary strategic priorities; and
accordance with the policies in the Framework.’ [our emphasis]
In leading to the tests of soundness, and in respect of the last bullet point listed above, these
representations also consider the extent to which the proposals comply with specific elements of the
Framework (i.e. the NPPF).
Paragraph 82 of the NPPF sets out the approach local authorities must take when proposing new areas
of Green Belt or extending existing areas of Green Belt:
‘The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established. New Green Belts should
only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example when planning for larger scale
development such as new settlements or major urban

extensions [our emphasis]. If proposing a new Green Belt, local planning authorities should:

measure necessary;

and
Also in respect of Green Belt boundaries, paragraph 83 of the NPPF states:
‘Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt boundaries in their
Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of
the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their
intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan
period.’ [our emphasis]
Paragraph 84 of the NPPF goes on to state:

‘‘When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should take account of
the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They should consider the consequences for
sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt
boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer
Green Belt boundary.’ [our emphasis] Paragraph 85 of the NPPF states:
‘When defining [Green Belt] boundaries, local planning authorities should:
development;

Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period;
permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a
Local Plan review which proposes the development;

end of the development plan period; and
permanent. [our emphasis]’
It is against the above policy and regulatory framework that the emerging Local Plan has been reviewed
and against which the following representations have been made.
Representations
As recognised within the Council’s Green Belt Review Report, in respect of NPPF paragraphs 82 and 83,
case law indicates that ‘it is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could itself
be regarded as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green Belt boundary’ (Gallagher
Homes Ltd v Solihull Borough Council [2014]). Therefore, to satisfy these two NPPF paragraphs, it is clear
that the Council is required to demonstrate exceptional circumstances to justify why the proposed
Green Belt extension in this location is acceptable.
In seeking to justify the proposed Green Belt amendment at the Site, the Council’s Green Belt Review
Report indicates that the change is to address an ‘anomaly’ in current Green Belt policy. The report, at
paragraph 6.32 refers to four potential circumstances which are highlighted at paragraph 6.32 of

that report, and states at 6.35:
‘At the same time, the exceptional circumstances test laid out in the Core Strategy does not apply here,
as the first three tests revolve around the need for and location of a required development – as new
development is not the rationale for altering the Green Belt anomalies, these tests cannot apply here.’
The Council’s justification for identifying land as anomalies in the Green Belt is set out at paragraphs 6.36
to 6.40. It sets out three potential grounds for exceptional circumstances:
circumstance for altering it. This includes cases where the Green Belt boundary cuts through a building,
curtilage, or plot.
encroached onto the Green Belt, there is an exceptional circumstance for altering the Green Belt
boundary to go around this development.
feature, and a minor amendment would provide it with an alternative, strong border feature, there is an
exceptional circumstance

ce for altering the Green Belt boundary. This is in line with the NPPF requirement for Green Belts to
have strong and defensible boundaries that are capable of enduring in the long term.’
Appendix 2 of the Council’s Green Belt Review Report shows the maps of those areas where there are
proposed ‘anomalies’, however no assessment of each of the sites are provided. As such, whilst the
Green Belt Report indicates potential exceptional circumstances why some of the land may comprise
anomalies, there is no justification provided within the Council’s evidence base to suggest why any of the
sites specifically are. Consequently, we consider this to be a clear case that the Council has not justified
the exceptional circumstances to justify the proposed changes to the Green Belt boundaries. In addition
to the above points, it is clear from the NPPF that all of the bullet points at paragraph 82 must be
addressed by the Council when proposing new areas of Green Belt, however the Councils evidence base
shows no indication that this has been done for the ‘areas of anomalies’. In this respect, it is held that
the draft Local Plan does not comply with the requirements of paragraphs 82 and 83 of the NPPF.
Notwithstanding that the Council has not provided any assessment of the proposed

Green Belt change at the Site against its own criteria for the Green Belt ‘anomalies’, we do not consider
that the Site falls within any of the categories highlighted at paragraphs 6.36 to 6.40 TABLE In addition to
the above points, we have considered the role of the Site against the five purposes of the Green Belt
which are set out at Paragraph 50 of the NPPF. Our assessment demonstrates that the proposed new
Green Belt boundary would perform no better, and in some instances, would perform materially worse,
against the Green Belt purposes TABLE In respect of NPPF paragraph 84, the Site is currently within the
urban area and it is held that, for the reasons set out in this letter, it also comprises a sustainable
location for new development (specifically extra care development). However, there is no indication
within the DMP evidence base that the Council has assessed the proposed Green Belt designation at the
Site (or any of the other so-called Green Belt ‘anomaly’ sites) against the requirement to take account of
the need to promote sustainable patterns. As such, it is held that the draft Local Plan does not comply
with the requirements of paragraph 85 of the NPPF.
It is also held that, in respect of the so-called ‘Green Belt anomalies’ the Council

has not demonstrated that it has met all of the requirements of NPPF paragraph 85. Specifically, the last
bullet point requires the local authorities to ‘define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are
readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.’ As indicated previously, against this requirement, it is
clear that the Site is currently part of the curtilage of the existing care community at the Oaklands Park
Estate and that there are no defensible boundaries that delineate between the urban area and proposed
new Green Belt boundary. By contrast, the existing Site boundaries feature a number of trees and a
fence line which ensures that the curtilage of the Oaklands Park Estate forms a defensible boundary to
the Green Belt beyond. Therefore the proposed new GB boundary would have a detrimental impact on
the purposes of providing a defensible boundary to development. Consequently, it is held that the draft
Local Plan does not comply with the requirements of paragraph 85 of the NPPF.
Conclusions
To summarise comments provided within these representations, it is held that the Council has acted in
an unsound way in considering the proposed changes at the so-called ‘Green Belt anomalies’.
By not providing individual assessments of

the proposed changes to the Green Belt as a result of the ‘anomalies’ identified, the Council has not
justified the exceptional circumstances to justify the proposed changes to the Green Belt boundaries.
Consequently, it is held that the DMP has not been prepared in compliance with the requirements of
NPPF paragraphs 82, 83, 84, or 85. Therefore, it cannot be considered that the proposals are consistent
with national policy, and as such, in accordance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF, is unsound.
Our own assessment of the proposed change at the Site against the NPPF criteria, it is held that the
proposals do not fall within any of the potential exceptional circumstances highlighted. Additionally, our
assessment has demonstrated that the existing Green Belt boundary at the Site is set around existing
physical features and performs better in accordance with the requirements of NPPF Paragraph 85.
Therefore, it is considered that the site should therefore not be designated within the Green Belt.
The site comprises part of the existing Oaklands Park Estate, and is clearly well related to the existing
urban area. Our client is keen to explore the opportunities for providing additional older persons
accommodation at the Site, for which the

Council has a pressing need, and for which the site is in a suitable and sustainable location.
I trust that the above provides informative comments to the current consultation. I would be grateful if
you could please confirm safe receipt of these representation and for above comments to be considered
before the submitted version of the DMP is finalised.
In addition, we request to be kept informed on the Examination proceedings and request to reserve the
ability to take part in the Examination Hearings on behalf of our Client.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss any of the above further.
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We strongly support this policy and NHE6, and are pleased that the Babylon Lane area is now to be
included in the Green Belt. However, we object to not including land to the West of Wellesford Close,
Banstead up to the A217. This is an important visual gap between settlements when viewed from the
A217. An application for housing was refused on appeal. Alternatively, it could revert to Urban Open
Space but we feel inclusion in the Green Belt is more appropriate.
We also propose that there is a Green Belt extension covering the rural surrounds of Horley, plus an
adequate belt to the south of the proposed employment park..
Reference is made to Annex 2 for changes to the Green Belt boundaries but this annex deals with
policies. There should be plans included showing the proposed Green Belt.
We propose an addition to cover new development on brown field land as there is nothing in the policy
about new development, and also a policy on enhancing the green belt where degraded.

4)c) The Horley rural surrounds and a belt to the south of the No
proposed Horley business park are designated as Green Belt.
Reason
A large area of Green Belt is being lost in association with the
urban extensions. Partly in compensation for this, we
propose that the land to the East of Horley, which is not
allocated for development, be designated as Green Belt and
that an adequate strip to the South of the proposed Horley
business park is also designated as Green Belt to protect the
strategic gap. It should meet the purpose of preventing
coalescence of settlements. NHE7 will be unnecessary unless
it is considered that separate policies are still required.

Possibly

The retention of the Green Belt and its openness is
essential in Reigate and Banstead, and in view of the
loss of large areas of Green Belt for the proposed
urban extensions, we suggest further extensions.

Policy NHE5 Part 2 must include an additional item covering No
previously developed land. Text
along the following lines is required: f) Limited infilling or the
partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed
sites
(brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use
(excluding temporary buildings), which
would not have a greater impact on the openness of the
Green Belt and the purpose of including
land within it than the existing development

Yes

To allow the full explanation of the representations
made and to test the Council’s evidence in
detail

The policy should be deleted as it is not necessary.

Yes

The Policy would severely restrict development
contrary to the Government’s aim of significant
boosting the supply of housing and warrants
discussion before the examining inspector.

Yes

WS Planning & Architecture would like to participate
at the oral part of the examination to further discuss
the benefits of removing this property and associated
curtilage from the Green Belt.

4)d The parcel of land between the A217 and Wellesford
Close, Banstead is designated as Green Belt
Reason
The site is no longer designated as Urban Open Space, an
appeal was dismissed when housing was proposed, and the
site forms part of the strategic gap between Banstead and
Burgh Heath. Its importance can be seen when viewed from
the A217.

5) In the case of development on brownfield garden land,
the Council will look at each case
on its merits, and will have particular regard to impact on
openness and the character of the countryside.
Reason
We are concerned at the implications of the recent Dartford
High Court case and the conclusion that gardens in rural
areas should be regarded as brownfield land ( whereas urban
gardens will be greenfield sites). We have referred to this
also in the policy on garden land.
6) The Council will work to enhance the quality of Green belt
land where it has become degraded.
Reason
Improvements in the quality of degraded land will facilitate
better use.
It is unsatisfactory that the small plans do not show the
precise Green Belt boundary with any
accuracy.
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Objection to Policy NHE5 – Development within the Green Belt
Policy NHE5 is inconsistent with paragraph 89 of the NPPF in that it does not set out correctly the
list of cases where the construction of new buildings is ‘appropriate’ within the Green Belt.
Part 2 of Policy NHE5 advises that replacement buildings in the Green Belt will be permitted in five
listed instances. The list excludes the redevelopment of previously developed sites and so it must
be assumed that such cases are not considered to be ‘appropriate’. However, bullet point 6 to
para’ 89 of the NPPF states that “limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of
previously developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding
temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt
and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development” is not inappropriate.
There are a number of previously developed sites within the Green Belt in Reigate and Banstead

District and there may be cases where proposals come forward to redevelop such a site. As
drafted, Policy NHE5 would potentially not support such proposals.
Furthermore, the draft NPPF (March 2018) states that where “the development would re-use
previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified local affordable housing need
and not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt” it is not inappropriate (para’
144 refers). While only draft at this stage, it shows the intention of Government policy and that
redevelopment of previously developed sites within the Green Belt is seen as an opportunity to
achieve sustainable development.
The failure to recognise the redevelopment of previously developed land as appropriate within the
Green Belt is clearly contrary to current and emerging Government policy and is not sound or
legally compliant.
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NHE5

I oppose any attempt to use Green Belt for buildings of any sort. This is a precious resource and should
be totally protected.
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NHE5

I oppose any attempt to use Green Belt for buildings of any sort. This is a precious resource and should
be totally protected.
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SEE ATTACHED PLANS

Yes
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DES2

NHE5

Don't know

Don't know

No

No

Don't know

Don't know

Sound - the Policy is not warranted as policy DES1 deals with new residential development. The policy
will be impossible to comply with. Taking each criteria in turn,
1, A) If development is to take place it cannot “reflect”
B) There should not be a need to hide new development
C) No subdivision would be allowed.
2 - But this may respect existing character
3 – This seeks to rule out residential garden development.
Attached is an appeal decision relating to Tadworth to highlight our concern as supported by an
inspector. The Inspector for the Core Strategy highlighted that there was much capacity for residential
garden land development in the north of the borough. A similar policy in the London Borough of
Croydon was rejected following a recent EIP.

WS Planning & Architecture are proposing to remove 17
Jason Close and its curtilage from the Green Belt, as per the
Attached to this response is a map, JC1, showing the site which is the subject of this representation,
dotted line on the accompanying plan. This would enable
when located on the proposals map for the Regulation 19 Development Management Plan the subject of sustainable development to be undertaken within the
this consultation. It shows that the site is within the Green Belt whereas the rest of Jason Close is within Borough.
the urban area. In addition to this the parallel cul-de-sac at Heathfield Drive is also within the urban area
yet the road protrudes further into the Green Belt land wrapping around the back of the site than 17
Jason Close.
Including this property within the Green Belt is contributing to making the proposed Local Plan unsound. The purpose of the Green Belt as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework is not being
achieved by including this site and the restrictive Green Belt policies are preventing the owner from
increasing the potential of the property. It is also unclear as to why the SNCI has been extended to
include the curtilage of the property on the new proposals map.
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NHE5

Evidence UOS/
Evidence Green Belt
Review

Yes

Both yes and
no

No

We strongly support this policy and NHE6, and are pleased that the Babylon Lane area is now to be
included in the Green Belt.
We note that Wellesford Close, Banstead is also included but cannot find any analysis in the supporting
evidence so hope that this is the case. This is an important visual gap between settlements when viewed
from the A217.
We also propose that there is a Green Belt extension covering the rural surrounds of Horley..
Reference is made to Annex 2 for changes to the Green Belt boundaries but this annex deals with
policies. There should be plans included showing the proposed Green Belt.
We propose an addition to cover new development on brown field land as there is nothing in the policy
about new development. And also a policy on enhancing the green belt where degraded.

4)c) The Council will consider designating the gap between
No
Horley and Gatwick as Green Belt in the next review.
Reason
A large area of Green Belt is being lost in association with the
urban extensions. As partly in compensation and also to
ensure that the proposed gap is retained we propose that
this area is investigated for suitability as Green Belt. It should
meet the purpose of preventing coalescence of settlements.
As it is not being safeguarded for development, it should be
redesignated.
Depending on the new boundary, NHE7 may need revision.

Possibly

4)d The parcel of land between the A217 and Wellesford
Close, Banstead is designated as Green Belt (As it is listed, we
assume it is proposed as Green Belt but we cannot find
anything in the evidence – although could have missed it.)
Reason
The site is no longer designated as Urban Open Space, an
appeal was dismissed when housing was proposed, and the
site forms part of the strategic gap between Banstead and
Burgh Heath. Its importance can be seen when viewed from
the A217.

5) In the case of development on brownfield garden land,
the Council will look at each case
on its merits, and will have particular regard to impact on
openness and the character of the countryside.
Reason
We are concerned at the implications of the recent Dartford
High Court case and the conclusion that gardens in rural
areas should be regarded as brownfield land ( whereas urban
gardens will be greenfield sites).

6) The Council will work to enhance the quality of Green Belt
land where it has become degraded.
Reason
Improvements in the quality of degraded land will facilitate
better use.
It is unsatisfactory that the small plans do not show the
precise Green Belt boundary with any
accuracy.
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NHE5/ NHE7

I wish to add an additional ground for objection to policies NHE5 and NHE7 of Reigate & Banstead’s DMP
as follows:
A recommendation by the Inspector who chaired the Examination in Public of the 2005 Local Plan was
that the area designated as the Rural Surrounds of Horley should be considered for formal inclusion
within the Green Belt when the Plan was later reviewed. The council has acknowledged this need to
review the status of the Rural Surrounds of Horley. They did so in the Green Belt Review of June 2016,
recommending that certain parcels of land surrounding Horley should be included in the Green Belt as
part of the Regulation 18 process. The council has made no attempt to implement this recommendation
in the DMP. I therefore ask the Inspector to ensure this important recommendation is considered now.

I wish to add an additional ground for objection to policies
No
NHE5 and NHE7 of Reigate & Banstead’s DMP as follows:
A recommendation by the Inspector who chaired the
Examination in Public of the 2005 Local Plan was that the
area designated as the Rural Surrounds of Horley should be
considered for formal inclusion within the Green Belt when
the Plan was later reviewed. The council has acknowledged
this need to review the status of the Rural Surrounds of
Horley. They did so in the Green Belt Review of June 2016,
recommending that certain parcels of land surrounding
Horley should be included in the Green Belt as part of the
Regulation 18 process. The council has made no attempt to
implement this recommendation in the DMP. I therefore ask
the Inspector to ensure this important recommendation is
considered now.
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NHE6

This does not say anything about the massing or quality of the build required. Some examples of what
would be considered acceptable would be useful in the explanatory text.

No

RBBC\AgentO Member
rganisation\00
24

NHE6

This does not say anything about the massing or quality of the build required. Some examples of what
would be considered acceptable would be useful in the explanatory text.

This does not say anything about the massing or quality of
the build required. Some examples of what would be
considered acceptable would be useful in the explanatory
text.
This does not say anything about the massing or quality of
the build required. Some examples of what would be
considered acceptable would be useful in the explanatory
text.
Delete Critera 1 and 7
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Yes

DES3

Don't know

No
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Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Sound – The policy has not been positively prepared because whilst it states that planning permission
will be granted subject to compliance with criteria which cannot be achieved. Criteria 1 requires plot
frontages and boundary treatments to reflect the existing street context. To reflect is to replicate.
Criteria 7 has similar problems and is unduly restricting.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.
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Yes
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Don't know

No

Don't know

Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Sound – Criteria 1 should not be contained within the policy as it is a statement of intent. Criteria 2 b) is
in conflict with the written ministerial statement (WMS) and is a burden to small housebuilders in the
borough.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.
This should more clearly define what is meant by ‘small scale’ and what is meant by not ‘compromising
the quality of the countryside’.

Delete 1) and include within the text as applied to policy.
Delete 2 b) as it is in conflict – with central government
policy.
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Tom
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Land and Partners does not object to the specific policy wording of NHE7 but does object to the
justification at paragraph 3.5.28 and the assessment methodology this refers to.
The justification at 3.5.26 confirms that the Rural Surrounds of Horley (RSH) was excluded from
the Green Belt to allow for future strategic allocations to be identified.
In reassessing the RSH the approach should not be to individually appraise separate parcels of
land for development potential in their own right. The RSH was excluded for strategic allocations
and the approach should be mindful of this long--term approach and assess land parcels’ potential
for comprehensive, masterplanned, long term development potential.
The approach used is unrealistic as it arbitrarily separates sites in a way which does not reflect the
way any future strategic allocation would come forward. The Green Belt Review may adequately
serve the purposes of this Development Management Plan but is not a sound basis for
development beyond the plan period or any future review of this plan.

The evidence referred to Paragraph 3.5.8 should take a more No
integrated approach to assessment
of the Rural surrounds of Horley, in line with the original
stated intention for it to be assessed for
strategic allocations. Parcels within a wider strategic area
should not be considered in isolation. In
addition, assessment of flood risk constraints should consider
the interconnectivity of land parcels,
as well as taking account of emerging work on flood
alleviation schemes.
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NHE7

This should more clearly define what is meant by ‘small scale’ No
and what is meant by not ‘compromising the quality of the
countryside’.
This should more clearly define what is meant by ‘small scale’ and what is meant by not ‘compromising This should more clearly define what is meant by ‘small scale’ No
the quality of the countryside’.
and what is meant by not ‘compromising the quality of the
countryside’.
The Council finds that the document is giving mixed messages on the Rural Surrounds of Horley (RSH)
The Council supports the idea that the Rural Surrounds of
Yes
and appears confused about whether it continues to prevent urban sprawl or is prime for development. Horley should be re-designated at Green Belt. The Council
The Council supports the idea that the Rural Surrounds of Horley should be re-designated at Green Belt. would also wish to see the entire length of the current and
The Council would also wish to see the entire length of the current and proposed Riverside Green Chain proposed Riverside Green Belt Chain added to the Green
added to the Green Belt.
Belt.

NHE7

NHE7

Yes

NHE7

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Land and Partners is a promotor with extensive
experience in the region and has control of a
significant area of land which is available for a
sustainable urban extension which is likely to be
key to meeting local housing needs in the future
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Yes

We support this policy but are concerned that a number of commercial facilities have closed because of
the redevelopment potential of the sites.

3) Changes of use from commercial stables to residential use No
will be resisted when there is a lack of alternative facilities in
the vicinity.
There have been a number of closures of commercial stables
in recent years because of the high land values when
permission is granted for residential use. Planning permission
was refused on these grounds near Kingswood recently and
an appeal was dismissed. It is important to preserve the
infrastructure for this important form of recreation in the
Green Belt and countryside..

RBBC\AgentO Secretary
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08

Yes
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no

Yes

We support this policy but are concerned that a number of commercial facilities have closed because of
the redevelopment potential of the sites.

3) Changes of use from commercial stables to residential use
will be resisted when there is a lack of alternative facilities in
the vicinity.

Yes

There have been a number of closures of commercial stables
in recent years because of the high land values when
permission is granted for residential use. Planning permission
was refused on these grounds near Kingswood recently and
an appeal was dismissed. It is important to preserve the
infrastructure for this important form of recreation in the
Green Belt and countryside..
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We support this policy but are concerned that a number of commercial facilities have closed because of
the redevelopment potential of the sites.
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Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Delete Criteria 2a) and replace with a criteria stating that
Sound- Government Policy makes it clear that the conversion of rural buildings into residential use is
there is a need for it to be demonstrated that the building is
acceptable, therefore criteria 2a) is in conflict with the NPPF.Central Government have made it clear by structurally sound.
prior notification rights that the residential use of former agricultural buildings is acceptable. There is no
justification for imposing criteria 2a.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.
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We support this policy. However, there are real pressures on commercial equestrian facilities to close
Add a new paragraph to the following effect
No
with a view to taking advantage of possible redevelopment opportunities. In the Green Belt horse riding
is a very popular and appropriate leisure activity. It is therefore considered reasonable that such a
A change of use from commercial stables to residential use
change of use should be resisted due to both the ongoing demand and harm to the countryside.
will be resisted when there is a lack of alternative facilities or
potential damage to the Green Belt.

welcomed, especially in respect of para. 1(b).

No

No

3) Changes of use from commercial stables to residential use No
will be resisted when there is a lack of alternative facilities in
the vicinity.
There have been a number of closures of commercial stables
in recent years because of the high land values when
permission is granted for residential use. Planning permission
was refused on these grounds near Kingswood recently and
an appeal was dismissed. It is important to preserve facilities
for equestrian pursuits as this is an important form of
recreation in the Green Belt and countryside. We are aware
that people have been disadvantaged by stable closures.

No

No

No

Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Sound – Criteria 1a) is not possible to be complied with as any new building will have an impact on
openness.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.

Delete Criteria 1a) should be deleted as it is unnecessary in
No
that 1) makes it clear that small scale stabling and small scale
equestrian facilities will be supported.

No

We fully support this policy although suggest a rewording to 1) and 5)
We are concerned that there is no mention of the Areas of Special Townscape Importance. These
normally have some historic importance so our comment is included here as well as elsewhere in our
comments on the plan

1)...locally listed buildings. Designated heritage assets include No
Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings
and Registered Parks and Gardens plus, in this policy, locally
listed buildings.
Reason
For the sake of clarity, the definition of designated historic
assets should be in the policy, not paragraph 3.5.36.
5)Modification to the first and second sentences.’ ....with its
conservation will be supported in principle. However, any
associated development ...etc.’
Reason
At it is worded it appears that any development which
secures the long term preservation of an historic asset will be
supported even though the form and scale of the enabling
development is unsatisfactory so there is a contradiction
within the 2 sentences.
12) In the next review, the Council will introduce a new
designation ‘Areas of Special Townscape importance’.
Reason
There are many areas in the borough which are not in
Conservation Areas or RASCs but are worthy of designation.
A list of potential characteristics is listed in the Regulation 18
document page 57. In our own area there are 2 or 3 areas
where their character should be protected.
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Yes

We fully support this policy although suggest a rewording to 1) and 5)
We are concerned that there is no mention of the Areas of Special Townscape Importance. These
normally have some historic importance so our comment is included here as well as elsewhere in our
comments on the plan

1)...locally listed buildings. Designated heritage assets include
Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings
and Registered Parks and Gardens plus, in this policy, locally
listed buildings.
Reason
For the sake of clarity, the definition of designated historic
assets should be in the policy, not paragraph 3.5.36.

Yes

5)Modification to the first and second sentences.’ ....with its
conservation will be supported in principle. However, any
associated development ...etc.’
Reason
At it is worded it appears that any development which
secures the long term preservation of an historic asset will be
supported even though the form and scale of the enabling
development is unsatisfactory so there is a contradiction
within the 2 sentences.
12) In the next review, the Council will introduce a new
designation ‘Areas of Special Townscape importance’.
Reason
There are many areas in the borough which are not in
Conservation Areas or RASCs but are worthy of designation.
A list of potential characteristics is listed in the Regulation 18
document page 57. In our own area there are 2 or 3 areas
where their character should be protected.
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We fully support this policy although suggest a rewording to 1) and 5). We are concerned that there is
no mention of the Areas of Special Townscape Importance. These normally have some historic
importance so our comment is included here as well as elsewhere in our comments on the plan

1)...locally listed buildings. Designated heritage assets
include Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, Listed
Buildings and Registered Parks and Gardens plus, in this
policy, locally listed buildings.
Reason
For the sake of clarity, the definition of designated historic
assets should be in the policy, not paragraph 3.5.36.

No

No, unless
ASTI to be
reconsidered

5)Modification to the first and second sentences.’ ....with its
conservation will be supported in principle. However, any
associated development ...etc.’
Reason
At it is worded it appears that any development which
secures the long term preservation of an historic asset will be
supported even though the form and scale of the enabling
development is unsatisfactory so there is a contradiction
within the 2 sentences.
12) The Council will introduce a new designation ‘Areas of
Special Townscape importance’.
Reason
There are many areas in the borough which are not in
Conservation Areas or RASCs but are worthy of designation.
A list of potential characteristics is listed in the Regulation 18
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GTT1

Yes

No

Yes

Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Sound- Criteria 3 is unduly restrictive because naturally any new building will have an impact on
openness. The NPPF makes it clear that small structures in connection with sport and recreation is
appropriate development.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.
The policy and explanation are unclear, as also is the status of the table relating to the urban extension
sites and the table in 4.2.10
We support this policy but note that only 8 plots are allocated whereas there is a need for 23 plots in
years 0 – 5. In order to safeguard the Council’s position, we suggest that higher allocations in the urban
extension sites be increased and properly planned for, although we appreciate these may not be
implemented until later in the plan period.

document page 57. In our own area there are 2 or 3 areas
where their character should be protected.
We have also suggested a new policy in DES3 but are unsure
where it should be best placed.
Delete Criteria 3 or modify it to the affect that there should No
be no serious harm.

It is not clear what the status is of the schedule of sites in
urban extensions as these are neither in the policy or in the
explanation.
Increase number of pitches in some of the ‘G’sites
Reason
In the case of years 0-5, we note that some of the sites such
as G 4 and 12 have only to accommodate 2 pitches compared
with the smaller site G3 which has to provide 4. We are not
aware of the details of the sites but suggest there may be a
case for increasing the number of pitches – although unlikely
to reach the required figure in paragraph 4.2.10 of 23.
Increase the number of pitches in the urban extension areas
Reason
We suggest that the numbers of plots be increased in the
listed urban extension sites to meet the required numbers.
In view of the size of the development schemes it should be
possible to allocate a suitable enlarged site for an increased
number of pitches within the overall layout.
Alternately state
At the time of the next review, the Council will identify
sufficient sites, primarily in the urban extension areas, to
meet the needs of the travelling community

Reason
If insufficient sites are identified, the Council will have
difficulty in refusing inappropriately located
proposals.
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No
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Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

The policy and explanation are unclear, as also is the status of the table relating to the urban extension
sites and the table in 4.2.10
We support this policy but note that only 8 plots are allocated whereas there is a need for 23 plots in
years 0 – 5. In order to safeguard the Council’s position, we suggest that higher allocations in the urban
extension sites be increased and properly planned for, although we appreciate these may not be
implemented until later in the plan period.

It is not clear what the status is of the schedule of sites in
urban extensions as these are neither in the policy or in the
explanation.

Yes

Increase number of pitches in some of the ‘G’sites
Reason
In the case of years 0-5, we note that some of the sites such
as G 4 and 12 have only to accommodate 2 pitches compared
with the smaller site G3 which has to provide 4. We are not
aware of the details of the sites but suggest there may be a
case for increasing the number of pitches – although unlikely
to reach the required figure in paragraph 4.2.10 of 23.
Increase the number of pitches in the urban extension areas
Reason
We suggest that the numbers of plots be increased in the
listed urban extension sites to meet the required numbers.
In view of the size of the development schemes it should be
possible to allocate a suitable enlarged site for an increased
number of pitches within the overall layout.
Alternately state
At the time of the next review, the Council will identify
sufficient sites, primarily in the urban extension areas, to
meet the needs of the travelling community

Reason
If insufficient sites are identified, the Council will have
difficulty in refusing inappropriately located
proposals.
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No

4.35 Policy GGT1 – Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showperson Accommodation includes five sites which are
proposed for allocation, either for Gyspy and Traveller
pitches or for Travelling showpeople plots. These sites are
all relatively small in scale with the largest allocation to any
one sites being “up to 4 pitches”.
4.36 The Council’s Traveller Site Land Availability Assessment
(TSLAA) (December 2017) includes an assessment of sites
identified as being available for this type of development.
This erroneously includes the Site which has not been
promoted and is not available for this development.
4.37 We note from the TSLAA that sites G9a and G9b are
both located south of Fairacres, Axes Lane, Salfords.
These sites are not contiguous and do not follow physical
boundaries. In particular, we note that G9a comprises a
small part of larger previously developed site, whilst G9b
is an ‘L’ shaped site comprising part of an open field. The
planning history for Fairacres demonstrates in our view the
strong desire for the Traveller community to expand the
site to maintain family and community links. We do not
consider that the Council has adequately appraised this
and other potential site options across the Borough.
4.38 Importantly, we note that the development of the
Traveller allocation sites includes requirements for,
careful design of any on-site lighting in order to avoid causing disturbance to nearby residents;
landscaping to
reduce visual impact; and (where applicable) provide
additional tree or hedgerow planting to strengthen the
green belt boundary. We understand, therefore, that the
Council appears to recognise that the development of
land for Travellers accommodation could result in adverse
environmental impacts and potentially disturbance to
nearby residents, which plainly be more likely to arise by
comparison to sites which are more divorced from housing.
4.39 The table included on page 77 of the DMP identifies
some of the SUE sites including our client’s land and
advises that 11 pitches in total are required from these
sites. Based upon the presentation of this table, we
understand that this does not form part of Policy GGT1, but
forms part of the supporting text to the policy. In addition,
we note that the table includes a requirement for 3 pitches
to be provided on ERM2/ERM3, although the requirement
for the provision of pitches is not confirmed within the
Policy ERM2/3 nor other individual allocation site policies.
As such, the status of the table and weight which should be
given to it in decision making is unclear.
4.40 The Council’s TSLAA (para 5.15) summarises the
approach which the Council has taken to apportioning the
allocation of Traveller pitches to the SUEs. It is based upon
1 pitch per 70 dwellings which is stated as being “a viable
rate of delivery” on the basis it is considered by the Council
to represent 2% of total development costs including land
and profit.
4.41 On behalf of Gallagher Estates, we have concerns about
the Council’s general approach to meeting the Traveller
needs and the Site selection process, as set out above.
Specifically in relation to the Site, our client has confirmed
that its land is not available for this use. Furthermore,
that the impact on sales values of such accommodation
being required as part of the development has not been
fully taken into account by the Council. As we have stated
elsewhere in these representations, the Council’s Viability
Report (January 2018) does not include the appraisal of
our client’s Site and, in any event, the report indicates that
only high-level assumptions have been made on costs and
values. It is likely in our view that the Council’s appraisal
is not robust having regard to the specific considerations
relating to the development of the Site which will need to
be taken into account.
4.42 We therefore raise concerns that the inclusion of the
requirement for 3 pitches to be delivered as part of the Site
is not justified and places a further financial burdburden which
could impact on the deliverability of the Site. 4.43 Taking all of the above into account, we seek the
deletion of the requirement for 3 Traveller pitches to be
delivered as part of the development of the Site.

we seek the
deletion of the requirement for 3 Traveller pitches to be
delivered as part of the development of the Site.

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.
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a. Level of Accommodation Required: The most recent Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Needs Assessment carried out as part of the preparations for the CBLP4 identified a
potential future need for ten pitches arising from the existing population within Crawley within the Plan
period.
b. Number of Site Allocations: Policy H5 of the CBLP allocates a reserve Gypsy and Traveller site for up to
ten pitches to meet the future needs of the existing population within Crawley. This site is located within
the AONB and has complex highway and access issues, which will require careful design, layout and
landscaping to ensure the impacts are mitigated. c. Whether CBC would be able to accommodate any of
RBBC outstanding Traveller Need: CBC progressed the allocation of a challenging site within its
significant land supply constraints in order to meet the needs arising from Crawley within the borough
boundaries in accordance with the agreement across the Gatwick Diamond Authorities that each
authority area would meet the accommodation needs of Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
within their own administrative area.
CBC is unable to accommodate any of the unmet need arising from RBBC. As mentioned above, in
response to b., the site

Yes

allocated in the CBLP is within the AONB and subject to highway and access constraints and has only
been identified to meet the needs arising from within the borough over the Plan period, to meet the
levels anticipated by the Accommodation Needs Assessment.
Beyond this allocation, as part of the CBLP preparations, the whole borough was assessed to look for
sites suitable for Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision. Only two sites were identified as potential sites,
and these were both consulted upon (the allocated site and another site to the north of Langley Green,
which was found to be subject to flooding and would have been affected by noise in the scenario of a
second runway at Gatwick Airport being progressed). Significantly, the land between the built up area
boundary and Gatwick Airport is constrained by Safeguarding for a potential second runway at Gatwick,
and is already subject to unacceptable levels of noise, arising from the single runway, for residential
accommodation. On this basis, it was considered through the Local Plan examination that there was no
scope for the identification of any further sites to accommodate additional pitches within the borough
beyond those identified as arising from Crawley’s need.
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a. Level of Accommodation Required: The most recent Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Needs Assessment carried out as part of the preparations for the CBLP4 identified a
potential future need for ten pitches arising from the existing population within Crawley within the Plan
period.
b. Number of Site Allocations: Policy H5 of the CBLP allocates a reserve Gypsy and Traveller site for up to
ten pitches to meet the future needs of the existing population within Crawley. This site is located within
the AONB and has complex highway and access issues, which will require careful design, layout and
landscaping to ensure the impacts are mitigated. c. Whether CBC would be able to accommodate any of
RBBC outstanding Traveller Need: CBC progressed the allocation of a challenging site within its
significant land supply constraints in order to meet the needs arising from Crawley within the borough
boundaries in accordance with the agreement across the Gatwick Diamond Authorities that each
authority area would meet the accommodation needs of Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
within their own administrative area.
CBC is unable to accommodate any of the unmet need arising from RBBC. As mentioned above, in
response to b., the site

Yes

allocated in the CBLP is within the AONB and subject to highway and access constraints and has only
been identified to meet the needs arising from within the borough over the Plan period, to meet the
levels anticipated by the Accommodation Needs Assessment.
Beyond this allocation, as part of the CBLP preparations, the whole borough was assessed to look for
sites suitable for Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision. Only two sites were identified as potential sites,
and these were both consulted upon (the allocated site and another site to the north of Langley Green,
which was found to be subject to flooding and would have been affected by noise in the scenario of a
second runway at Gatwick Airport being progressed). Significantly, the land between the built up area
boundary and Gatwick Airport is constrained by Safeguarding for a potential second runway at Gatwick,
and is already subject to unacceptable levels of noise, arising from the single runway, for residential
accommodation. On this basis, it was considered through the Local Plan examination that there was no
scope for the identification of any further sites to accommodate additional pitches within the borough
beyond those identified as arising from Crawley’s need.
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5.8: GAL considers that the Proposed Submission Plan should include for the proposed site allocation G4
at Tree Tops at Peeks Brook Lane, Horley, that there is a specific policy requirement for the assessment
of potential exposure to aircraft noise upon the future occupants of the site.

No

GTT1

I would like to comment on the DMP having read the Consultation document, and having heard the
comments of your barrister and officers at the recent planning appeal I attended in Reigate (Connors ).

No

Your barrister and officers went into great detail as to how the contents of your emerging policy
document carried almost no weight whatsoever, which made me wonder why the document existed at
all.
Anyway, I have attached comments written by Alison Heine which we endorse, and should be taken into
consideration.
1. My comments are restricted to consideration of Gypsy and Travellers. I have no direct knowledge of
provision for Travelling Showmen but am aware that families from this district have been displaced due
to the shortage of sites and chronic overcrowding on existing plot at Fairacres and had to relocate to
Bromley (see 3.12.2014 appeal decision for site at junction of Sheep barn Lane and Layhams Road for
the Reid family).
2. The TSLAA is welcomed in so far as it allocates land to meet some of the need for more GypsyTraveller sites in the district. But, concern is expressed in respect of 1-Lack of commitment to this
document
2-Late submission of this document
3-The 2017 Need assessment to inform the site allocation process
4-Issues with the TSLAA 5-Proposed changes
3. It is argued that the TSLAA should not be found sound as it is
1-not informed by a reliable and robust evidence base and there is no proper justification for the
reduced level of need now relied on.
2-fails to meet the identified need for more Gypsy-Traveller pitches in this Borough
3-is not compliant with the requirements in PPTS para 10 to identify a supply of specific
deliverable sites to provide a 5 year supply.
4- there is no evidence of any meaningful engagement with the Traveller community in the
preparation of this strategy and proposed reliance on Sustainable Urban Extensions to meet
future need. This study is too little too late.
I suggest some changes which I think need to be given serious consideration.
1. Lack of Commitment
4. This concern relates specifically to the proposed allocation of land at Kents Field,
Rectory Lane.
5. In February 2017 the Council served 2 Enforcement Notices concerning use of land at

Yes

Kents Field for caravans. They withdrew these notices on 8 December 2017 as they realised
they lacked sufficient clarity. However they immediately reissued another Enforcement Notice
dated 8 December 2017 concerning caravans on the land. This notice also lacks clarity but the
Council failed to respond to my concerns and it has also been appealed.
6. On 3rd April 2017 the Council refused permission for 2 pitches on the land now proposed
as an allocation at Kents Field i.e. for the same development. 7. In January 2018 the Council spent two
days at a Planning Inquiry trying to defend its
reason for refusing permission for two additional pitches at Kents Fields-one of the proposed
allocated sites.
8. It is not known when work started on the TSLAA but it is clear from the delegated report
prepared for the Kents Field application refused April 2017 that work had already started before
permission for these 2 additional pitches were refused. Even if the Council did not know in April

2017 that this site would be promoted as an allocated site, it did know this when the TSLAA was
reported to their Executive Committee on 9/11/2017 and approved for Reg 19 consultation and
submission. Yet the Council failed, inexplicably, to adjourn the Planning Inquiry scheduled in late
January 2018 and chose instead to still contest the suitability of this site at Kents Field for 2
pitches over a 2 day Planning Inquiry on 30-31 January 2018. Such action does not fill one with
any confidence that they are truly committed to their own TSLAA or its findings.
2.Late submission of TSLAA
9. This is the first consultation exercise for this document. It is far from clear why this issue
was not addressed sooner as part of the local plan process. I take exception to the fact the first
opportunity to comments is at the Reg 19 stage. There is no opportunity for the Council to take
these comments on board, make changes or revise ideas before the EIP. This is most
unsatisfactory. If there are serious issues with the proposals this could put the local plan process

at risk and/ or jeopardise the chance of the TSLAA being adopted as part of the DMP process.
There has been historic failure of this Council to address the needs of Gypsy Travellers in
accordance with the Caravan sites Act 1968, the aim of Surrey Council to provide 30 family
pitches in the Borough in the 1994 Reigate Banstead Borough Local Plan, Housing Act 2004, C
1/2006, PPTS/ NPPF 2012, their own 2013 GTAA and 2014 Core Strategy policy. It is essential
sites are allocated to meet the pressing and immediate need in this Borough. Indeed it is quite
shocking that a need recognised back in 1994 has not been addressed until late 2017 at the
earliest- a gap of 23 years. A whole generation of Gypsy Travellers have grown up since then.
3.2017 Need Assessment
10. Issue is taken with this study and its robustness because of the following reasons:
a) This is the first opportunity to consider this evidence base. It was not published
until July 2017.

b) The study fails to appraise the 2013 need assessment which was carried out by
the Council. The 2017 study, with a baseline of March 2016 – which is just 3 years later
than the Council’s own appraisal, fails to even comment on the methodology relied or
attempt to analyse and quantify developments since 2013. Yet the 2017 study seeks to
significantly reduce overall need for reasons listed in para 7.44. The 2013 GTAA
identified a need for 52 additional pitches 2012-27. The 2017 study reduces this to just
32 additional pitches over a comparable 15 year period. The justification for this is
a. Lower concealed households
b. Short term need
c. Lower rates of household formation (2% not 3%)
It is astonishing that such a huge reduction is accepted without question. If ORS had
predicted an increase of a similar magnitude I very much doubt Reigate and Banstead
would have accepted this without decent explanation. I remain highly suspicious that two studies could
have such differing conclusions based on data just 3 years apart. As
noted below the interview rate for the 2017 study is very low and the findings could be
skewed by the failure to contact most
households. Unlike the 2013 study there is no
desk top study of applications / appeals current and determined. Indeed ORS makes no
mention of this crucial source of information. As there is no attempt to analysis the
2013 assessment ORS are in no position to claim their assessment is more accurate or
robust. In 2013 the Council identified a need for 12 pitches arising from overcrowding.
In 2017 ORS identified no need from this source in Fig 6 or Fig 8. Yet one of the most
obvious reasons for the appeal for additional pitches at Kents Field in January 2018 was
the issue with overcrowding on this site. At least 3 adult children were having to live
with partners and young families in the touring caravans on site. It must be obvious to
the Council that the 2017 assessment of concealed households/doubling up/
overcrowding was flawed. We were also told how families had been displaced and
moved elsewhere to Bromley and Croydon due to the failure to make any provision in
this district. In the absence of any proper analysis there is also no way of knowing if the

lower household formation rate elected by ORS is, in this situation, justified. The ORS
study makes no allowance for in migration. They point out that all families in the
Borough are Irish Travellers and fail to account for the needs of the Jones family at
Masons Bridge Road Redhill whose needs were not considered and is, one presumes, a
newly arrived family.
In the absence of any proper analysis or detailed explanation I would be vary wary of the
predicted need and why, in such a short period of time, it has fallen from 52 (2013) to
32 (2017) households-when nationally the trend for sites continues to rise. It has never
been the case for the Council that their 2013 assessment was unrealistically high. I find
it quite shocking that the Council has accepted this without question.
c) There appear to be some discrepancies with some of the tables. It does not help
that ORS routinely do not total up their figures. For example, The total number of sites
is listed in para 4.7 and Fig 3. This lists 14 unauthorised pitches on 6 sites. Yet Fig 6 and

8 which summarise the need for those with/ without planning definition identify
households on unauthorised sites yielding 5 and 6 pitches i.e. a total of just 11 – shortfall
of 3. It is also not clear to me just how many Gypsy Traveller were interviewed. Fig 4
indicates that only 10 interviews were completed for sites but Fig 5 suggests that a total
of 22 households were interviewed on sites. Para 6.7 state that 7 interviews were
conducted with Travellers in bricks and mortar yet 7.3 states that 9 interviews were
carried out with Gypsy and Traveller house holds living in bricks and mortar yet . A full
summary of the overall findings from the household interviews can be found in
Appendix C. This refers to 11 respondents. I have no idea what the sample size was for
this study. I am doubting if ORS does either. There are other discrepancies. Apparent
discrepancies such as this does not fill one with confidence that this is a robust study or
that it has been properly proof read before publication.
d) The rate of interviews on Gypsy Traveller sites is very poor (see Fig 4). ORS only
interviewed 10 of the 24 identified Gypsy Traveller pitches-42%. The 2013 Council study

interviewed 85% of households (table 3) and used interviewers from FFT- a well
respected organisation. Interviews were carried out over a longer period in 2013 to increase response
rates. Given the low interview rate for the 2017 study, this can not
be considered a robust and extrapolating findings from this low interview rate is
troubling. With such a small population it should have been possible to achieve near
100% interview rates. The Council should have questioned why the interview rate is so
poor compared with their own study in 2013. I note for instance, ORS failed to
interview any one at Acre Stables Haroldslea. My clients occupy this unauthorised site.
This is where they live and keep their stables. They go away to horse fairs by ORS are
supposed to conduct studies to avoid the traditional horse fair circuit. I contacted them
to check if there was any reason they would not have been around during this period.
My clients can recall no letter or phone call from the Council or ORS seeking an
interview. An application for this site was made by myself in May 2015. Their children
attend school locally and they go away to
horse fairs but the first trip is usually Stowe
late May and Appleby in early June. I chased the case officer for an update in November
2016 and again in December 2017 when I expressed concern that they had not been
interviewed. I have received no reply to my last email . No one asked me for a contact
number. Although ORS make out that they try hard to contact local families they seem
reluctant to involve Planning Agents working with local families and for this reason I am
not satisfied that ORS made proper and sufficient efforts to contact this family (and
possibly others) for purposes of getting more interviews.
e) The baseline for the study is March 2016 but it was not published until July
2017. No explanation is given for this delay. But where such delays occur local
authorities should update the information. There is no consideration in the report of the
site at Masons Bridge Road where enforcement action was taken November 2016. The
enforcement notices were appealed and permanent consent granted January 2018. No

issue was taken with the Gypsy status of the Appellant. This need is additional to that
assessed in the ORS report. I do not consider a report that omits a key site in the
Borough to be robust and such omissions make you wonder who else has been
overlooked.
f) Issue is also taken with the ORS approach to the new Planning definition.
According to Fig 5, of the 22 Gypsy and Travellers interviewed (including 9 in bricks and
mortar), only 6 met the definition. This included just 1 household on a private site. This
is puzzling. At the Planning Inquiry in January 2018 for 2 additional pitches for family live
at Kents Field the Council did not take issue with the Gypsy Traveller status of the two
Appellants/ additional households or the 3 households living at Kents Field. Indeed the
Inquiry heard from Mrs Connors how the touring caravans on site were used to go
travelling in and how this caused overcrowding in the remaining mobile homes when
those living in those touring caravans had to decamp into the mobile homes so that the
(usually) men had touring vans to go travelling in. Nor was issue taken with the Gypsy

Traveller status of Caleb Jones in the January 2018 appeal decision for a site at Masons
Bridge Road.
At para 2.20 ORS refer to the well-known authority of Dunn: In Maidstone BC v Secretary of State for the
Environment and Dunn (2006), it was held that a Romany Gypsy who bred horses and travelled to horse
fairs at Appleby, However, if you turn to the questionnaire appended to the ORS study at F3 they
differentiate between travelling for work or fairs. No explanation is given for this or how
this approach squares with the authorities relied on in section 2 of their report. If Mr
Dunn had been asked this question he would have most likely ticked the “Fairs” box.
However, according to paragraph 2.25 of the assessment it is clear that the ORS
approach would have excluded him from being within the definition:
The implication of these rulings in terms of applying the planning definition is that it will
only include those who travel (or have ceased to travel temporarily) for work
purposes and in doing so stay away from their usual place of residence. It can include

those who have a permanent site or place of residence, but that it will not include those
who travel for purposes other than work – such as visiting horse fairs and visiting friends
or relatives. It will not cover those who commute to work daily from a permanent place
of residence.
This is a standard approach taken by ORS. It has been criticised many times. This is not
the approach taken by the Planning Inspectorate when determining appeals for Gypsy
Traveller sites. It would also appear that it is not the approach taken by this Council or
they would rely on Gypsy Traveller status as grounds to reject applications. As appeal
decisions are the only official guidance we have on the application of national policy it
must follow that there is a fundamental misapplication of the law in the ORS
assessments, as they exclude many who have a legitimate economic purpose to their
travelling and who, Planning Inspectors accept have Gypsy Traveller status. If I am
correct, the under-reporting of the real numbers of Gypsies and Travellers who travel

for work and retain Gypsy-Traveller status has serious implications for the robustness of
this and other assessments by ORS. ORS were first notified of these concerns in 2014 by
myself and Professor Acton. I know that other Planning Agents have since raised similar
concerns. Other firms doing need assessments take a different approach. The anomaly
was exposed at one of the first Planning Appeals following examination of the Gloucs
Joint Plan where the Inspector acknowledged that the approach taken by ORS was
questionable in late 2017 and was not matched by the approach taken by Tewkesbury
Council (who had the largest concentration of Travellers in the joint planning area). It is
of real concern that ORS seem reluctant to modify their approach and continue to base
their assessment on the flawed results they have achieved, quoting that fewer than 10%
of all Travellers meet the PPTS definition and non in some Gt London Council.
ORS fail to appreciate that most Travellers

will network and do deals where ever they
are-whether that is at weddings, funerals, christenings, conventions or fairs. They are
constantly looking to buy and sell anything to make money and will often do deals on
their own vehicles and caravans if some one is willing to pay them a good price. As
noted above, para 2.25 confirms that ORS do not treat trips to fairs as work related. No
explanation is given for this. It is hardly surprising ORS consistently report that very few households
meet the definition in PPTS. Fairs and Christian Conventions are often the
only destinations that can offer Travellers some where to stay that is safe and free from
eviction. I struggle to understand how ORS accept trips to fairs are work for showmen
but cultural for Travellers.
4.Issues with TSLAA Site Assessment
11. There are several issues with the TSLAA
1-It fails to consider all known site. There is no consideration of the site at Acres Stables,
Haroldslea, Horley. A retrospective application for a Gypsy Traveller site on this land was

made 8.5.2015 (lpa ref15/0109/cu). The Council seem reluctant to process this
application. The merits of this site should be considered as it is understood to be in the
same area as, and close to the two sites recommended for allocation at Peeks Brook
Lane Horley.
2-The Green Belt review of the short listed sites at Section 5 requires further
explanation. The Council seek to assess the impact upon the Green Belt. The scale
appears to grade sites against possible impacts as lower, moderate or higher
importance. There is no ‘nil’ classification. It is clear that for most sites there is nil
impact when it comes to issues with urban sprawl, preventing towns merging,
preserving the setting of historic towns or assisting urban regeneration as the proposals
are so small and/ or are not part of or on the edge of an urban area, are not located
close to any historic town and the Council has already conceded that there are no urban
sites suitable for re use as a Gypsy Traveller site.

3- The Proposed site allocations will not address the reduced need identified in the 2017
GTAA. Provision is only proposed for 8 Gypsy and Traveller pitches on 3 sites leaving a
shortfall of 15 pitches against the (reduced) 5 year supply of 23 pitches. The provision of
8 pitches will not even meet the identified immediate need of 12 pitches 2016-21 for
those meeting the planning definition and 6 pitches for those assessed to not meet the
planning definition (using the ORS method). There is a pressing need to find more
pitches to meet the immediate need for Gypsy Traveller pitches in this district. It is far
from clear how this shortfall will be met. It is wholly unacceptable that this Authority is
still failing to address the need of families living in this Borough.
4-The reliance on Sustainable Urban Extensions for future provision offers no certainty.
There is little precedent to support this. This particular approach to site provision is not
one that is set out in the Framework or in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. In other

parts of the country such allocations are proving controversial as house builders claim
they can not secure finance for such development due to the inclusion of Gypsy
Traveller site allocations. It is not clear what mechanism exists to ensure delivery or
how the sites will be managed. It is of concern that the assessment at para 5.15 seems
to be based more on what is financially viable for housebuilder rather than consider
what is socially acceptable and desirable for Gypsy Travellers. Indeed there is no
evidence the Council has considered if this would be appropriate or welcomed by Gypsy
Travellers. It is evident that there is a need for additional gypsy and traveller site
provision in the Borough. However there is no discussion as to where it should be met. As a result it has
not been established that SUEs as proposed would be an appropriate
location for additional gypsy site provision.
The suggestion that there is a requirement for only 1 pitch per 70 homes means that at
5 of the SUEs only one pitch would be
provided. This is contrary to the Green Belt
allocations where it is proposed to provide sites with multiples of pitches and at Kents b)the absence of
any proper explanation why the 2013 study by the Council should not be relied
on,
c) issues with the robustness of the approach taken.
d) inconsistencies/ possible inaccuracies in the report itself which are not explained.
2-There is a need for more allocations to meet the immediate need for Gypsy Traveller pitches.
Given the acknowledgement by the Council that there is no possibility of finding suitable sites
that are not in the Green Belt, it is unrealistic to expect that future needs will be met from
windfalls. More must be done to identify suitable sites to provide families with certainty as to
how future needs will be met.
3-The allocation at Kents Field , Rectory Lane should be for at least 3 additional pitches to meet
immediate need but could be increased to at least 5-6 additional pitches if the stable yard and
sand school areas were taken into consideration.

4- The suitability of the existing unauthorised site at Acres Stables, Haroldslea, Horley should be
considered as a possible allocation if the Council does not get round to determining the
application made almost 2 years ago for this site. There is no justification to treat this site any
differently to the allocations on nearby Peeks Brook Lane.
5.- All of allocated sites should be removed from the Green Belt and not just parts of sites.
6- The appropriateness of the SUE policy needs careful consideration before it is relied on to
address the future needs of Gypsy Travellers.
Field as an extension of an existing site. Gypsy Traveller sites usually include several
pitches so that families can live together in small family groups or as extended families.
The 2017 need assessment confirms that all those interviewed were Irish Travellers.
They tend to have large families and live as extended family groups. There is uncertainty

as to whether a single pitch would address the need or prove attractive to would-be
occupiers. If the men are away travelling they like to know their wives and children are
not alone at home. This arrangement would provide for little/ no opportunity for future
household formation. I suggest that provision should be made for sites with at least 3
pitches and preferably for 3-5 pitches. But first the views of Gypsy Travellers need to be
sought and we need to be clear if this option is viable and capable of being delivered.
Consequently there is uncertainty as to whether a policy which seeks to deliver single
pitches as part of future SUEs would address the need or prove attractive to would-be
occupiers. I do not believe that there is sufficient evidence to support any justification
for this policy option and do not believe it will serve to make up the identified shortfall
in site provision
4- Given the appalling historic failure of this district to make any provision for Gypsy
Travellers it is essential that:

-full provision is made and that this is front loaded to address the immediate need
-a buffer of at least 5% is added to take account of the shortfall of historic completions
and likelihood that it will be impossible to find windfall sites that are not in the Green
Belt.
5- At Kents Field it is proposed to allocate only part of the site and this does not include
the existing site. Given the acknowledged shortfall in provision across the Borough and
in the knowledge the Connors family will have need for further pitches, it is unclear why
the Council only chose to allocate a small part of this existing holding. Scope exists to
allocate a larger area for more caravans. The access road and internal drive way are not
included in the allocation site. Any future application to secure permission for this
allocated site will still include land that is in the Green Belt. It is unclear why more of the
site, including the existing authorised site for 3 pitches, is not allocated to ensure that
any future application for additional pitches or alterations to the existing approved site

are not deemed inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The same would apply to
other sites including Fairacres. The whole of these sites (existing and allocated sections)
should be allocated and taken out the Green Belt so that future applications are not
impeded by Green Belt policy issues.
Changes to be made
1-The assessment of need finalised July 2017 should be taken as a minimum figure not, as the
Council claim as ‘up to 32’ pitches due to
a)the need to provide a buffer for historic failure to implement previous need assessments,
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The Council supports the change of the following two sites to authorised traveller pitches in light of the No modifications required - supports the allocation of
under provision in RBBC of traveller pitches and because these two sites are currently used as
Woodlea Stables and Treetops/ Trentham.
unauthorised traveller sites:
• Woodlea Stables up to 4 traveller pitches.
• Treetops/Trentham for up to 2 pitches
Horsham District Council is supportive of the work that Reigate and Banstead has undertaken to identify
the requirement for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople pitches in the period to 2027.
Horsham District Council notes that the findings of the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment
2017 (GTAA) (2016-2031) are set out at paragraphs 4.2.8-4.2.10 of the DMP, and that this document
supersedes the 2013 Assessment. The findings of the GTAA (2017) are that there is an overall gypsy and
traveller need for 28 pitches between 2016 and 2027. This is split between 23 pitches (2016-2021, Years
1-5); 4 pitches between 2021 and 2026 (Years 6-10) and 1 pitch in 2027 (Year 10+). There is also a need
for 5 plots for Travelling Showpeople.
Policy GTT1 states that Reigate and Banstead will allocate 3 sites for Gypsies and Travellers (providing up
to 8 pitches) and 2 sites for travelling showpeople providing 5 plots. In addition, Reigate and Banstead
will seek pitches from sustainable urban extensions from 7 sites of over 70 units, which is expected to
provide a further 11 pitches. That gives a total provision of 19 pitches and 5 plots for travelling
showpeople.
Notwithstanding the change in definition of

Yes

No

“Traveller” from August 2015 and the fact that a 15 year time period for gypsy provision based on the
2017 GTAA (2016-2031) in Reigate and Banstead would be outside the Reigate and Banstead Core
Strategy timeframe (which ends in 2027), Horsham District Council has two concerns with Policy GTT1.
The first is that the policy (even with the additional pitches from sustainable urban extensions of 70
dwellings +) fails to provide a 5 year supply of available pitches for gypsies and travellers (provision of 19
pitches versus a need for 23 pitches). The second issue is the practicalities of the policy relying on
producing gypsy and traveller pitches (in this case 11 pitches) through large urban extensions. Horsham
District Council does not consider that Policy GTT1 “Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation” is effective or consistent with national policy, in line with paragraph 182 of the
National Planning Framework.
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Policy GTT1 is not justified and therefore is unsound . The Council’s evidence base identifies a shortfall of
15 pitches and subsequently, propose to set aside small areas of land on SUEs of over 70 units (for 1 -3
pitches) to accommodate future need for years 6 to 10 and 11-15 including one pitch at Land at
Hillsbrow. However, the Council’s Traveller Site Land Availability Assessment (TSLAA) (2017) assessed the
suitability of sites, including Land at Hillsbrow. The site was identified as ‘suitable’, subject to review
against Green Belt purposes, but clearly identified to be unavailable. To attempt to fill this shortfall, the
Council seem to have then jumped to the decision to spread the shortfall across the eight SUEs,
including Land at Hillsbrow. This is against its own clear evidence that the sites are not available for such
a use. Crucially, the Council has not justified why it has chosen to accommodate the pitches at the SUEs,
in preference over the other 44 sites in the Green Belt that were also assessed to be suitable subject to
review against Green Belt purposes but not available.

On the basis that there is no justification for the shortfall of
pitches to be accommodated on small areas of land on SUEs
of over 70 units nor any justification for the allocation of
singular pitches, reference to the allocation of pitches on
SUE’s must be deleted.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

On the basis that there is no justification for the shortfall of
pitches to be accommodated on small areas of land on SUEs
of over 70 units nor any justification for the allocation of
singular pitches, reference to the allocation of pitches on
SUE’s must be deleted.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

Furthermore, there does not appear to be any justification for the need for singular pitches as
sporadically distributing singular plots across the SUEs goes against the conclusions of the Council’s own
evidence base and would risk isolating families. Again, the Council has not justified why it has chosen to
accommodate a single pitch at Land at Hillsbrow.
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Policy GTT1 proposes to allocate sites for ‘up to’ 8 pitches for Gypsy and Travellers and 5 plots
for travelling show people across the Borough. All the identified sites are currently within the
Green Belt. The Council’s evidence base3 identifies a shortfall of 15 pitches against the five year
housing need figure; subsequently, the Council propose to set aside small areas of land on SUEs
of over 70 units (for 1 -3 pitches) to accommodate future need for years 6 to 10 and 11-15. The
Council propose to accommodate one pitch at Land at Hillsbrow (HELAA reference RE22/
policy ERM1).
6.21 The Council’s Traveller Site Land Availability Assessment (TSLAA) (2017) assessed the
suitability of sites, including Land at Hillsbrow. The site was identified as ‘suitable’, subject to
review against Green Belt purposes, and so was taken forward for an assessment of availability.
At this stage, the Council found 9 sites within the Green Belt to be ‘available’ for Gypsy, Traveller

and Show person Accommodation (subject to a review against Green Belt purposes). The other
52 sites, including RE22 were clearly identified to be unavailable; RE22, the TSLAA concludes:
‘‘The site is owned by a private individual. The site comprises semi-natural open
space/woodland. The landowner was contacted in December 2015 and has confirmed that the
site not available for traveller provision.’’
6.22 Following a review of the 9 ‘available’ sites against Green Belt purposes, capacity was only
identified for 8 pitches (leaving the shortfall of 15 pitches against housing need). To attempt to
fill this shortfall, the Council seem to have then jumped to the decision to spread this across the
eight SUEs, including Land at Hillsbrow. This is against its own clear evidence that the sites are
not available for such a use. The Council provide no evidence for this decision, other than that
national guidance allows only ‘broad locations’ to be identified for provision for years 6 – 15.
Crucially, the Council has not justified why it has chosen to accommodate the pitches at the

SUEs, in preference over the other 44 sites in the Green Belt that were also assessed to be
suitable subject to review against Green Belt purposes but not available.
6.23 Furthermore, recognising the viability implications that the provision of land for Traveller
accommodation would have on reducing the developable area for conventional housing on
SUEs; the Council conclude that SUE sites can only viably deliver at a rate of 1 pitch per 70
homes (this rate is considered to represent a cost equivalent to approximately 2% of total
development costs – including land and profit). This conclusion results in the majority of SUEs
(including land at Hillsbrow) accommodating only 1 pitch.
6.24 However, there does not appear to be any justification for the need for singular pitches.
Paragraph 5.14 of the TSLAA, states that:
‘‘there is evidence that the greatest preference of the Traveller community is that for family
sites…therefore, it is more practical that sites provide no more than 3 to 4 pitches (most

appropriate for a single/extended family).’’
6.25 The Stakeholder engagement included in the Council’s Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessment (GTAA) (July 2017) document (paragraph 5.11) also states: ‘‘The representative of the Guild
suggested that new yards ideally contain between six to eight
plots. Any smaller and this would become unsustainable as people could be left isolated when
people are away, any larger and it can be intrusive and puts additional demands on local
services.’’
6.26 It is clear that sporadically distributing singular plots of remaining need across the SUEs goes
against the conclusions of the Council’s own evidence base. There is evidence to suggest that
allocating fewer than 3 pitches on one site would risk isolating multiple Gypsy and Traveller
families across Reigate and Banstead and does not deliver a sustainable solution to meeting long
term needs of the community. Based on the Council’s own evidence, SUE sites can only viably

deliver at a rate of 1 pitch per 70 homes, therefore, even at Berkeley’s proposed 150 homes for
the site a maximum of only 2 pitches could viably be provided. As this is fewer than the 3 pitches
that would risk isolating multiple Gypsy and Traveller families, there is no justifiable evidence
that pitches can be accommodated on the Land at Hillsbrow site.
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Core Strategy Policy CS16 provides the basis for policies in the Development Management Plan (DMP)
and, requires that the DMP identifies a local target for the provision of gypsy and traveller (G&T) pitches,
make provision for a five-year supply of specific deliverable sites and broad locations for growth for
years 6-10.
The DMP identifies a need for the provision of 23 pitches in the first five-year period (2016-2021), and
for a further 4 pitches in the following 5 years (2021-2026).

Increase the number of pitches provided on Site G4 at
No
Treetops/Trentham to 11 pitches, and allocate additional
specific sites to provide the 7 remaining pitches needed to
provide a five-year supply. This will make the DMP consistent
with the Core Strategy and, hence, sound.

Yes

It is necessary to examine the robustness of the Gypsy
and Traveller Accommodation Assessment as a basis
for identifying the pitch target, to discuss the Council's
strategy for meeting the identified need (including the
incorporation of locally specific criteria) and, to
examine the suitability and capacity of the proposed
G&T allocation at Treetops/Trentham.

Y

To properly examine the robustness of the GTAA,
support the allocation of land at Highlands and,
discuss appropriate criteria for deciding windfall
applications.

Include locally specific criteria within Policy GTT1 to allow
consideration of proposals for windfall sites.

In order for the DMP to comply with CS16 it should be allocating specific deliverable sites for 24 pitches
(2016-2022) but, only makes land allocations for 8 pitches.
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Policy GTT1 should also include criteria against which proposals for windfall development can be
considered, as required by Planning policy for traveller sites.
Core Strategy Policy CS16 provides the basis for DMP Policy GTT1, CS16 requires that the DMP identifies Increase the number of sites allocated for gypsies and
No
a pitch target, and makes provision for a 5 year supply of specific deliverable sites.
travellers sufficient to satisfy the minimum identified need in
the first five-years. In particular, allocate land at Highlands,
The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 2017 has not accurately identified the local gypsy Blackhorse Lane, Lower Kingswood for 3 additional pitches.
and traveller population and, as a result, under-estimates the need for sites. It does not provide a robust
assessment of need upon which to base the pitch target.
Incorporate criteria against which applications for traveller
sites on unallocated land can be considered.
Notwithstanding the above, the GTAA identifies a need for 23 pitches in the period 2016-2021, and for a
further 4 pitches in the period 2021-2026. In order to provide a 5 year supply, this will require allocation
of specific sites for 24 pitches, whereas Policy GTT1 only allocates sites for 8 pitches. This does not
accord with Policy CS16.
Additional pitches should be allocated to meet the identified need. In particular, Site G4 should be
increased in capacity to 11 pitches to make good some of the shortfall.
Policy GTT1 does not contain criteria for the assessment of any windfall proposals which may come
forward, as required by Planning policy for traveller sites.
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I have reviewed the document and the only comment that I have to make is that I note that Reigate and
Banstead is unable to identify sufficient sites to meet its identified needs for gypsies and travellers in full
in the Borough. I appreciate the challenges involved in seeking to meet identified needs including for
traveller pitches and plots in a heavily constrained area and Runnymede Borough Council is facing similar
challenges. Given the constraints to development that Runnymede also faces, and given the significant
level of need that we have for traveller pitches in our own Borough over the period of our Local Plan (for
112 pitches and 19 plots up to 2030), our draft Local Plan which has recently been the subject of
consultation identifies that as it stands there will be an unmet need for pitches and plots in Runnymede.
The Council is currently exploring other possible options to meet needs in full but given our own
difficulties, Runnymede Borough Council will be unable to meet any unmet needs for traveller pitches
from Reigate and Banstead.

No

Fairacres
Salfords and Sidlow Parish Council consider that any expansion of the Fairacres Travelling Showman’s
Site to be unsound for the following reasons
Green Belt
Fairacres is located within the Metropolitan Green belt. The business of showmen, by its very nature, is
one of a semi-industrial nature. Along side the residential accommodation, heavy equipment and heavy
vehicles are stored, maintained and tested at the site. This activity has a detrimental effect on the
openness and natural aspect of the green belt. Any additional provision of showmen’s plots in this
location would amplify this effect.
The original planning application that created the site in 1989 recognised this issue and stated
“The planning permission was granted “to meet the special needs of the applicants and any more
intensive use of the site, which is in the Metropolitan Green Belt would be inappropriate.”
Since the original application thirteen additional plots have been granted planning approval. The site
now occupies a considerable area and is now visible from neighbouring roads. The southern boundary

No

Object to the expansion of Fairacres.

No

Yes

of the site is adjacent to a public footpath that extends from the long established properties in New
house Lane in the east to those in Picketts Lane in the west. This footpath is popular with local residents,
and anyone using the path has to endure the industrial aspect of the site.
The new plots detailed within the DMP Reg 19 Consultation Document are either adjacent to the public
footpath (G9b Land South of Fairacres) or visible from New House Lane (G9a Land South of Fairacres)
The Parish Council believes that the site has now reached a size that has out grown its rural, Green Belt,
location. Any additional provision would be better suited to an existing brown field location that is likely
to already have hard standing and services available.
Planning Enforcement
The site is set back from Axes Lane and is not often frequented by people from outside the site. This has
led to a number of enforcement issues where individuals have created pitches without planning consent.
These pitches whilst unobserved to start, have subsequently been regularized by retrospective planning
applications. The Parish Council recently requested a list of outstanding enforcement issues relating to
the site. Reigate and Banstead Planning Enforcement replied in December 2017

listing five current enforcement issues, and one outstanding planning condition that has not yet been
met. Most of these issues have been pending for more than two years.
The Parish Council believes that Reigate and Banstead’s Planning Enforcement Team, probably through
lack of resources, are unable to adequately enforce planning matters on this site. As it is unlikely that
extra enforcement resources will be forthcoming any expansion of the site will make matters worse.
The Traveller Site Land Availability Assessment (TSLAA)
Reigate and Banstead’s 2013 traveller needs assessment identified that 13 pitches would satisfy the
demand for showmen’s pitches up to 2027. As a result of this assessment the Borough’s planning
committee approved planning applications for 13 new showmen’s pitches. Two of these pitches were as
a result of retrospective planning applications. The remaining 11 pitches were to be built in two phases.
Phase I consisted of 8 pitches. Phase II consisted of 3 pitches, but had planning condition that stated
“Phase II shall not begin until Phase I is completed and fully occupied.
Both Phases had several other conditions, the most relevant stated:“4. No development shall commence on site and on the individual plots 1-11 until details of the future
inhabitants and their

eligibility for occupation are submitted to and approved in writing by the local Planning Authority,
outlining the name of the inhabitant and their local need/connection to the existing Fairacres travelling
show persons site.
In order for the inhabitant to be eligible to accommodate the plot they must have no other permanent
accommodation elsewhere or reside on a plot (which they do not own/rent) elsewhere which is
"doubled up/overcrowded" and either
(a) they are resident in the borough and have been for two or more years; or
(b) they are employed in the borough or, if self-employed, 50% ("a significant proportion") of their
business and/or custom is derived from within borough (proof); or
(c) they have an immediate familial connection (parents and/or siblings only) to someone currently
residing on the site
Only the inhabitants as approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority can reside on plots 1 to 11 of
the development hereby approved, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason:
To ensure the proposed occupants satisfy and meet a local defined need to reside on the site having
regard to the basis of the decision to grant permission on grounds of
very special circumstances having regard to policy Col of the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan 2005,
policy CS14 of the draft Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy and the National Planning Policy
Framework.”
In 2015 Reigate & Banstead relaxed this condition. Of the eight families approved for Phase I, 6 would
have not met this condition as they already resided on a showman’s pitch elsewhere in the country. This
decision effectively squandered the provision of pitches, on occupants who had no need or right to a
pitch in this Borough.
This consultation now seeks to provide a further 5 showman’s pitches within the current planning
period. The Parish Council is of the opinion that, further damage to the Green Belt cannot be justified on
special need, particularly if poor decision-making has created that need. Given the requirements of
showmen pitch, access for large vehicles, provision of essential services and hard standing, the best
location for showman’s site is the redevelopment of an existing brownfield site.
Heritage Impact
There are three listed buildings in close proximity to the site. Axes Manor located on the junction of New
House Lane and Axes Lane is within 100m of the site, Picketts Farm located directly adjacent to the site
in
Pickets Lane and Oakdene just to the west of the entrance to this site. All of these properties are of
significant heritage value to the local area, and all now have the visual aspect blighted by the industrial
nature of the site. Additional expansion of the site would further erode the setting of these listed
buildings Road Infrastructure
Access to the site from the west is from the A23 Brighton Road via Honeycrock Lane, and from the east
from Prince of Wales Drive via Green Lane. Showman’s vehicles usually consist of a large, often
articulated, lorry pulling a trailer and/or caravan. The eastern route to the site is unsuitable for vehicles
of this nature and size leaving only the western route to the site. The junction between Honeycrock Lane
and the A23 is the subject of significant alteration. These alterations are part of a wider scheme to
improve cycle and pedestrian footpaths. The effect of these works is to narrow the A23 Brighton Road,
and to narrow the entrance to Honeycrock Lane. This junction attracts a significant number of accidents,
and is therefore considered to be one of the most dangerous in the borough. Heavy vehicles pulling
trailers will experience difficulty entering Honeycrock Lane from the A23. An increase in the number of
these large vehicles will no

doubt add to the potential for accidents.
Provision of Services & Access
The Fairacres site is set back from Axes Lane and is bounded on all sides by farmland. The main entrance
and access to the site is owned by one of the original families. Additional pitches created at the site will
likely need additional or improved connections to the services. The electrical, fresh water and drainage
services will have to pass through land that will not be owned by any new occupiers. New occupiers will
be faced with a situation similar to a “ransom strip” where they have little or no control of the provision
of these vital services or access to the site.
Surface Water Management
Heavy vehicles, heavy equipment and very large mobile homes require hard standing; therefore most of
the existing site is either tarmac or concrete. The effect of this significant area of hard standing, is to
cause run off into the neighbouring fields and drainage ditches. Additional provision will, no doubt, make
the situation worse for surrounding landowners.
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Policy GTT1 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showperson Accommodation allocates up to 8 pitches and 5
plots on specific sites.
In the supporting text for the policy there is an additional table that sets aside pitch numbers at potential
future urban extensions to “accommodate future need”.
It says that the land for the Gypsies and Travellers should be on site ‘unless the developer can
demonstrate circumstances which demonstrate that provision on an alternative suitable site is
identified, and is made available and deliverable by the applicant’. In the supporting text of Policy GTT1,
it says that the number of pitches achievable at SSW2 achievable is 3.
The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment July 2017 concludes there is a need for 28 pitches
for travellers up to 2027.
There does not appear to be any evidence to support the allocation for “future need” beyond the plan
period on urban extensions. The allocation of gypsy pitches must be based on evidence and informed by
the Gypsy and Traveller community, who have specific needs and requirements particularly in terms of
location. We are also not aware of any interest expressed for pitch provision at the site by the Gypsy and
Traveller community.
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Yes

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes are the lead
promoters of one of the largest Sustainable Urban
Extensions in the DMP and therefore it is essential
that they are able to represent the site as part of any
relevant examination hearings, particularly due to the
comments made in the representation.

The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 2017 states that the Council considers that a
proposed rate of 1 pitch per 70 homes on urban extension sites would present a viable rate of delivery
(which is based on a rate to represent a cost equivalent to approximately 2% of total development
costs). This requires justification, and further information should be provided for review prior to
Examination.
As drafted the supporting text of the policy is not justified by appropriate evidence.
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TDC note the traveller allocations within the plan and would like to continue to work together to identify
where unmet needs could be met.

Yes

No

Yes

The policy and explanation are unclear, as also is the status of the table relating to the urban extension
sites and the table in 4.2.10. We support this policy but note that only 8 plots are allocated whereas
there is a need for 23 plots in years 0 – 5. In order to safeguard the Council’s position, we suggest that
higher allocations in the urban extension sites be increased and properly planned for, although we
appreciate these may not be implemented until later in the plan period.
There should be a reference of additional sites in the next plan review.

No

It is not clear what the status is of the schedule of sites in
No
urban extensions as these are neither in the policy or in the
explanation.
Increase number of pitches in some of the ‘G’ sites
Reason
In the case of years 0-5, we note that some of the sites such
as G 4 and 12 have only to accommodate 2 pitches compared
with the smaller site G3 which has to provide 4. We are not
aware of the details of the sites but suggest there may be a
case for increasing the number of pitches – although unlikely
to reach the required figure in paragraph 4.2.10 of 23.

No

Increase the number of pitches in the urban extension areas
Reason
We suggest that the numbers of plots be increased in the
listed urban extension sites to meet the required numbers.
In view of the size of the development schemes it should be
possible to allocate a suitable enlarged site for an increased
number of pitches within the overall layout.
Alternately state
At the time of the next review, the Council will identify
sufficient sites, primarily in the urban extension areas, to
meet the needs of the travelling community
Reason

If insufficient sites are identified, the Council will have
difficulty in resisting inappropriately located
Incursions/ planning applications. If the table on need
overestimates requirements, this should be stated,
otherwise the need should be met.
Is G12 in Woodmansterne rather than Chipstead?
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SSW6

Don't know

No

Don't know

CEM1

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector to consider.
Sound – it is not considered that the plan is sound in that it does not take into account new
circumstances regarding housing need which have arisen since the Core Strategy was adopted.
Furthermore, the plan fails to meet the full OAN for housing.
Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in the DMP.
Although we support this policy we consider that account should be taken of a recent appeal when it
was concluded there was no need for a new cemetery.

The allocation of the omission site within SSW6.

Yes

Yes

In order to discuss the tension between the 5 year
supply of housing and full OAN for the Borough.

1)The Council recognises that there is currently no need for a No
new cemetery or crematorium in the Borough and this will
be taken into account when assessing any applications. In
any event , within the Green Belt proposals for change etc.
( and continue with policy 2
2. Not withstanding this, when considering applications for
cemeteries and crematoriums, the proposals will also have to
meet the following criteria:
a) the site....etc.
3) proposals for crematoriums will be expected etc.

No

The policy is encouraging new facilities when there is
adequate provision and new developments would be
likely to be in the Green Belt where they are classified
as inappropriate development.

Reason
We object to the initial statement that 1) ‘The Council will
support applications etc. We appreciate that the Council has
to plan positively but, at a recent public hearing into a
proposed cemetery site at Banstead, the Inspector
concluded that there was sufficient provision in and around
Reigate and Banstead borough to meet the needs of the
community in the foreseeable future. The provision of
crematoria is also acceptable. The Inspector disagreed with
the appellants’ criteria of 30 minutes drive time.

This is important as the majority of open sites in the Borough
are in the Green Belt where cemeteries and crematoria are
inappropriate development and therefore there have to be
very special circumstances. The only sizeable area remaining
which is not in the Green Belt is to the east of Horley where
there are facilities nearby both in and outside the Borough
boundaries.
We suggest that most of the policy remains the same but
with a new beginning to 1) then carry on with 2) becoming
part of 1). Most of 1) will then become 2) although removing
‘The Council will support’ and 3) remaining as at present.
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Yes

Both yes and
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Although we support this policy we consider that account should be taken of a recent appeal when it
was concluded there was no need for a new cemetery.

1)The Council recognises that there is currently no need for a
new cemetery or crematorium in the Borough and this will
be taken into account when assessing any applications. In
any event , within the Green Belt proposals for change etc.
( and continue with policy 2
2. Not withstanding this, when considering applications for
cemeteries and crematoriums, the proposals will also have to
meet the following criteria:
a) the site....etc.
3) proposals for crematoriums will be expected etc.

Yes

Yes

Reason
We object to the initial statement that 1) ‘The Council will
support applications etc. We appreciate that the Council has
to plan positively but, at a recent public hearing into a
proposed cemetery site at Banstead, the Inspector
concluded that there was sufficient provision in and around
Reigate and Banstead borough to meet the needs of the
community in the foreseeable future. The provision of
crematoria is also acceptable. The Inspector disagreed with
the appellants’ criteria of 30 minutes drive time.

This is important as the majority of open sites in the Borough
are in the Green Belt where cemeteries and crematoria are
inappropriate development and therefore there have to be
very special circumstances. The only sizeable area remaining
which is not in the Green Belt is to the east of Horley where
there are facilities nearby both in and outside the Borough
boundaries.
We suggest that most of the policy remains the same but
with a new beginning to 1) then carry on with 2) becoming
part of 1). Most of 1) will then become 2) although removing
‘The Council will support’ and 3) remaining as at present.
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CEM1

Yes

Both yes and
no

No

Although we support this policy we consider that account should be taken of a recent appeal when it
was concluded there was no need for a new cemetery.

1)The Council recognises that there is currently no need for a No
new cemetery or crematorium in the Borough and this will
be taken into account when assessing any applications. In
any event , within the Green Belt proposals for change etc.
( and continue with policy 2
2. Not withstanding this, when considering applications for
cemeteries and crematoriums, the proposals will also have to
meet the following criteria:
a) the site....etc.
3) proposals for crematoriums will be expected etc.

No

Reason
We object to the initial statement that 1) ‘The Council will
support applications etc. We appreciate that the Council has
to plan positively but, at a recent public hearing into a
proposed cemetery site at Banstead, the Inspector
concluded that there was sufficient provision in and around
Reigate and Banstead borough to meet the needs of the
community in the foreseeable future. The provision of
crematoria is also acceptable. The Inspector disagreed with
the appellants’ criteria of 30 minutes drive time.

This is important as the majority of open sites in the Borough
are in the Green Belt where cemeteries and crematoria are
inappropriate development and therefore there have to be
very special circumstances. The only sizeable area remaining
which is not in the Green Belt is to the east of Horley where
there are facilities nearby both in and outside the Borough
boundaries.
We suggest that most of the policy remains the same but
with a new beginning to 1) then carry on with 2) becoming
part of 1). Most of 1) will then become 2) although removing
‘The Council will support’ and 3) remaining as at present.
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We support this policy but we do consider that some additional wording is required to reflect the
Proposed Changes to The Policy
No
outcome of a recent appeal, which concluded that there was no demonstrated need for a new cemetery
in Banstead for the foreseeable future. While this did refer to Banstead the inspector concluded that this New Para1) Delete current opening statement starting ‘The
is also appropriate to other areas of the Borough.
Council and ending with ‘criteria’ and insert the new wording
below:The Council recognises that there is currently no identified
need for a new cemetery or crematorium in the Borough and
this fact will be taken into account when assessing any
applications. In any event any proposal for a cemetery or
crematorium within the Green Belt will be subject to the test
of very special circumstances.

After new Para 1) (above), start a New Para 2, Inserting the
wording below prior to current sub Para a) which starts ‘The
site should have a good means of access’
2) In addition to the requirements of Para1 any applications
for developing cemeteries and crematoriums will also need
to address the following criteria.

Renumber existing paragraph 2&3 as 3&4

No

The policy is encouraging new facilities when there is
adequate provision and new developments would be
likely to be in the Green Belt where they are classified
as inappropriate development

Reason
Given the recent appeal we do not feel that the Council’s
presumption in favour of such facilities is valid or fair. In
addition, such a presumption does not sit comfortably with
the fact that very special circumstances will be required for
Green Belt approval. This view is further supported by the
recent appeal which determined that there was currently
good availability and access to cemetery and crematorium
facilities from Reigate and Banstead
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Although we support this policy we consider that account should be taken of a recent appeal when it
was concluded there was no need for a new cemetery.

1)The Council recognises that there is currently no need for a No
new cemetery or crematorium in the Borough and this will
be taken into account when assessing any applications. In
any event , within the Green Belt proposals for change etc.
( and continue with policy 2
2. Not withstanding this, when considering applications for
cemeteries and crematoriums, the proposals will also have to
meet the following criteria:
a) the site....etc.
3) proposals for crematoriums will be expected etc.

No

Reason
We object to the initial statement that 1) ‘The Council will
support applications etc. We appreciate that the Council has
to plan positively but, at a recent public hearing into a
proposed cemetery site at Banstead, the Inspector
concluded that there was sufficient provision in and around
Reigate and Banstead borough to meet the needs of the
community in the foreseeable future. The provision of
crematoria is also acceptable. The Inspector disagreed with
the appellants’ criteria of 30 minutes drive time.
This is important as the majority of open sites in the Borough
are in the Green Belt where cemeteries and crematoria are
inappropriate

development and therefore there have to be very special
circumstances. The only sizeable area remaining which is not
in the Green Belt is to the east of Horley where there are
facilities nearby both in and outside the Borough boundaries.
We suggest that most of the policy remains the same but
with a new beginning to 1) then carry on with 2) becoming
part of 1). Most of 1) will then become 2) although removing
‘The Council will support’ and 3) remaining as at present.
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BAN1

A great deal of the appeal of Banstead High Street results from it not having just a row of shops on each Great care need to be taken not just to replicate other
side. If these houses are developed into a single building great care needs to be taken to not just
shopping areas.
replicate other shopping areas. Banstead relies for its very survival in its unique character.

No
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BAN1

I oppose development of the area between the Police Station and Avenue Road. This area contains a
variety of useful buildings already and we certainly do not want housing here.

No
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N/A
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BAN1

I oppose development of the area between the Police Station and Avenue Road. This area contains a
variety of useful buildings already and we certainly do not want housing here.

No
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The Horseshoe
The DMP for The Horseshoe gives no indication of what will happen to the library, the community centre
and the car park. ts it proposed to get rid of them?

No

Mike
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

BAN2/ Annex 4

I have lived in Banstead for well over 30 years.

No

RBBC\Representation\1076.2
Email
Mr

Sawyer

N/A

BAN1

Barclays Bank to the police station
There are several, well-used services here (vets, dentist, funeral directors, health clinics). There is also a
large Baptist church and its associated buildings. Is it proposed to relocate all of these?

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

In that time it has become clear that access to the Village’s shopping centre is heavily dependent
on the certainty of a substantial amount of convenient short and medium stay parking facilities.
This has been aggravated by the reduction in accessibility over the same period, or longer. The
railway station is far from convenient or practical. It is over half a mile away, necessitates several
difficult road crossings, an inconvenient and uphill walk, and is at the penultimate end of a railway
line that provides an extremely restricted range of journeys at infrequent intervals – and that
smells like an open air lavatory at times. Not an attractive or practical contribution to
“accessibility” or vitality.
Bus services have been in decline over this period, with few exceptions, and it must be expected
that the continuing financial constraints will cause further deterioration rather than redress this
decline.
Our roads are heavily used – Surrey roads have been determined to be more heavily used than
those of any other county – and cycling is thus a relatively unsafe activity (in comparison with
driving and public transport), and nationally is only the choice for 2% of the population in cities, let
alone suburbs/rural areas. Walking is of limited value for shopping visits and the declining
standards of maintenance of our pavements is leaving them in a state that makes this option of
diminishing practicality. Despite now calling Banstead a Village the council still views it as a Town
Centre. In truth it is a large village, not a town; but it does serve a wider area as a shopping
centre. For the accessibility reasons I have described above, it therefore relies heavily on travel
by car for its vitality and viability – and thus is heavily dependent on the availability of convenient
parking.
A tour of the roads surrounding the High Street area shows that long-term daytime parking has
spread to all the roads within about 500 yards of the High Street. Thus central short stay car
parking, both in the High Street itself and in the two existing public car parks is essential. And yet
the car park in The Horseshoe is included in a potential development scheme (BAN 2). The loss
of this would seriously reduce the attraction of the shopping centre. Even if, as stated, the council
would seek its replacement, there are two factors that would inevitably prevent this from being a
“like for like” option: firstly its replacement would inevitably be in a location further from the High
Street that it serves as commercial/value considerations would determine that its site would first
be used for the “best” financial user, and secondly this and the bulk of the new development in
BAN 2 would be subject to an even lower standard of on-site parking requirement than the
present (inadequate) ones under the proposals at Annexe 4. I say the present inadequate
standards – this is clearly demonstrated by looking at all new developments in the area where onstreet parking is the norm. The existing standards do not even pretend to prevent the need for onstreet parking. The public parking spaces in both the car parks and the High Street are more

Yes

The policy is encouraging new facilities when there is
adequate provision and new developments would be
likely to be in the Green Belt where they are classified
as inappropriate development.
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Yes
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As Banstead is the main shopping centre for most of our residents we have comments on the proposals
for the Horseshoe some of which we feel will not increase its viability and attractiveness to visitors.

We support the regeneration of the Horseshoe but are
No
concerned that there could be a loss of community facilities
and reduction in size of the car park, both facilities which are
important for a thriving centre.
We note that the Town Centre boundary does not include
the community centre and car park.
We object to the lack of detail being shown. There is
insufficient information on size of car park and which
community facilities will continue and at what scale,
(particularly as some are outside the proposed Town Centre
boundary), for any meaningful comments to be made. The
identification of 3 isolated sites rather than a comprehensive
plan for the area is not encouraging. There is concern that
residential development will take the place of facilities which
currently serve the centre and contribute to its vitality and
prosperity.
It is desirable for the Longcroft Clinic to be relocated to a
larger site and this would be a desirable location.
We share the concerns of the Banstead Village R A. and
support its representations.
Our suggested modifications are to
• Include the car park and community centre in the town
centre (the boundary
is not shown on this plan)
• under the heading ‘requirements’
- Retention, re-provision and enhancement of public parking
facilities

- Replacement library and community facilities of adequate
size and quality to serve a centre the size of Banstead.
- Provision of ambulance and fire station sites, (unless there
are firm plans for accommodation elsewhere).
Reason
The car park and community centre should be included in the
town centre boundary as they are important facilities for the
centre and there will be insufficient land in the 3 site areas to
provide replacements plus the other facilities required.
The existing car park is frequently full. Any reduction in size is
therefore unacceptable. If it is to serve additional facilities it
should be increased in size accordingly.
There should be adequate replacements for the library and
community facility if the centre is to provide the necessary
services for its large catchment population.
There is a need for a permanent ambulance and fire station
within the site particularly as the fire station will have to
move if the site in BAN1 is redeveloped.
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BAN2

Don't Know

No

No

I cannot properly judge whether the plan for Banstead is sound due to a woeful lack of detail. In
particular, there is insufficient information about the community facilities that will replace those
currently in the civic centre and I do not understand why the duty to cooperate does not include
consultation with those services and the people who use them. T
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2. I use the Library regularly, it covers the use of many and I don't think it needs replacing.
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As Banstead is the main shopping centre for most of our residents we have comments on the proposals
for the Horseshoe some of which we feel will not increase its viability and attractiveness to visitors.

As stated above, there is insufficient detail in the plan so I am No
unable to satisfy myself that it is sound.

No

1. The retail frontages of the High Street are already spread
out for a length of some half a mile (policy RET2). If retail is
included in The Horseshoe site it will be at the end of this
“ribbon” and is therefore unlikely to represent a commercial
opportunity.
2. To access The Horseshoe from the main shopping area in
the High Street requires crossing Bolters Lane via a pelican
crossing which is already restricted in pavement width on
both sides. Bolter’s Lane is a busy road with no retail
frontage and therefore acts as a psychological barrier at the
end of Banstead’s shopping area. The inclusion of a few new
retail outlets on the opposite side of that barrier does not
seem to make commercial sense.
3. The Horseshoe redevelopment should be targeted at
supporting the existing High Street by offering a range of
facilities and outlets for leisure, community, healthcare and
public services, thereby drawing people and trade into the
Banstead area. The opportunities available for providing
those facilities should not be diluted or squandered by the
inclusion of retail when such retail is already well provided
for in the existing High Street.
4. The retail industry is currently undergoing significant
change, mostly involving the reduction of High Street outlets
and the rise of on-line shopping. Even though the Borough’s
Retail Needs Assessment was conducted

Yes

No

relatively recently (2016) it could reasonably be said to be
already out of date. Banstead High Street has been relatively
resilient in the face of these changes, but we fear that the
inclusion of additional retail in The Horseshoe will merely
result in further pressure on the existing outlets in Banstead
High Street with the corresponding risk of closure of some
outlets.
5 We note that the Town Centre boundary does not include
the community centre and car
park. We object to the lack of detail being shown. There is
insufficient information on size of
car park and which community facilities will continue and
at what scale, (particularly as
some are outside the proposed Town Centre boundary),
for any meaningful comments to
be made. The identification of 3 isolated sites rather than
a comprehensive plan for the area
is not encouraging. There is concern that residential
development will take the place of
facilities which currently serve the centre and contribute
to its vitality and prosperity.
6 It is desirable for the Longcroft Clinic to be relocated to a
larger site and this would be a
desirable location.
Our suggested modifications are to
• Include the car park and community centre in the town
centre (the boundary
is not shown on this plan)
• under the heading ‘requirements’
- Retention, re-provision and enhancement of public parking
facilities

- Replacement library and community facilities of adequate
size and quality to serve a centre the size of Banstead.
- Provision of ambulance and fire station sites, (unless there
are firm plans for accommodation elsewhere).
Reason
The car park and community centre should be included in the
town centre boundary as they are important facilities for the
centre and there will be insufficient land in the 3 site areas to
provide replacements plus the other facilities required.
The existing car park is frequently full. Any reduction in size is
therefore unacceptable. If it is to serve additional facilities it
should be increased in size accordingly.
There should be adequate replacements for the library and
community facility if the centre is to provide the necessary
services for its large catchment population.
There is a need for a permanent ambulance and fire station
within the site particularly as the fire station will have to
move if the site in BAN1 is redeveloped.
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Banstead is used by many residents of Kingswood as a place to shop and also for its restaurants and
community facilities. We are therefore concerned that the proposals for the Horseshoe will have an
adverse effect on the overall attractiveness and viability of this centre.

We accept and support the proposals for regeneration but
No
have reservations that important community facilities may
be lost. As we have commented elsewhere the existing car
park is particularly important, as there are no public
transport links between Banstead and Kingswood and the
only viable option is the private car. With an aging population
the ability to be able to park close to the centre is very
important. We also note that the Horseshoe area is not
currently included within the town centre boundary. We
believe this is a mistake and that the Horseshoe is an integral
part of the centre and should be included within that
designation.
At present it is unclear from the plans provided what is
actually intended. We recognise that further work will be
needed to fully develop proposals but the current position
whereby the areas are split does not seem the best way to
proceed and we are of the view that all these facilities should
be swept up and included within the town centre
designation.
We certainly share and support the views of the Banstead
Village R A. and support its position on this policy.
The suggested changes that we support are
• That the car park and community facilities should be
included within the town centre designation
• That the car park should be retained and enhanced and
overall parking spaces should as a minimum be maintained

• That replacement library and community facilities should
offer an upgrade on the current provision and be capable of
supporting not only Banstead but the surrounding smaller
communities
Reason
Both the car park and community centre should be included
within the town centre boundary as they are vital for the
effective functioning of the town centre. The car park not
only supports the needs of Banstead but also for those using
the facilities from the smaller outlying communities. It is
therefore important that parking places are not lost as this
would not only impact on the vitality of the town centre but
also provide real problems for older people wishing to access
the facilities. Indeed if more facilities are to be added then
there is a strong argument to say that more parking places
will be needed as the existing car park is often full.
More detail is required in respect of the proposed library and
other facilities such as a possible Fire and Ambulance Station.
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Horseshoe area A This is an inappropriate area for any retail development It is unable to handle the
present school traffic and the road construction is not strong enough to enable it to be adopted by
County. It would have to be entirely rebuilt.

Object to retail development.
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BAN2

I am writing regarding the proposed development of Banstead High Street, which I was shocked to find Do not remove Horseshoe Carpark; library; clinic; civic
out about from a friend. I cannot understand why I did not know about it! It has not been published
centre. Do not want to see housing right up to the roundenough to the local community in the area. I have not seen it mentioned in our local residents magazine- about.
Nork Quarterly or in the Borough News magazine. I understand that the last date for objecting is this
Friday, 23rd February 2018!
Banstead village High Street is a vibrant, busy community centre for shopping, meeting, eating, banking
and more. It is busy with people and traffic whatever the day of the week. It is actually more inviting and
varied than Epsom. This proposed development will very much affect the sense of community that exists
and the additional services provided by the Library, Civic centre and Clinic which will be got rid of and
most importantly the Horseshoe Car Park which is vital. It is already difficult to park in Banstead because
of the demand on spaces; the High Street CANNOT afford to lose that parking area. If people can’t park
when they come to Banstead they will stop coming. That will impact on local business which will then
gradually die. What is the point of building

No

housing at the expense of the local community’s quality of life?! There will be no facilities for the new
residents to enjoy! The Library is a vital resource for people, the Clinic provides treatments of all kinds
and the Civic Centre is a community meeting place. This development will take away this area for the
community’s use in the area at the beginning of the High Street and very much spoil the look of the
village and take away the enjoyment that these facilities provide. We do not want to lose these services
and certainly do not want to see housing right up to the round-about.
Please pass on these objections to the relevant Authorities.
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As Banstead is the main shopping centre for most of our residents we have comments on the proposals
for the Horseshoe some of which we feel will not increase its viability and attractiveness to visitors.

We support the regeneration of the Horseshoe but are
No
concerned that there could be a loss of community facilities
and reduction in size of the car park, both facilities which are
important for a thriving centre.
We note that the Town Centre boundary does not include
the community centre and car park.
We object to the lack of detail being shown. There is
insufficient information on size of car park and which
community facilities will continue and at what scale,
(particularly as some are outside the proposed Town Centre
boundary), for any meaningful comments to be made. The
identification of 3 isolated sites rather than a comprehensive
plan for the area is not encouraging. There is concern that
residential development will take the place of facilities which
currently serve the centre and contribute to its vitality and
prosperity.
It is desirable for the Longcross Clinic to be relocated to a
larger site and this would be a desirable location.
We share the concerns of the Banstead Village R A. and
support its representations.
Our suggested modifications are to
• Include the car park and community centre in the town
centre (the boundary
is not shown on this plan)
• under the heading ‘requirements’
- Retention, re-provision and enhancement of public parking
facilities

- Replacement library and community facilities of adequate
size and quality to serve a centre the size of Banstead.
- Provision of ambulance and fire station sites, (unless there
are firm plans for accommodation elsewhere).
Reason
The car park and community centre should be included in the
town centre boundary as they are important facilities for the
centre and there will be insufficient land in the 3 site areas to
provide replacements plus the other facilities required.
The existing car park is frequently full. Any reduction in size is
therefore unacceptable. If it is to serve additional facilities it
should be increased in size accordingly.
There should be adequate replacements for the library and
community facility if the centre is to provide the necessary
services for its large catchment population. (Policy INF2 and
CS/ES12)
There is a need for a permanent ambulance and fire station
within the site particularly as the fire station will have to
move if the site in BAN1 is redeveloped.
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Clearly there will be a certain amount of development going ahead, I am particularly keen aht around
the Horseshoe area as much of the greenery and trees can be kept as possible.

No

Survey
Monkey

Mr

Russell

Bacon

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0663

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

BAN2

Clearly there will be a certain amount of development going ahead, I am particularly keen aht around
the Horseshoe area as much of the greenery and trees can be kept as possible.
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I support development of the Horseshoe to move community and public services here and expand
outdated facilities. In particular the Longcroft Clinic should be relocated here in enhanced premises.
However, I oppose residential housing here.
I support development of the Horseshoe to move community and public services here and expand
outdated facilities. In particular the Longcroft Clinic should be relocated here in enhanced premises.
However, I oppose residential housing here.
Firstly, the provision of additional retail space in the Horseshoe. Most High Streets are under threat –
there is hardly a day that goes by without some problems being reported in the news. I can see no
current nor future need to expand our High Street retail space beyond the current High Street, although
there may be some benefit in extending existing shops upwards or backwards to provide additional sales
space. Furthermore, with the changes taking place in our High Street, there may be other opportunities
to convert existing buildings into retail space - for example the police station and the sorting office.
Indeed, we have empty shops in our existing High Street at present and the dangers of adding retail
space to the Horseshoe, with the need to cross the busy Bolters Lane road to get there seem to make
this nonsensical.
I am also confused by some of your statement which seem to contradict themselves - for example The
Retail Needs Assessment (page 89) has two contradictory statements with the first statement saying ‘No
Retail need figures have been updated’ and the second saying ‘Retail need figures have been updated’.
Which is it please..?
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No

Possibly

Banstead is an important centre serving the northern
part of the Borough and it is important that it
continues to thrive as a commercial and cultural
centre.
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WYG are instructed by the Property Department at Surrey County Council (SCC) in order to submit
representations on its behalf in relation to:
· The Horseshoe Complex in Banstead;
· Colebrook, Noke Drive, Redhill; and
· Former Longmead Centre, Holland Close, Redhill.
SCC has been considering the comprehensive development of their sites affected by the current and
past consultations on the Development Management Policies. This letter of representations follows that
submitted to the Regulation 18 Consultation by WYG on behalf of SCC dated 6 October 2016. SCC also
previously made representations on the Part 2 Local Plan Consultation and proposed that The Horseshoe
Complex and Colebrook Centre would be suitable for redevelopment in order to make the best use of
the land. SCC and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) have agreed to work together to
improve the quality of life of various communities in the Borough through partnership working and
cooperation. SCC have undertaken a review and consulted a range of stakeholders on the future of the
above sites. SCC has concluded that there are a range of service providers that require new
accommodation

SCC supports in principle the proposed allocation set out in Yes
Policy BAN2 although it is requested that the land to the
north of potential development area C be reincorporated
back into the development area. This land was included
within the allocation put forward as part of the Regulation 18
Development Management Plan Consultation Document.
It is understood that the land to the north of potential
development area C which are used as playing fields was
removed from the allocation BAN2 following comments
received to the Regulation 18 consultation. The comment
received raised concern with the loss of urban open space
without a detailed assessment of the value of the green
corridor and mature trees compared with the development
potential. SCC recognise that there are a number of
protected trees along the site boundaries and part of this
land forms a ‘green corridor’ along Bolters Lane. Similarly to
other allocations, SCC consider that these important
landscape and biodiversity features could be protected
through ‘requirements’ set out within the allocation wording
itself. Reincorporating this parcel of land to the north of the
potential development area C would benefit the scheme
as it would support a more comprehensive development of
the site. This area of open space could be retained as such,
but better integrated with the community and residential
uses allocated through the inclusion of this area within
potential development area C.

No

in the short medium term. In addition to ensure the continuation of service provision where
appropriate, we also consider that there is the potential to improve social/community infrastructure and
facilities by integrating with other compatible land uses such as retail and residential.
Policy BAN2
proposes allocation for comprehensive regeneration as an enhanced location for
community/public services. Specifically, a range of community and/or public services, potentially
including healthcare, emergency services, library, youth and community facilities. The development is
envisaged across three development areas marked as A, B and C. Complementary enabling development
includes potentially residential, appropriate for all three sites subject to design and mitigation measures,
and retail, leisure and other commercial on potential development area A within the proposed town
centre boundary. SCC supports in principle the proposed allocation set out in Policy BAN2 although it is
requested that the land to the north of potential development area C be reincorporated back into the
development area. This land was included within the allocation put forward as part of the Regulation 18
Development Management Plan Consultation Document.

It is understood that the land to the north of potential development area C which are used as playing
fields was removed from the allocation BAN2 following comments received to the Regulation 18
consultation. The comment received raised concern with the loss of urban open space without a
detailed assessment of the value of the green corridor and mature trees compared with the
development potential. SCC recognise that there are a number of protected trees along the site
boundaries and part of this land forms a ‘green corridor’ along Bolters Lane. Similarly to other
allocations, SCC consider that these important landscape and biodiversity features could be protected
through ‘requirements’ set out within the allocation wording itself. Reincorporating this parcel of land to
the north of the potential development area C would benefit the scheme as it would support a more
comprehensive development of the site. This area of open space could be retained as such, but better
integrated with the community and residential uses allocated through the inclusion of this area within
potential development area C.
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1. The Arts Society Chipstead hire the Banstead Community Hall 9 times per annum for lectures given by Remove BAN3.
professional speakers with an audience on average of 200 people. [...] Trustee of the Banstead
Community Association, which is a Charity, representing our society.
2. The land on which the hall stands is part of the Lady Neville Bequest which was given to Banstead to
provided recreational facilities for the local community. The hall, which is leasehold, was built in 1975 to
provide educational, cultural and recreational facilities. The funds for the building were raised by the
community with some grants.
3. If the hall was to be replaced or enhanced our organisation would have to find alternative facilities to
accommodate our members which are not available during the daytime in Banstead nor with adequate
parking provision. The provision of housing in addition to community facilities would mean a change of
use. This would mean a much larger building which would not enhance scene with the open aspect
which leads into the Lady Neville Recreation Ground. It is also within a conservation area.
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No

BAN3

The proposals for the redevelopment of the Community Hall (BAN 3) would have two major
disadvantages in terms of parking. Firstly, if the existing site were to be developed to allow some
new housing on the site, this would result in the loss of some of the 110 parking spaces. Others
will have told you how vital this is to the viability of the Community Hall users (and this is the
largest facility in the area, by far). If the Community Hall were to be relocated, the only available
location would appear to be in the Horseshoe. The parking standards proposed at Annexe 4
would result in far fewer than the 110 demonstrably needed to maintain the viability of a Hall of
this size, so this would increase pressure on on-street parking in and around the Horseshoe.
These pressures are irreconcilable.
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BAN3

Others will have spoken about the use to which this facility is put, its great value to the
community, and the amount of parking needed to viably sustain a facility of this size and
importance in an area of severely constrained on-street parking (that is a euphemism for total
lack of on-street parking at this end of the Village!). I wish to emphasise this point, both in
relation to the existing building and to any relocation that may be contemplated.
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Yes

N/A

BAN3

The Community Hall : The Hall is very well used. There are various classes, meetings, exhibitions,
meetings, recitals, classes, and events of one sort or another every day. The car park is essential for its
operation. Also, the plan indicates that part of Chucks Meadow would be included in any development
here. It's a fairly small part and surely could not add much to the attraction of this site. But it would eat
into a piece of green land much valued by the local residents, particularly children and teenagers.
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BAN3

Yes

Yes

No (Don't
know)

No

Don't know
(yes)

Don't know

We object to this proposal and request it is deleted unless revised as indicated below.
It is unclear how residential development can be accommodated on the site whilst still retaining
a hall of adequate size with adequate parking.

Under heading of allocation
No
Community uses: replacement and enhancement of existing
community use so that it is no smaller and offers the same
facilities
Reason
This community centre is the only hall of significant size
serving the community of Banstead and the surrounding area
and so it is essential it retains the same capacity.
If it is to be rebuilt to the same dimensions, there is no way
the cost of redevelopment can be covered by the
construction of 15 homes. We note that it will be ‘enhanced’
but the only way both the housing and a hall of the same
dimensions as at present can be constructed is by retaining
the same number of parking spaces, plus additional to serve
the dwellings, and building above the car park. This cannot
possibly be a viable proposition.
We therefore request that the policy be deleted or our
amendment inserted.

Yes

This hall is used by residents over a large area,
including Tadworth and Walton. We will support the
Banstead Village RA.
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Banstead Arts Festival Society (BAFS) considers that Policy BAN3 relating to Banstead Community Centre
is unsound because there is a conflict in the Allocation between providing ‘approximately 15 homes’ and
‘replacement and enhancement of existing community use’.
BAFS is an active group within the community and has been using the Community Centre for over 30
years. BAFS is at the centre of the Banstead community and its events comprise an annual Festival
fortnight each May and concerts in the Autumn and Spring. Events for young people include a young
musicians’ showcase, a Schools Poetry Competition and, every other year, a small orchestra (from the
Yehudi Menuhin School). Thus BAFS events have a key role to play in community cohesion and cater for
a wide variety of interests, ages and community groups.
BAFS holds approximately 7 concerts each year. The average audience attendance is around 130, with
occasional concerts attracting 200 people. A hall capacity of 230 is required (for audience, performers
and production staff).
With a fully subscribed event, BAFS utilises to the full all the ground floor area of the existing Community
Centre and all the 112 car parking spaces.

The only area which is not used is that currently under grass. This is a small proportion (about 10%) of
the total area (0.51ha) and approximates to 0.05ha. The Community Centre is located in an area of
mixed housing with some townhouses, flats and retirement homes and many houses (with a typical plot
area of 0.05ha). Noting Policies CS10 and DES1, we suggest that the area currently under grass is
insufficient for 15 homes of a type which ‘respects the character of the surrounding area’.
To keep ‘the existing community use’ and build 15 homes, the only viable options would appear to be for
the replacement Community Centre and car parking to be: partially constructed below ground, built in
multiple storeys above ground, or a combination of the two.
We note explanation 4.5.9, stating that the site is partially affected by surface water flooding, making
underground premises difficult and expensive to design and maintain. We add that underground
facilities which are not in operation 24 hours a day can pose major security problems (and in conflict
with Core Strategy Objective SO9). The site is within a Conservation Area and we suggest that a multistorey car park or hall complex is

BAFS concerts feature carefully-selected performers of
No
international standard. A hall built with a good acoustic for
musical performances (as well as speech) is essential,
together with a stage (of sufficient size for a small orchestra)
and dressing rooms. Good lighting and sound systems are
vital.
It is assumed than any replacement Community Centre
would have adequate kitchens, toilets, audio-visual
equipment, disabled access, fire exits and other health,
safety and environmental features.
The seating in the existing Community Centre is all at ground
floor. This makes the hall versatile for others to use (as the
chairs can easily be removed) and has the added advantage
that the fire exits are excellent. If to reduce the plot plan in a
replacement Community Centre tiered seating were
adopted, it would be essential to provide access for the
disabled, elderly or infirm and adequate fire escapes.
As regards car parking for the 15 homes, the accessibility
category for the site is Low. Clearly such parking would have
to be in addition to that provided for the replacement hall.
We note that the current car parking for our concerts is at a
higher loading than Category D2 (1 car space per 5 licensed
people) and surmise that this is because many of the
audience travel considerable distances for which there is no
other option than the car, that many are aware of

Yes

Should the Inspector require clarification on any
points, BAFS would be available to participate at the
oral examination.

the good parking available and that parking on the access
road is strongly discouraged. We need a space for one
coach.
During the building of the new facility, BAFS would attempt
to ensure programme continuity, possibly by using another
local venue. However to date no other venue in the
Banstead area has been found suitable for BAFS concerts, for
either the short term or long term.
This representation has been approved by the Trustees of
Banstead Arts Festival Society under their Chairman Stephen
Oliver and is submitted by one of the Trustees.

unlikely to conform to the existing character ‘which it is desirable to project and enhance’
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1. The land concerned is part of the Lady Neville Bequest which is provided for recreational purposes.
The Council’s response to the previous consultation – page 483 – was that if part of the site was
recreational use the remainder was available for residential building which is manifestly not recreational
use. This proposal has pushed the present Community Association boundary westward, eliminating a
footpath and encroaching on Chuck’s Meadow, also Lady Neville recreational land.
2. Explanation 4.5.11 on page 90 states that the replacement and enhancement of existing community
use will be required i.e. the present hall, which is in good condition, will be rebuilt. It is unlikely to be
viable to demolish, erect and fit out a new community hall in less than 12/18 months at a cost of
upwards of £1.5 million. In that time the existing users will have to find other accommodation which is in
very short supply or cease their activities. The main hall has over 800 sessions booked during the year
and the other rooms are also extensively used. It is very unlikely that those who have to close down will
return as the members will have moved on elsewhere.

It is considered that policy BAN 3 should be withdrawn as the No
reasons set out in section 5 demonstrate that it is not a
sound option for additional housing and would lead to an
effective reduction of recreational facilities, contrary to the
policy of the Council

No

BV31 Policy considerations: Loss of community uses runs
No
contrary to Policy DES4. The Open Space, Sport and
Recreation Assessment should have designed this site, used
for leisure, sporting and educational use, be protected from
development, unless replaced with an equally accessible,
suitable or improved site. Potential impacts: Development
would result in the loss of leisure, sporting and education
facilities used on a regular basis by the whole Banstead
community. Availability: The site of the BCC along with Lady
Neville Recreational Park was a bequest made to Banstead
with the provision that it be used for recreational use only.
The site also lies within the Park Road Conservation Area.
The provision of an alternative venue of the same or
improved facilities would need to be offered to all members
of the community who use the BCC hall and car park on a
regular basis.

Yes

The effect will be to reduce available recreational facilities for some considerable time and lead to the
new hall running at a financial loss whilst activities are gradually rebuilt. It is unlikely that a voluntary
group would underwrite such a loss and it is presumed that the Council will pay this. There is no mention
of this in the plan.
3. The minimum parking standard for community halls is set out in Annex 4 at 1 space per 30 sq metres
of hall. This is quite inadequate to accommodate lectures, concerts, meetings etc. attended by up to 220
people who fill the present car park of 106 spaces and who have minimal access to public transport at
appropriate times. Many of the activities particularly attract the more elderly and those who have
limited mobility who have a greater need for car transport. Also such an allowance does not allow for
the overlap between early arrivals of the next hall booking before the previous users have left. Making
suitable allowance for parking substantially reduces the area available for housing.
4. The Council has set out no proposed plan for the site but the prospect of both community hall traffic
and residential traffic circulating in a restricted and congested area creates a considerable hazard with
no one party being in charge.
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The Policy considerations of HELAA ref. BV31 highlights a contravention of policy ‘Loss of community
uses would run contrary to Policy DES4’ and that the site is ‘within the Park Road Conservation Area’.
The report however chooses to report in Potential Impacts that ‘no potential impacts have been
identified – this statement is totally unsupportable. The demolition and subsequent building of 20-30
units plus an unspecified community development taking 12-18 months would have a huge impact on
the Banstead Community as a whole. •The 25 clubs and groups which use the Banstead Community
Centre on a regular basis, both young and old, for sporting, leisure and educational purposes would be
unable to meet during the development of the site. •The committees who use the hall on a more ad
hoc basis for meetings, the communities who use the hall for parties, concerts, shows would again have
no venue •The BCC, unlike other sites, are not subject to an alternative provision of site facilities being
offered. • The number of housing units being planned for the site ensure that a replacement community
development could not be built with premises of similar capacity nor the parking facilities required. This
would mean that many of the organisation who use the hall at the moment

would be left without a venue as there are no premises in the vicinity of a comparable size. Banstead
Flower club has a current membership of 124, we outgrew our original premises The Banstead Institute
many years ago and in 2018 expects to increase our membership due to the closure of a neighbouring
flower club. The club, along with the whole Banstead community, raised funds for the building of the
BCC during the 1960s and have used the hall, stage, kitchen and meeting rooms at least once a month
ever since. Our membership has a majority of the older generation in Banstead, ladies of 70, 80 and 90
years old who find the walk or short drive to the local premises ideal. Banstead Flower Club celebrated
its 60th anniversary in 2017. The BCC site along with the Lady Neville Park Recreation Ground was
bequest to Banstead with the provision that the land only be used for recreation purposes, no account
has been taken of this stipulation. On examination of the reports on other sites in the DMP –
Allotments, open spaces, formal and informal sports facilities have been identified as being unsuitable
for development due to loss of these facilities. Why does the loss of the sporting, leisure and education
facilities of the BCC not come within these limitations? (Allotments

The Banstead Community Centre seems to be treated
differently to the other facilities in Banstead allotments, open spaces, informal and formal sporting
facilities have been protected, why not the
community hall. If the site is redeveloped with
housing units, the car park and any community
development would be much smaller. 'The
community development is not specified, would it be
a hall? would there be a hall replacement? The
Banstead Flower Club would have to close after 60
years along with many other clubs, groups and
activities which require the current sized hall. I need
to do everything I can to ensure that the flower club
(part of NAFAS a country and world wide recognised
organisation) continues for the members.

BV01, Informal open space and formal sports facility (tennis) BV11, Public open spaces, pavilion and
recreation equipment N07, Open field/grazing land BV19) The closure of the BCC and the highly unlikely
possibility of providing a community development with similar capacity and facilities is a huge loss to a
community especially one in the process of planning an extensive house building exercise. A community
without enough sporting, leisure and educational facilities is likely to be one with much anti-social
behaviour.
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, I am aware that it is a requirement of development plans that the proposals have to be SOUND. In one
key aspect – the demolition of the community hall – this requirement has not been met. The destruction
of a much used and loved community resource without replacement is not a sound plan. To agree to the
plan on the promise of a new community hall at some point in the future would be a hostage to fortune
and planning legislation does not provide for that.

No

So whist accepting the need for new housing construction in the area it is no excuse to destroy an
important existing amenity.
In this regard the plan is UNSOUND.
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3. The Community Hall is in good condition and is used constantly and is an asset to Banstead.

BAN3

Yes

Both yes and
no

Yes

We object to this proposal and request it is deleted unless revised as indicated below.
It is unclear how residential development can be accommodated on the site whilst still retaining
a hall of adequate size with adequate parking.

The Community Hall complex is a focal point of the Banstead
community and was established by a group of people at the
end of World War 2 with the aim of encouraging the growth
of local volunteer groups in the Village and, to raise funds to
ultimately build a Community Hall for use both by Village
residents and those from further afield. The Hall has an
occupancy rate of 87% and the availability of the car park is
vital in maintaining this. It was a condition of the Planning
Permission that a car park of this capacity had to be provided
and the cost of this and of the building was met by the
Banstead Community Association.
The Hall`s uses include art exhibitions, badminton, bridge,
concerts (classical and others), comedy, dancing, flower
shows and horticulture, keep-fit, short mat bowling, Sunday
religious meetings, toddlers and small children`s work as well
as private hirings. There are additionally two small meeting
rooms which are used for adult education and other
meetings.
The size of the car park is essential to the successful use of
the Hall complex, it being completely full on occasion. We
cannot see how housing can be constructed on the site
without total detriment to the car park and thus the
community use of the Hall

No

No

Yes

Yes

This hall is used by residents over a large area, both in
and out of the borough.

Yes

To demonstrate the proposed site is a community
asset providing significant recreational facilities to the
whole community

We would finally mention that the Hall complex has been
maintained and managed at no cost to the Council or the
Council Tax payer by unpaid BCA volunteers although
naturally the caretaker and the hall manager are paid by BCA.
If the Hall were to be reinstated elsewhere, it is highly
unlikely that there would be enthusiasm for this support to
continue. We note the proposal to enhance the Community
Hall and if this was achieved it would require enhancement
to the number of parking places.
We would wish to add that under heading of allocation
Community uses: replacement and enhancement of existing
community use so that it is no smaller and offers the same
facilities
Reason
This community centre is the only hall of significant size
serving the community of Banstead and the surrounding area
and so it is essential it retains the same capacity.
If it is to be rebuilt to the same dimensions, there is no way
the cost of redevelopment can be covered by the
construction of 15 homes. We note that it will be ‘enhanced’
but the only way both the housing and a hall of the same
dimensions as at present can be constructed is by retaining
the same number of parking spaces, plus additional to serve
the dwellings, and building above the car park. This cannot
possibly be a viable proposition.

We therefore request that the policy be deleted or our
amendment inserted.
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BAN3

Can't confirm, No
lawyer
required to
confirm

Details "duty
to cooperate"
actions taken
should be
provided to
confirm

1. The land concerned is part of the Lady Neville bequest which was provided to the community for
wholly recreational purposes. 2. The proposed change of use from recreational to residential is contrary
to the Lady Neville bequest to the Banstead community 3. This proposal change of use moves the
Community Association Hall (recreational use) boundary westward, doing away with the existing access
footpath and encompasses Chuck’s Meadow, which is part of the Lady Neville bequest to the Banstead
community, again for wholly recreational purposes. 4. The redevelopment noted with 4.5.11 (page 90)
suggests that the replacement “enhancement” of the existing community hall will be required. This is
likely to require demolition (which is not considered enhancement) and reduction on facilities to
residential accommodation and private amenity space 5. The proposals would result in a significant
reduction in community facilities directly impacting upon the community as a whole 6. When you
consider the proposed minimum car parking standards and then fact the location is not “sustainable”
due to the poor transport links (limited public transport i.e. S1 / 166 buses) and the railway station is
1.1m (23 minutes walking / 10 minutes by car) the

reduction on car parking for the community & and the hall’s use would directly impact the community as
a whole (Policy TAP 1 page 50) 7. The proposed “dual” use of a community asset, for commercial benefit
with the financial benefit going the landowner / developer rather than the community (who the land
bequeathed to) conflicts with the intended use of the land; which was is wholly recreational purposes.
(continue on a separate

It is considered that change of use for the Banstead
No
Community Hall site should be withdrawn as the reasons set
out in section 5 which clearly demonstrates that the proposal
is sound for additional residential accommodation resulting
in significant reduction of recreational facilities, contrary to
the Lady Neville bequest and the stated aims and objectives
of Reigate & Banstead Borough Council
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BAN3

Yes

No

Yes

We feel unable to support this proposition and find it difficult to understand how the site can be
expected to support both the community function and 15 new homes as well as maintaining adequate
parking for both community and residential use.
The Community Centre is used by the wider community and not just the immediate residents of
Banstead. Therefore with an aging population parking close to the Community Centre becomes a
priority.

It is stated that the community use will involve a replacement No
and enhancement of the existing community facilities. While
this is superficially encouraging there is no statement as to
the size of the proposed replacement or its functionality. We
have the view that it should certainly be no smaller than the
current hall and that the word enhancement should translate
into additional facilities. Hopefully this new centre will attract
yet more community activity on the site and as such it should
benefit from at least the same number of parking places.

No

Reason
This Community Hall is a valuable asset and there are no
alternative venues in the area. It is therefore important that
it is not downgraded in terms of size capacity or facilities. It is
also located in a sensitive area and it is not possible to
envisage how a replacement hall of the same size with the
same number of parking places can be accommodated plus
an additional 15 homes and associated parking. Clearly
underground parking could perhaps be a solution but the
costs would be very high and presumably not a viable option.

In conclusion we appreciate and understand the wish to use
the site in the most effective way but at present we are not
convinced that the currently stated proposals are achievable.
In addition they also would seem to be in conflict with the
requirements of INF2. We therefore take the view that this
policy in its current form should be withdrawn.
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The proposal to develop the Community Centre area in Park Road shows some of Chucks Meadow being The meadow adjoining the Community Centre in Park Road
added to the development area. This should be resisted because the Meadow and the adjoining
should not be added to the development area.
recreation ground provide a vital link of green around the south of the shopping area.
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Banstead Village is already very busy and overcrowded and to build more housing and reduce car
parking space is not compatible. Pressures on the local schools and surgeries are are at stretching point.
The removal of the community centre which was paid for by public subscription and very well supported
is not acceptable.

Banstead Village is already very busy and overcrowded and No
to build more housing and reduce car parking space is not
compatible. Pressures on the local schools and surgeries are
are at stretching point. The removal of the community centre
which was paid for by public subscription and very well
supported is not acceptable.

Yes
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Don't Know

No

Yes

The loss of the Community Centre would be a set back to the residents providing a multitude of
activities. Any development in front of All Saints Church would destroy the character of the village
enjoyed by its residents. Whilst recognising the need for more housing this would place a strain on
already existing traffic congestion, school places and medical services. Any plans for extra housing
should include managed apartments for the elderly wishing to downsize and release existing houses for
families. People who seek to live in Banstead do so because of the character of the village which would
be destroyed by any over development and the loss of green belt areas surrounding. Encouragement
for small businesses should be encouraged particularly in the retail sector. The village has too many
coffee shops, hair salons & estate agents and the few remaining are finding it hard to survive due to
rents and punitive business rates.

The loss of the Community Centre would be a set back to the No
residents providing a multitude of activities. Any
development in front of All Saints Church would destroy the
character of the village enjoyed by its residents. Whilst
recognising the need for more housing this would place a
strain on already existing traffic congestion, school places
and medical services. Any plans for extra housing should
include managed apartments for the elderly wishing to
downsize and release existing houses for families. People
who seek to live in Banstead do so because of the character
of the village which would be destroyed by any over
development and the loss of green belt areas surrounding.
Encouragement for small businesses should be encouraged
particularly in the retail sector. The village has too many
coffee shops, hair salons & estate agents and the few
remaining are finding it hard to survive due to rents and
punitive business rates.

No
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BAN3

Remove BAN3.

No

No

The Community Centre is a much used and appreciated facility in a lovely setting. The proposal for this
area aims at enhancing facilities and also providing space for 15 homes. These aims are incompatible.
The car parking area is already too small and overspill parking causes congestion on Park Road. Any
development such as is proposed would increase the proportion of the area with buildings on it. This is
a conservation area and the green setting in front of the Centre is most attractive and needs to be
preserved and, if possible, enhanced. Together with Chucks Meadow, the Lady Neville recreation
ground and the cricket field the Community Centre site forms an essential open and mostly green area
which prevents building spread out from the High Street and plays a large part in forming the whole
character of Banstead.

I am writing to complain about your failure to consult properly on Development Management Plan 2018- Remove BAN3.
2027 particularly on BAN3.
You have ignored the strong views expressed by local residents and are determined to tear down our
Community Centre and build houses regardless. Frankly I don’t trust the assurances expressed in the
plan that it will be replaced, at least not with like for like. Once again it is a complete failure of
democratic local government. The will of the council is subverting the will of the people. Furthermore it
is well used and was built by the community ourselves by raising the funds locally.

Yes

No

Yes

We object to this proposal and request it is deleted unless revised as indicated below. It is unclear how
residential development can be accommodated on the site whilst still retaining a hall of adequate size
with adequate parking.

No

Under heading of allocation: Community uses: replacement No
and enhancement of existing community use so that it is no
smaller and offers the same facilities as at present, including
car parking
Reason
This community centre is the only hall of significant size
serving the community of Banstead and the surrounding area
and so it is essential it retains the same capacity.
If it is to be rebuilt to the same dimensions, there is no way
the cost of redevelopment can be covered by the
construction of 15 homes. We note that it will be ‘enhanced’
but the only way both the housing and a hall of the same
dimensions as at present can be constructed is by retaining
the same number of parking spaces, plus additional to serve
the dwellings, and building above the car park. This cannot
possibly be a viable proposition.
It would also be contrary to the proposed INF1 and CSES12
It is our understanding that in any event the centre was built
and owned by the community and not the Council although
the lease ends on the land (?)
We therefore request that the policy be deleted or our
amendment inserted.
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Banstead Village is already very busy and
overcrowded and to build more housing and reduce
car parking space is not compatible. Pressures on the
local schools and surgeries are are at stretching point.
The removal of the community centre which was paid
for by public subscription and very well supported is
not acceptable.
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BAN3

I oppose any development of the Community Hall which is a valuable and well used resource for the
village. In particular I oppose residential housing on this site.

No
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BAN3

I oppose any development of the Community Hall which is a valuable and well used resource for the
village. In particular I oppose residential housing on this site.

No

Yes

This hall is used by residents over a large area,
including Tadworth and Walton. We will support the
Banstead Village RA.
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1. The land is part of the Lady Neville Bequest which states that the land should be for recreational use
only.
2. Any change will result in a legal battle which would involve R&BBC wasting ratepayers money.
3. The current community Centre was built by public subscription, is fully used and therefore building
houses on the site is totally unacceptable.
4. Banstead High Street is a busy place and parking is a problem. To provide more houses and reduce
parking at each end of the High Street is totally against an common sense solution.
5. Currently the schools are full and the Doctors' surgery very stretched especially with the ageing
population and number of care homes in the area.
6. The general infrastructure does not support the current population, potholes in the roads, uneven
pavements etc. and every time it rains there is a big puddle out Victoria Chemists despite some
ineffective 'improvements' being made.

No

In the circumstances I trust this proposal will not be taken any further
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BAN3

1. The land is part of the Lady Neville Bequest which states that the land should be for recreational use
only.
2. Any change will result in a legal battle which would involve R&BBC wasting ratepayers money.
3. The current community Centre was built by public subscription, is fully used and therefore building
houses on the site is totally unacceptable.
4. Banstead High Street is a busy place and parking is a problem. To provide more houses and reduce
parking at each end of the High Street is totally against an common sense solution.
5. Currently the schools are full and the Doctors' surgery very stretched especially with the ageing
population and number of care homes in the area.
6. The general infrastructure does not support the current population, potholes in the roads, uneven
pavements etc. and every time it rains there is a big puddle out Victoria Chemists despite some
ineffective 'improvements' being made.

NO

In the circumstances I trust this proposal will not be taken any further
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The proposal for the site of the Community Centre is not acceptable. The Centre was originally erected
by public subscription and intended for recreational purposes. The land is part of the Lady Neville
bequest. It is always fully utilised by a wide variety of local organisations, is extremely popular and fulfils
a very important function in village life.

NO
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The proposal for the site of the Community Centre is not acceptable. The Centre was originally erected
by public subscription and intended for recreational purposes. The land is part of the Lady Neville
bequest. It is always fully utilised by a wide variety of local organisations, is extremely popular and fulfils
a very important function in village life.

NO
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Secondly, the development of our Community Hall. I just don’t see how this can be turned into a new
Community Hall with the same amount or additional parking AND provide significant additional housing,
especially whilst continuing to support the vast number of activities that are carried out in this facility.
Can this be explained further please..?

No
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> As a resident of Banstead I would like to ask how many buildings are to be built? Will it all be houses,
apartments or what? Will these properties have gardens, garages or parking? Parking in Banstead at
the moment is very difficult. There simply aren't enough spaces for the current requirement. How will
the village cope with more residents and vehicles?
> Almost every week another bank or building society is closing. For a lot of people that will mean going
to Sutton or Epsom to use the bank. However it would appear that the 166 bus service to Epsom may be
cut. We need more public transport to cope with the current situation, let alone more residents.
> Will Banstead still be a village? Most of us residents have moved here from towns because we love the
village atmosphere.
> The extra residents will put more demands on local services. The roads and the pavements are in a
terrible condition already. We have one full sized supermarket, will that be able to cope with an influx of
customers? What about the village schools? I am sure they are total capacity now. We only have one
Doctors Practice at the moment, which is already extremely busy. It is very difficult to get an
appointment now.

No

> More thought needs to be put into this. I appreciate more homes have to be built, but to have one
small village to be expected to increase in size so much is just too much.
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Banstead

I oppose the number of residential houses proposed. It is far too many for this village. Where are
residents going to park? How will schools and GPs cope? How will the services cope?

No

Yes

RTC2

RTC2 16 – 46 Cromwell Road, Redhill – This is not a good site for retail, being on a noisy
road away from most footfall routes to/from car parks or residential areas, and not helped by
being invisible from the Belfry Shopping Centre opposite

No

Yes

RTC4

Yes

No

Yes

When this site was promoted through the 2016 SHLAA it was identified as having capacity for 80 units.
Under this pre-submission consultation it is now identified as having scope for delivering up to 110 units,
representing an increase of 30 units. In considering the allocation it notes that the site can deliver 110
units including housing for older people, in addition to community uses which may include adult social
care facilities. Unlike the other sites identified for development through the DPD (namely policies ERM1,
ERM2/3, SSW2 and SSW9) the allocation does not specify the scale of development considered for older
persons’ housing. If following the suggested approach of a minimum of 25 dwellings for an older
person’s scheme as set out the Housing for Older People evidence document this would result in 85
traditional dwellings plus the community uses. However, the provision of affordable housing also needs
to be considered from this single site. In accordance with policy CS15 of the Core Strategy a requirement
of 30% affordable housing would also be sought from the development. If the specialist older person
scheme was considered a C2 use and therefore discounted from the affordable housing requirement
this would still result

in the scheme being split into 25 units for older people, 60 units as market housing, 25 as affordable
units (with a financial contribution towards 0.5 units) plus the community uses. Such a requirement is
unlikely to result in a scheme coming forward for the intended mixed use development and the older
person element is likely to be omitted in favour of a more conventional development providing 77
market dwellings and 33 affordable units plus the communal facilities. Communal facilities are paid for
out of an annual service charge levied against residents and it is considered that a scheme of 25 units
would be unable to deliver these as a viable proposition. These facilities are required prior to first
occupation of a scheme, meaning that even when a scheme is new and not fully occupied everything
must be delivered. This represents a significant burden to developers, which has been acknowledged in
various CIL examinations relating to charges on C2 developments. Of course, if the specialist housing
envisaged relates to sheltered housing with fewer facilities then a scheme of 25 units is entirely
deliverable. This would also be liable for affordable housing under policy CS15 however on the basis of
being a Class C3 use. There is also a concern over the deliverability of the site itself in light of the text set
out under paragraph 4,6.12

relating to flood risk and the potential requirement to relocate some of the existing uses. Although the
assessment of deliverability has been altered in light of the court of appeal decision of St Modwen and
Wainhomes (South West) Holdings v SSCLG [2013] EWHC 597 (Admin). In that decision the Inspector
highlighted that “for a site to be deliverable, it should be capable of being delivered not that it will be
delivered. Thus as the appellant accepted the decision maker has to have clear evidence to show that
there is not simply doubt or improbability but rather no realistic prospect that the sites could come
forward within the 5-year period”. Whilst there is no evidence to demonstrate that there is no realistic
prospect of the site being released additional viability evidence would be required to demonstrate that it
could be delivered in the form currently proposed.

On the basis of the concerns over the site being delivered in No
the intended form suggesting (namely traditional housing,
specialist housing for older people and community facilities)
and given the separate representations made in respect of
policy DES7 it is proposed that the intended allocation of this
site is amended to remove reference to delivery of housing
for older people in its entirety. This deficiency in provision of
specialist housing for older people should be addressed
through specific identification and allocation of specific site(s)
that will only deliver housing for older people.

Yes

The matter of delivering specialist housing within local
planning authorities plans is a complex matter that
needs to consider at the same time the implications
for affordable housing provision, CIL impacts etc.
These are all relevant matters in their individual right
and a discussion on these is best suited to oral
representation and debate through the examination
as opposed to solely written submissions without the
ability to question the evidence basis through
roundtable discussions.
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RTC4

Yes

Yes
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These representations are being made against the Development Management Plan (DMP) Regulation 19
Consultation on behalf of Surrey County Council Property Services. These representations focus on
Policy RTC4, the allocation for Colebrook, Noke Drive, Redhill, RH1 1PT, but, where relevant, general
comments are made against other policies that will be applicable to the development of this site.

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

The Development Management Plan (2018-2027) has been produced to explain in more detail how the
development principles and targets set out in the Council’s adopted core strategy will be delivered. The
introductory second section to the DMP clarifies that the scale of growth set out in the Core Strategy is
not being revisited, nor the general principles of where new development will be located.
Background: Core Strategy
The Core Strategy (July 2014) sets the overarching development principles for the Borough and identifies
that Reigate and Banstead benefits from good transport links to Central London and the wider south
east, along with national and international destinations via the motorway network (M23

and M25), the railway line, and proximity to Gatwick Airport. Within the Borough it identifies that “the
spatial strategy for this area recognises the need to ensure its continued success by maintaining its high
economic profile – and in particular the potential for Redhill to grow physically and economically in the
future.” (Core Strategy 5.1.6).
The approach for Redhill is clearly established within the Core Strategy, which identifies that:
Redhill is the main focal point for economic and cultural provision in the Borough. The town has good
transport connections – it is not only a transport interchange and gateway for movement within the
Borough but also to inter-regional and international destinations. As a commercial centre offering a wide
range of office space, Redhill is an attractive employment location for both employers and employees
and an accessible destination for shoppers and people to spend their leisure time. However, Redhill does
not currently fulfil its potential in terms of its retail offer and range of leisure facilities… Given its strong
locational advantages, Redhill is identified in the Core Strategy as the main
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centre for consolidation and growth. The strategy seeks to ensure that in the future Redhill realises its
full potential to become the thriving centre of the borough where people want to live, work, shop and
spend their leisure time. (Core Strategy, 2014, 5.1.9) Surrey County Council Property Services are
committed to the redevelopment of the Colebrook site (Policy RTC4) and supports its allocation in the
DMP.
WYG are instructed by the Property Department at Surrey County Council (SCC) in order to submit
representations on its behalf in relation to:
· The Horseshoe Complex in Banstead;
· Colebrook, Noke Drive, Redhill; and
· Former Longmead Centre, Holland Close, Redhill.
SCC has been considering the comprehensive development of their sites affected by the current and
past consultations on the Development Management Policies. This letter of representations follows that
submitted to the Regulation 18 Consultation by WYG on behalf of SCC dated 6 October 2016. SCC also
previously made representations on the Part 2 Local Plan Consultation and proposed that The Horseshoe
Complex and Colebrook Centre would be suitable for redevelopment in order to make the best use of
the land. SCC and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) have agreed to work together to
improve the quality of life of various communities in the Borough through partnership working and
cooperation. SCC have undertaken a review and consulted a range of stakeholders on the future of the
above sites. SCC has concluded that there are a range of service providers that require new
accommodation in the short medium term. In addition to ensure the continuation of service

we consider that Policy RTC4 under-estimates the potential
of the site. SCC requests that the
capacity figure is increased to ‘approximately 150 units’
which will more accurately reflect the likely level of
provision of residential units, including those for extra care
on the site.

provision where appropriate, we also consider that there is the potential to improve social/community
infrastructure and facilities by integrating with other compatible land uses such as retail and residential.
Policy RTC4 proposes the allocation of Colebrook for a more intensified use of the site including a mix of
residential and community uses. The proposal suggests that the site would be appropriate for
approximately 110 residential units, including potentially housing for older people. The proposed
allocation states that the new community uses could potentially include adult social care. The design will
need to include measures to manage and attenuate flood water as the south-west corner is located in
Flood Zone 2 and 3a. The existing trees, including those with TPO’s, have also been identified as an
important landscape feature of the site. Since December 2017 SCC have been engaging with RBBC in
formal pre-application discussions for redevelopment of the site. The scheme presented as part of the
pre-application process incorporates two buildings, one as a designated extra care block and a second
towards the corner of St Annes Drive and Noke Drive with a central communal square and atrium
between two buildings. The pre-application scheme indicates that the allocated site could realistically
provide

approximately 800sq.m of youth services and 64 residential units located on the upper floors with a
separate development of 81 assisted living units making a total of 145 units across the entire site. The
scheme also provides a ground floor library and two start up commercial units on the upper floors.
We understand the pre-application feedback received from RBBC on the scheme has been favourable.
We consider therefore that the pre-application scheme demonstrates that a greater number of
residential units can be provided on the site, alongside with a meaningful provision of community uses.
As such, we consider that Policy RTC4 under-estimates the potential of the site. SCC requests that the
capacity figure is i increased to ‘approximately 150 units’ which will more accurately reflect the likely
level of provision of residential units, including those for extra care on the site.
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Yes

RTC5

Yes

Yes

Yes

WYG are instructed by the Property Department at Surrey County Council (SCC) in order to submit
representations on its behalf in relation to:
· The Horseshoe Complex in Banstead;
· Colebrook, Noke Drive, Redhill; and
· Former Longmead Centre, Holland Close, Redhill.
SCC has been considering the comprehensive development of their sites affected by the current and
past consultations on the Development Management Policies. This letter of representations follows that
submitted to the Regulation 18 Consultation by WYG on behalf of SCC dated 6 October 2016. SCC also
previously made representations on the Part 2 Local Plan Consultation and proposed that The Horseshoe
Complex and Colebrook Centre would be suitable for redevelopment in order to make the best use of
the land. SCC and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) have agreed to work together to
improve the quality of life of various communities in the Borough through partnership working and
cooperation. SCC have undertaken a review and consulted a range of stakeholders on the future of the
above sites. SCC has concluded that there are a range of service providers that require new
accommodation in the short medium term. In addition to

ensure the continuation of service provision where appropriate, we also consider that there is the
potential to improve social/community infrastructure and facilities by integrating with other compatible
land uses such as retail and residential. Policy RTC5 proposes the allocation of the former Longmead
Centre for a more intensive use of the site to provide approximately 20 new homes. The existing
building is locally listed and is considered to contribute to the historic character of the town centre. The
allocation sets out that redevelopment of the site should explore the possibility to retain and convert the
existing building, and as a minimum should retain valued/prominent facades of the building. The
development will also need to be designed to address and attenuate surface water flood risk
Considering the existing building is vacant and located within a highly accessible location, in close
proximity to Redhill town centre, SCC is supportive of the principle of the allocation for 20 new homes
on the site.

Yes

Surrey County Council are owners of the Colebrook
site identified in Policy and, therefore, will have an
active role in the future of this site and wish to
participate in the oral part of the examination.
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RED8 Reading Arch Road/(east of) Brighton Road – This policy is not yet sound.
a East of Brighton Road, there is potential for sustainable mid-rise residential development
amongst the offices (of similar height) and the few remaining commercial operations
(including small retail warehouses, refer RET6 above).
b Extending this area down to and including the north side of Brook Road offers the potential to
re-build the smaller retail warehouses over their car parks with residential blocks behind and
away from the road’s noise and pollution.
c Combining the sites assessed in the HELAA, together with the retail warehouses, would help
to overcome the difficulties of access and amenity associated with individual sites.
d The size of this area gives scope for a coherently designed scheme of local distinctiveness.
e At indicative overall density of 100ddph (Victoria House 80dph Furness House 240dph), this
area can deliver 400+ units – almost what the proposed SUEs around Redhill and Merstham.

No

f Using their ownership of Reading Arch Road Industrial Estate, the council can be as
proactive in bringing this package of sites forward as they are for the council’s new Business
Park off Balcombe Road in Horley.
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Proposals map Yes
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We note that this allocation site includes an area of ancient woodland and a site of nature conservation
interest, both of which should be referenced and considered within the design requirements section.
We recommend that you use Natural England’s standing advice on ancient woodland in order to inform
these measures.

this allocation site includes an area of ancient woodland and No
a site of nature conservation interest, both of which should
be referenced and considered within the design
requirements section. We recommend that you use Natural
England’s standing advice on ancient woodland in order to
inform these measures

Policy RED9: East Surrey Hospital allocates the existing ESH Campus and surrounding land as an Urban
site allocation for:
Hospital uses
Medical related ancillary uses
Key worker accommodation
6.2. The Trust is strongly supportive of the allocation which will ensure that the future needs of the
Hospital
can be met, providing certainty for all parties and the required flexibility to adapt and meet current and
future needs over the Local Plan Period. Of key importance to the Trust is clear policy wording on the
proposals map that the Hospital campus will be released from the Green Belt at the time of adoption of
the DMP,
6.3. Whilst supportive of the principle of Policy RED9 the Trust request that further flexibility is included
in the
policy wording to allow for other potential uses to the included on the site as part of the allocation. At
which would enable elderly patients to stay at out of hospital for as long possible and assisting with
capacity within the Hospital itself. A facility of this type would be linked to the hospital and would likely

Yes

share services and allow for easy transition between the two facilities.
6.4. This type of proposal being explored by the Trust may not be considered by RBBC to meet the uses
specified for this allocation and therefore further flexibility is required within the policy wording to allow
for
such uses and other potential future uses to be released on the site. The policy must be sufficiently
flexible to allow the Trust to adapt to the needs of the community over the entire plan period. The site
allocation under Policy RED9 should therefore be amended to include this use.
6.5. The table below sets out specific comments which the Trust have on the detailed wording of Policy
RED9: [table included in rep, replicated as best as possible below]
Requirement: Transport Assessment or Transport Statement in
accordance with Surrey County Council requirements
Comment: This would be required as part of any future planning
application
R: Traffic mitigation measures, where appropriate and
proportionate, to include measures to manage the impact

of additional traffic on surrounding roads
C: The Trust is committed to ensuring the Hospital campus is
accessible to users and that the proposals at the site do
not have a negative impact on the local road network
wherever possible
R: Comprehensive Travel Plan
C: This would be required as part of any future planning
application and would assist the Trust in encouraging the
use of sustainable modes of transport
R: Appropriate levels of car parking in line with adopted
parking standards
C: This would be required as part of any future planning
application. The aspirations of the Hospital are to
consolidate and increase efficiency of car parking at the
hospital
R: Improvements to public transport facilities and measures
to improve accessibility of routes / services as necessary
C: The Trust will wherever possible and reasonable improve
access to public transport. The Hospital campus does
already provide good accessibility to the local bus network
R: Upgrading and extension of pedestrian and cycle routes
as necessary
C: The Trust will wherever possible and reasonable retain
and improve access to the site via walking and cycling,
however the policy should be amended to state that
improvements would only be required to pedestrian and
cycle routes within the site.
R: Design and layout to achieve an appropriate transition to,
and relationship with, neighbouring residential and
countryside areas including appropriate height, massing
and siting of buildings and suitable consideration of
shared boundaries (including measures to reinforce
existing tree and hedgerow screening)
C: The Trust will seek to secure high quality design and
layout at the site in line with design policy in the DMP and
in line with the NPPF.
R: Measures to address and attenuate surface water

Yes

The Surrey & Sussex NHS Trust are a key stakeholder
in the local area providing healthcare services to
Reigate & Banstead and the surrounding area. The
East Surrey Hospital Campus is the subject of Policy
RED9 which the Trust have requested amendments
to. It is therefore essential that they are able to
represent the site and interests of the Trust as part of
any relevant examination hearings.

flooding risk and layout to ensure no development on
land within Flood Zones 2 and 3
C: As shown on the Environment Agency Flood Risk Map all
of the land identified in RED9 is within Flood Zone 1. In
line with national and local policy any proposed
development would not increase flood risk on site.
R: Inclusion of an appropriate open landscape buffer, and
public open space, to reinforce the distinctive identities of
Earlswood and South Earlswood and to respect a
minimum separation of some 500m between urban
edges.
C: There is a large area of land to the north of the ESH which
is proposed to remain in the Green Belt and will ensure the
separation of existing settlements and the ESH campus.
The addition of 500m within the policy wording is
unnecessarily prescriptive and does not appear to reflect
the actual separation between the ESH site and the Royal
Earlswood development to the north. This should be
removed.
R: Heritage assessment of existing buildings and areas to
identify features and other assets worthy of protection,
conservation and enhancement
C: This would be required as part of any future planning
application.
R: An ecological survey to be carried out to identify habitats
and species and provision to be made for appropriate
nature conservation measures and habitat
enhancements.
C: This would be required as part of any future planning
application.
R: The retention and adaption of the principal hospital
building with extensions that are well designed and
sympathetic to the character and style of the existing,
together with additional buildings that are subordinate in
scale for a range of hospital related uses to be in a
landscape setting and including:
Hospital and related medical uses
New medical uses including exemplar facilities
Public realm, open space and landscape features
The council will wish to be satisfied that the residential
uses will be occupied and retained for the sole purpose
of providing for medical and similar staff employed and/or
directly related to the hospital site.
C: The Trust are supportive of the hospital related uses set
out in Policy RED9. The first paragraph, however, is
considered set out prescriptive and onerous criteria for the
design of any new development prior to this being explored
in any detail. The result of this could be a restriction in the
future development that could be progressed by the Trust.
The policy should be amended so that the Trust have
flexibility at design stage which would be controlled by the
other development management policies in the DMP and
the NPPF.
In relation to the uses specified, as set out above, these
must provide sufficient flexibility to allow the aspirations of
the Trust and the future demands of the patients serviced
by the Hospital over the entire plan period. The Trust be
able to meet changing needs and adapt to the latest
requirements.
The following bullet point should be included in the
wording of the policy
A care or assisted living facility connected to the
Hospital.
R: Development will be in accordance with a comprehensive
masterplan and landscape framework to be prepared to
set out the proposed development of the site and in place
prior to the consideration of planning applications. This to
include details on type and nature of the medical uses,
phasing, provision and delivery of public open space,
public realm and movement and accessibility
considerations. These to be prepared as a
Supplementary Planning Document to ensure the proper planning and on-going functioning of the site.

C: The Trust object to the inclusion of a requirement to
produce an SPD as part of Policy RED9. This is
considered to be an onerous and unnecessary
requirement to place on the Trust and will result in
significant delay to the delivery of new or enhanced
services at the ESH. This matter is discussed further
below.
R: Future expansion of the Hospital should not preclude the
possible wider development opportunity option utilising
exiting open land to the east of East Surrey Hospital as
identified in policy MLS2 (Redhill Aerodrome
Safeguarded Land).
C: The Trust support the development of Redhill Aerodrome
Garden Community and the benefits this development will
provide for the ESH.
As discussed in Table 2, the Trust object to the inclusion of a requirement for the production of a

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) to secure details such as a masterplan and landscape
framework, phasing prior to the consideration of any planning application.
6.7. The need to provide a masterplan and landscape framework for the site to guide future
development and
ensure a joined up approach is supported by the Trust however this must allow for flexibility. The Trust
strive to deliver facilities and services at ESH to meet the changing needs and demands of its patients
and staff. The demand for services are not always in the control of the Trust and are influenced by a
huge
range of factors including Government policy, changing population trends and available funding.
6.8. The need to secure a masterplan and landscape framework via an SPD is considered unnecessarily
onerous and its production will result in significant delay to any development at the site and the
progression of any planning applications. This is contrary to the ambitions of the Trust who wish to
progress new developments as soon as possible which is also important due to the nature of the funding

of such projects.
6.9. The production of an SPD would result in significant delay during the production of the SPD which
would
at least require the following procedural steps:
Preparation and informal consultation
Consultation (up to 6 weeks)
Consideration of representations and completion of a final draft of SPD documents
Adoption
This process would also be solely in the control of the Council, giving the Trust certainty on timescales.
This would make securing funding or programming new development impossible. The potential impact
of
this are significant delays to any planning applications being secured at the Site, with the risk of ESH not
being able to continue to provide the high quality of service to the 545,359 patients it serves in the
region.
6.11. The masterplan and landscape framework for the ESH could be secured via the first planning
application
at the Site which would reduce any delays to the planning process for the Trust, whilst providing RBBC
with details of the longer terms

development of the Site. This would provide the Council with the details of
the proposed developments and how these could be accommodated on the site and this would be
controlled via the planning permission. The result would be the same level of detail and control for the
Council but would allow the Trust to progress with future development in a more timely fashion.
Other documents included:
Cultural Heritage desk based assessment
Development framework
Habitat plan
Transport and movement review
Landscape and visual baseline appraisal
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RED9
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RED9 East Surrey Hospital – This policy is not sound
There is no exceptional case for this institution to expand its footprint further into the Green Belt:
a Bereft of a masterplan, the hospital has already sprawled over this Green Belt site.
b Open areas (currently including golf facilities) should remain open (OSR1).
c Recent developments in hospital care have reduced in-patient stays and promote treatment
in the community, including out-patients, thereby reducing the need for hospitals to expand.
d Using its existing footprint, the Trust can remedy the lack of affordable housing for its staff.
e Rather than build over more of their Green Belt, the Trust should make better use of the
space it already occupies, including building above its many car parks.
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Don't Know
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Access, egress, traffic congestion, pollution. Development of ERM1, 2 & 3 will lead to gridlock on A25.
Combination of service traffic, land fill and commuter traffic with further residential traffic not
sustainable on existing network. Dangerous for pedestrians, cyclists and runners.
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Policy NHE9 has been disregarded in respect of indicative capacity plan for site ERM1. Annex 8. Page 74.
Proposal would destroy setting, views, character of heritage assets.
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In respect of site ERM1, 2 & 3 point 1A cannot be satisfied through additional development. Point 3b
cannot be satisfied due to additional generation of traffic etc.
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Proposals for site ERM1 will quite clearly not be able to satisfy policy DES2. Any development in
cost/viability terms will be compromised with satisfying leading to developer cutting corners!
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These should be read alongside our comments made during the Regulation 18 consultation
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ERM1

designated as ancient woodland. The central section was quarried and required to be fully reinstated. It
is an area of high biodiversity and should be restored to its former woodland habitat, not redeveloped
for housing.
This site, together with the site north of the A25 is a dominant in views from the North and South. The
section Ridge just to the east is being considered for addition to the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding
Beauty in Natural England’s boundary review.12
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ERM1

These should be read alongside our comments made during the Regulation 18 consultation

No

designated as ancient woodland. The central section was quarried and required to be fully reinstated. It
is an area of high biodiversity and should be restored to its former woodland habitat, not redeveloped
for housing.
This site, together with the site north of the A25 is a dominant in views from the North and South. The
section Ridge just to the east is being considered for addition to the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding
Beauty in Natural England’s boundary review.12
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ERM1

Yes
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By virtue of up-to-date information concerning the true scale of housing need in Reigate and Banstead
and the increased housing capacity identified by the Council including a significant increase in urban
capacity, it is clear that policy CS13 of the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan: Core Strategy is out of date.
6 The DMP presents a housing trajectory with inadequate detail for this stage of plan development.
7 Throughout these representations Berkeley has commented on the specifics of a number of policies
which have implications for Berkeley’s interest to developing Land at Hillsbrow (notably DES6, GTT1
and specific requirements of ERM1). The comments principally relate to specific wording which does
not award sufficient flexibility to facilitate sustainable development in line with National Policy Berkeley
has set clearly out suggested amendments for these policies in these representations. Furthermore, the
adopted Local Plan: Core Strategy housing requirement as adopted is
significantly less than objectively assessed housing need (OAN). The implications of continuing

There is a clear justification for the Council to plan
proactively to close the gap between the adopted Local Plan
housing requirement and housing
need, not least in the context of the latest household
projections (2014-based) and the
Government’s Standardised Methodology for Housing Need
and the scale of the uplift in
housing need it identifies for Reigate and Banstead by mid2019.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

to plan for the adopted housing requirement in light of the Governments proposed new
methodology (anticipated to come into force in Spring/Summer 2018), is further explored in
these representations. Housing Need
2.1 The purpose of the Regulation 19 DMP document is to explain in more detail how the
development principles and targets set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy (July 2014)
will be delivered. This section of the representation comments on the scale of growth set out in
the Local Plan: Core Strategy (July 2014) and considers the potential to deliver a quantum of
housing greater than the adopted housing requirement as a means to meet the acknowledged
OAN for the borough and future requirements emerging through the Governments Standardised
Methodology for Housing Need.
The Adopted Housing Requirement versus OAN
2.2 The Council’s current housing requirement was adopted under the Reigate and Banstead Local

Plan: Core Strategy at Policy CS13 ‘Housing Delivery’ which states that ‘‘The Council will plan
for delivery of at least 6,900 homes between 2012 and 2027, equating to an annual average
provision of 460 homes per year’’ (emphasis added).
2.3 The Local Plan Inspector’s report (31st January 2014) concluded that OAN in Reigate and
Banstead amounted to between 600 and 640 dwellings per annum (dpa), equating to a
total of 9,000-9,600 dwellings over the plan period to 2027. However, due to reasons
concerning development capacity (set out in more detail below) the Local Plan Inspector
concluded that it was appropriate to plan for just 6,900 homes in Reigate and Banstead to 2027.
The adopted Local Plan thus has a housing requirement that will result in unmet housing need.
No provision has been made for this unmet need to be accommodated in other districts within
the Housing Market Area (HMA) or beyond.
2.4 Further, an up-to-date assessment of OAN in Reigate and Banstead using the latest official data
will inevitably be substantially greater than this previously derived OAN figure. The DCLGproduced

household projections (released on the 12th July 2016) alone indicate annual
household growth of 839dpa between 2014 and 2027. Thus, even before market signals,
employment growth or affordable housing needs are taken into account, the starting point for
OAN has significantly increased in the period since the Local Plan: Core Strategy was examined
and adopted. The 2014-based official household projections alone are 82% greater than the
housing requirement figure in the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan Core Strategy. This implies
even greater levels of unmet need.
2.5 Furthermore, the impact of undersupplying housing by not delivering sufficient homes to meet
need is having a severe impact on Reigate and Banstead through worsening affordability. At the
time of the adoption of the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan: Core Strategy in 2014, the resident
based lower quartile affordability ratio (lower quartile wages of residents of the Borough
compared to lower quartile house prices) was 9.79, in just two years to 2016 this has markedly

increased to 11.26. The same pattern has occurred for workplace based earnings, whereby the
affordability of lower quartile housing in Reigate and Banstead relative to lower quartile wages
of workers in the Borough has increased from 10.68 in 2014 to 11.85 in 2016.
The Standardised Methodology for Housing Need
2.6 On 14th September 2017, the Government published its proposed standardised methodology for
assessing housing needs for consultation. If adopted in its current format and in line with the
Government’s expected timescales, it is likely that this will be implemented in Spring/Summer
this year. Under this methodology, Reigate and Banstead would have a housing need of c.
644dpa. This figure neatly aligns with the upper end of the housing need identified in the Local
Plan Inspector’s report (see above) This number can also be expected to quickly increase. The Reigate
and Banstead Local Plan:
Core Strategy (July 2014) has now been adopted for 3 years and 7 months, meaning that as of
July 2019 the cap in the methodology

restricting the housing figure for LPAs with local plans
less than five years old will fall away.
2.8 Come 1 July 2019, using the Government’s methodology the Council would be subject to
significantly higher housing need of 1,177 dwellings per annum (dpa). The 1,177 figure is
based on the current household projection, which is higher than the existing figure (841
compared to 460), and the application of a 40% cap above 841 which would be 1,177 dpa.
Calculation
2.9 Under this methodology, the housing need for a local authority area would be worked out based
on:
1 Starting with the household projections, taking the annual average over ten years (201626);
a For Reigate and Banstead, the household projection figure is 841 per annum;
2 Applying an uplift based on the median workplace-based affordability ratio in the area;
a For every 1 per cent increase in the ratio of house prices to earnings above 4.0, a
quarter of a per cent increase in need above projected household growth;
b For Reigate and Banstead, the median

workplace-based affordability ratio in 2016 is
11.5, which is 7.5 above the threshold (4.0);
c As per the formula set out at para 21 of the consultation document the uplift would be
46.8%;
d This would give a figure of 1,235 dwellings per annum.
3 Having established this figure, the local authority should then test this against the relevant
cap. The cap is 40% above the adopted Local Plan target where a local authority has an up todate (i.e. adopted within the last five years) (as is the case in Reigate and Banstead, but
only until July 2019) or 40% above the household projections;
a Reigate and Banstead has a Local Plan adopted in July 2014, hence is subject to the
capping criteria until July 2019 only set out in para 25) a) of the consultation
document;
b This means “for those authorities that have adopted their local plan in the last five
years, we propose that their new annual local housing need figure should be capped
at 40 per cent above the annual requirement figure currently set out in their local
plan”;
c Reigate and Banstead would currently be subject to a cap which is 40% above the
adopted Local Plan requirement;

d 40% above the adopted Local Plan requirement (460) would give a figure of 644
dwellings per annum.
e 40% above the household projections for Reigate and Banstead of 841 per annum
amounts to 1,177 dwellings per annum.
2.10 This would provide a housing requirement over the ten year period 2016 to 2026 in the
methodology of 11,770 as opposed to 4,600 over the same period using the adopted Core
Strategy requirement. Identified Capacity
2.11 As set out above, the Local Plan: Core Strategy Inspector concluded that a significantly lower
housing requirement than OAN was appropriate at 6,900 dwellings. The justification for this
was due to a number of perceived capacity constraints considered in the examination of the
Local Plan: Core Strategy. These were addressed in the Local Plan Inspector’s report (31st
January 2014) who identified the following factors at that time:
1 The total estimated urban capacity is 5,795 dwellings (paragraph 38);

2 Non Green Belt land surrounding Horley is constrained by Flood Zones 2 and 3 and some
areas are impacted by noise from the nearby Gatwick airport. Concerns were also raised
about market absorption. As such, development there was constrained to 200 units as
agreed by the Inspector (paragraph 45).
3 Areas of search in the Green Belt yielded just two locations which did not undermine the
aim and purposes of the Green Belt, East of Redhill/Merstham and South/South West
Reigate. It was concluded that the release of medium sized sites of 500-700 units in each
location would still fulfil the Green Belt purposes (paragraph 53).
2.12 In summary, examination of the Core Strategy assumed that all the urban SHLAA sites would
yield the anticipated 4,610 dwellings, with no allowance for non-implementation or slippage. On
this point, the Inspector was concerned that ‘‘whilst it is reasonable to assume that the majority
of SHLAA sites will be developed as planned, the evidence suggested that should wound not’’

(paragraph 33). It was concluded by the Inspector that, with the urban land supply unlikely to
provide more than 5,800 dwellings, at best, the Borough could not meet its full OAN.
2.13 The identified capacity within the DMP document differs from that identified in the Local Plan
Core Strategy and the Inspector’s report, notably that to date more urban capacity has been
identified than anticipated when the Core Strategy housing requirement was set. The current
state of play with regards to the housing capacity for Reigate and Banstead, including potential
allocations, is included in the Council’s identified Housing Trajectory (see annex 7 of the DMP
consultation document). These are summarised in Table 2.1 below for reference. Table 2.1 Current
capacity and identified potential allocations in the Reigate and Banstead DMP Regulation 19
Consultation
document (January 2018). Position as at March 2017 The DMP document makes it clear that the
identified urban capacity of Reigate and Banstead
had increased since the Local Plan Inspector’s findings in January 2014 from 5,795 to 6,898 (or

an additional 1,103 units of supply). This represents a further increase from that identified in the
Regulation 18 DMP consultation document (6,257, an additional 462 units of supply).
Delivering in excess of the adopted Housing Requirement
2.15 There are three factors to be addressed in terms of the proposals for DMP’s policy approach in
light of the increased housing need and higher level of development capacity identified:
1 By virtue of up-to-date information concerning current substantially higher levels of OAN
(i.e. the official household projections and government’s proposed standard housing
methodology, see above) and the increased total identified housing capacity of 7,622,
including a significant increase in identified urban capacity (see table 2.1 above). It is clear
that Policy CS13 of the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan: Core Strategy is out of date, as
both of these factors represent material changes in circumstances.
Had both of these sources of information been available at the time, it is inconceivable that

the housing requirement figure in the Core Strategy would not have been increased to a
figure at least equivalent to the urban capacity plus the allowance for release of suitable
land from the Green Belt in the locations identified. It follows that the DMP document
must not be wedded to a housing requirement figure as per the adopted Local Plan: Core
Strategy if that policy has become out of date. The DMP provides an opportunity to address
these changes in circumstance and be sound against the provisions of the NPPF.
2 The need, in light of the evidence, to deliver in excess of the adopted housing requirement is
consistent with the adopted Local Plan: Core Strategy insofar as it is clear from the wording
of policy CS13 which states that at least 6,900 homes will be delivered. Furthermore, the
below extract from the Local Plan Inspector’s report (paragraph 69) confirms that the
delivery of an average of 460 dwellings per annum is to be treated as a minimum with every effort made
to deliver more homes, both within the urban areas but also by maximising the

potential of the Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs).
“However, the existence of an unmet housing need means that the Council should not be
complacent. The Framework (paragraph 17) encourages every effort to be made to meet
the housing (and other) needs of an area. Consequently all opportunities should be taken
to increase housing delivery from within the urban areas above that currently envisaged,
where consistent with the overall strategy, and to maximise provision from the identified
SUEs. The Council should also collaborate urgently with neighbouring local planning
authorities to establish whether its unmet need can be met across the wider housing
market areas, as required by paragraph 179 of the Framework. (Our emphasis)
3 To date, none of the other Local Authorities within the East Surrey Housing Market Area
(HMA) has identified that they can accommodate any of Reigate and Banstead’s existing
unmet housing needs. As such, in accordance with the Local Plan Inspector’s findings (as
above), all opportunities to maximise

housing delivery within Reigate and Banstead need to
be pursued. The 460 dwellings per annum figure is not a cap and every effort needs to be
made to meet OAN within the administrative boundaries of Reigate and Banstead. Summary
2.16 It is clear that there have been material changes in circumstance since the Inspector assessed
the housing policies within the Local Plan: Core Strategy (relating to housing need but also
identified housing capacity). This signals that the DMP should not be wedded to a housing
requirement policy which must now be considered to be out of date. More supply for housing
has been identified which means the capacity cap of 460 dpa which informed the housing
requirement is no longer appropriate. Furthermore, the impacts of not planning to meet
housing need since the adoption of the Local Plan: Core Strategy in 2014 has already been borne
out in ever increasing affordability ratios. There is a clear justification for the Council to plan
proactively to close the gap between the

adopted Local Plan housing requirement and housing
need, not least in the context of the latest household projections (2014-based) and the
Government’s Standardised Methodology for Housing Need and the scale of the uplift in
housing need it identifies for Reigate and Banstead by mid-2019.
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ERM1

There is a parcel assessment in the folder Green Belt
4.1 This Section briefly reviews the Council’s Evidence base as relevant to Land at Hillsbrow.
Although the representations support the Council’s decision to release the Hillsbrow site from
the Green Belt for development as a priority over the other three East of Redhill Sites, the below
sets out the reasons for disputing the Council’s conclusion to delay the release of the site for
development with effectively a ‘reserve site’ status.
4.2 Berkeley consider there to be a clear case for full release of the site now in the context of clear
housing need for the borough and the uplift in delivery needed to meet levels of housing need
following the publication of the Government’s new standard methodology.
Reigate and Banstead Evidence Base
4.3 The Reigate and Banstead Green Belt Review (October 2017) comprises the evidence base for
the current DMP consultation document. The study builds on the Council’s previous review of

its Green Belt published as evidence base in June 2016. The purpose of both studies was to
review land around the edge of the existing built-up area in the identified areas of search for
SUEs as stated in the Borough’s Core Strategy in order to assess the extent to which that land
contributes to the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt and provide evidence to identify
where revised boundaries could be drawn in order to ensure permanence and longevity of the
Green Belt.
4.4 Both reviews address the specific aims set out in Policy CS3 by:
Purposes;
features;

4.5 The most recent evidence base (October 2017) additionally considers whether there are

4.13 Berkeley has demonstrated, through its re-assessment
of parcel EMR1 in relation to the site’s
relative performance against the five purposes of the Green
Belt, that amending some scores to
‘lower importance’ would better describe known features of
the site. This would give the site an
overall score of ‘4’ - the lowest priority for protection.
4.14 The Council’s assessment concludes exceptional
circumstances exist for releasing land from the
Green Belt for SUEs, including site ERM1 and the evidence
document presents no justification
for why development should be stalled at the SUE sites.
Therefore, given the context of the
Borough’s extensive unmet need, the approach to delay
development is therefore not sound in
the Context of NPPF, particularly paragraph 47, which
requires LPAs to ‘‘boost significantly the
supply of housing’’, including through ‘‘using their evidence
base to ensure that their Local Plan
meets the full Objectively Assessed Needs’’.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

exceptional circumstances for altering Green Belt Boundaries on the back of the
recommendations made in the report and other evidence base documents.
Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill
Green Belt Purposes
4.6 The Reigate and Banstead Green Belt Review Appendix 1: Parcel Assessments shows the
individual assessments against Green Belt purposes undertaken for sites ERM1-ERM5. The
outcome of this assessment is that site ERM1 has a relatively low overall priority for protection,
scoring ‘3’ (4 equating to the lowest and 1 the highest). In particular, the land parcel is identified
as having strong, defensible boundaries meaning that its development would have a limited
impact on urban sprawl. Based on the Council’s own evidence, of the five purposes of Green Belt
set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF, ERM1 performed as follows.
1 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas: ‘lower importance to Green
Belt’

2 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another: ‘moderate importance to
Green Belt’ 3 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: ‘moderate importance to
Green Belt’
4 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns: ‘lower importance to
Green Belt’
5 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land: ‘lower importance to Green Belt’
4.7 However, it should be noted that the extent of the land parcel assessed in ERM1 as part of the
Green Belt Review (as included in Appendix 1) is such that different areas of this land parcel
could themselves perform differently in Green Belt terms. This is of relevance to Lichfields’
review of the Green Belt document.
4.8 Further, there are two principle concerns around the approach to the Green Belt review in
respect of Green Belt purpose 2 (prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another)
and 3 (safeguarding the countryside from encroachment). Berkeley raised these concerns at the

previous stage of consultation in its representations to Regulation 18 DMP and is disappointed
that the Council has not re-visited its assessment of these purposes. In fact, the assessments at
Annex 1 of both evidence base documents are identical.
4.9 Berkeley therefore maintains that the following two concerns mean the Green Belt review has
over-estimated the scale of importance of the ERM1 site to the Green Belt:
1 The NPPF identifies that one of the purposes of the Green Belt is to prevent the merging of
neighbouring towns. The Council has considered this purpose correctly. The Green Belt
Review draws its conclusion that ERM1 is of ‘moderate importance’ because any
development of ERM1 would reduce the gap between the settlements of Redhill and
Nutfield/South Nutfield from 1.85km to 1.45km. There are two problems with this analysis:
a Nutfield/South Nutfield is not a town but a village. Green Belt policy is intended to
relate to ‘towns’ not small settlements. This purpose does not apply in this instance.
b Furthermore, a simple straight line measurement is too crude a method of

assessment.
Development on this site would sit within a wooded landscape framework which clearly
prevents coalescence even were such a factor to relate to small scale settlements.
The approach of the Council’s Green Belt review is not consistent with PAS Guidance on
Green Belt1 which states, in respect of this purpose that:
“Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlements near to
towns, but this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be different for each case. A
‘scale rule’ approach should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not really
determined just by the distance to another settlement; the character of the place and of the
land in between must be taken into account. Landscape character assessment is a useful
analytical tool for use in undertaking this type of assessment.”
In light of the above, there is no justification for concluding that the ERM1 site is of
‘moderate importance’ to this Green Belt purpose. It can only be scored as being of ‘lower
importance to Green Belt’.

2 With regards to the Green Belt purpose of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment, similar problems arise. The Council’s Green Belt Review notes that the
following. “The openness of the parcel is not particularly appreciable externally at a local or
landscape scale due to the density of woodland cover and overall visual strength of the
boundaries. The topography of the site is such that it is a constraint to any encroachment
as it would physically contain the development and somewhat distinguishes the parcel
from the surrounding countryside”.
The northern part of the site is not unduly constrained by topography and is enclosed by
dense woodland, both of which help avoid visual encroachment. Furthermore, Berkeley
intends to retain and enhance the Ancient Woodland and other significant woodland on site
as a landscape framework that would be reflected by any Green Belt boundary amendment
in the event of the release of the site; as such the dense woodland cover of the site could

continue to be maintained. A scheme which is framed by woodland could not accommodate
further extensions, therefore it cannot be concluded that this self-contained parcel would
encroach on the countryside to any significant degree. There is an inevitable limit to
development in this location, which would not give rise to concerns that it opens the door
for further encroachment into the countryside.
As such the ‘moderate importance’ to Green Belt purpose is similarly not justified. It should
also be scored as being of ‘lower importance to Green Belt’ for site ERM1.
4.10 If the performance of ERM1 against purposes 2 and 3 were downgraded to being of ‘lower
importance’ to reflect the above factors, then ERM1 would be the best scoring of the assessed
sites for development at East Redhill and East Merstham within regards to Green Belt purposes.
This would give the site an overall score of ‘4’ - the lowest priority for protection.
Exceptional Circumstances for Altering the Green Belt

4.11 Building on the Sustainable Urban Extensions Stage 2 Technical Report which recommends that
parcels, including EMR1, be considered for allocation as SUEs, Part 4 of the Green Belt Review
considers the use of the phrase ‘exceptional circumstances’ as this appears in national planning
policy and applies to recommending alterations to the Metropolitan Green Belt in Reigate &
Banstead Borough. The following conclusions are drawn:
1 ‘‘There is an overriding need for development’’ – As set out at section 2.0 of these
representations, the Council is planning for a significantly lower housing target of 460dpa
compared to the OAN of 600-640 dwellings. The Green Belt Review recognises this and
references the 2016 SHLAA Addendum, which identifies a shortfall of 631 housing units for
the remaining plan period (April 2021 – March 2027). The SHLAA addendum then
identified that the broad locations proposed for urban extensions could accommodate a
total of 1,018 dwellings. It follows that the Green Belt review concludes:

‘‘Consequently, it can be said that there is an overriding need for housing development in
the borough, and for some of this development to take place outside the urban area. There
is an overriding need to identify land suitable for urban extensions providing at least 631
new dwellings, and preferably somewhat more than that to account for expected
developments or anticipated windfalls not materialising. This means it is possible that
there are exceptional circumstances for altering the Green Belt if the other criteria are
met.’’ (Emphasis added)
Berkeley support this conclusion, particularly the clear reference to 631 as a ‘minimum’
figure given that our assessment at Section 2.0 of these representations, identifies the
Borough’s OAN is due to increase to 1,177 as of July 2019.
2 ‘‘The development can possibly be accommodated on land outside the Green
Belt; however Development partially within the Green Belt would be a significantly more sustainable
option than development wholly outside the
Green Belt’’ – Although it would be

theoretically possible to accommodate development
on land outside the Green Belt around Horley, after assessment, only 4 of the 17 parcels
were found to be potentially appropriate for sustainable housing development – parcels
NWH1, NWH2, SEH1, and SEH4. The remaining parcels were found to have severe
constraints. In comparison, an assessment of possible SUE sites within the Green Belt
identified 9/14 sustainable locations for housing development, including ERM1:
‘‘The proposed sites for allocation are close to existing settlements and road access, and
the Strategic Highway Assessment has found that their development would not unduly
burden the transport capacity of the borough… The sites near Redhill are particularly
close to the town centre, and should be accessible through sustainable modes of transport.
The sites are all sequentially preferable in terms of reducing flood risk. Some mitigation
measures may be needed to deal with impacts on biodiversity, landscape, or air quality

and noise pollution, but the same or greater levels of mitigation would be required on the
remaining sites within the Rural Surrounds of Horley to make them fit for development.’’
Berkeley support the conclusion that EMR1 provides a sustainable site for development
now (this is expanded upon in Section 4.0 below) and provides justification for why the
Council should not delay releasing the site for development.
3 ‘‘The proposed removal would not seriously conflict with the purposes or
integrity of the Green Belt’’- this conclusion follows parcel assessment of site ERM1
(see paragraphs 4.8 – 4.11 above), as well as assessments of sites ERM2 -5, SSW6, 7 and 9.
Berkeley supports this overall conclusion, notwithstanding the comments set out above.
4.12 Overall, the Council conclude (para 6.32) that ‘‘there are exceptional circumstances for
removing land from the Green Belt for the recommended urban extensions’’. This
includes for Berkley’s site at ERM1 which the review determines to be sustainable site for

development now.
Summary
4.13 Berkeley has demonstrated, through its re-assessment of parcel EMR1 in relation to the site’s
relative performance against the five purposes of the Green Belt, that amending some scores to
‘lower importance’ would better describe known features of the site. This would give the site an
overall score of ‘4’ - the lowest priority for protection.
4.14 The Council’s assessment concludes exceptional circumstances exist for releasing land from the
Green Belt for SUEs, including site ERM1 and the evidence document presents no justification
for why development should be stalled at the SUE sites. Therefore, given the context of the
Borough’s extensive unmet need, the approach to delay development is therefore not sound in
the Context of NPPF, particularly paragraph 47, which requires LPAs to ‘‘boost significantly the
supply of housing’’, including through ‘‘using their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan
meets the full Objectively Assessed Needs’’.
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ERM1

The Benefits of ERM1 - Land at Hillsbrow
6 Compared to the assessed sites for development at East Redhill and East Merstham, ERM1
(Land at Hillsbrow) performs the best with regards to Green Belt purposes, when the
realistic and proposed developable area of the site is considered correctly against the Green
Belt purposes as defined by the NPPF. Based on Lichfields’ review of the evidence, the
Council’s assessment of the site as being of ‘moderate importance’ in terms of preventing
the merging of neighbouring towns, and of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment should be adjusted to ‘lower importance’.
7 The 2017 SA clearly identifies land at Hillsbrow to offer a sustainable site for housing
development of approximately 150 dwellings. There are no ‘showstopper’ constraints to the
development of this site that cannot be overcome. Berkeley has clearly set out how the
design and infrastructure needs set out by the Council should be considered and can be
accommodated and mitigation provided on-site. In this context, site ERM1 is one of the
best performing options for development at East Redhill and East Merstham; the

Council
clearly recognise this by resolving to prioritise the site identified through the phasing at
MLS1. In the context of points 1-4 above, the site should be allocated and released for
development now.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.
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Ecology assessment and landscape assessment and illustrative masterplan in folder.

Yes

No

Yes

Although the allocation of Land at Hillsbrow in Policy ERM1 is welcomed, as currently drafted the policy
it is not positively prepared and therefore is unsound without modification. ERM1 sets out eight
infrastructure requirements. Although it would be acceptable to provide a contribution to these
requirements, the wording within ERM1 should include greater flexibility with regards to contributions
to offsite infrastructure given the proximity of ERM1 to adjacent sites ERM2 and 3. Furthermore, Policy
MLS1 introduces phasing of the SUEs which, if maintained, adds uncertainty regarding when the sites
will be delivered and what future infrastructure requirements in the Borough would be. The emerging
masterplan demonstrates that the site can provide approximately 150 homes, in a mix compliant with
Policy DES4 (Housing Mix) rather than the 100 homes currently drafted in draft Policy ERM1. In the
context of the significant pent up housing need in the Borough, there is no0 justification for limited the
development potential of the site. Furthermore, to ensure the development at Hillsbrow provides an
appropriate level of provision

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

See Table 6.3 of the report ‘Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill:
Representations to Reigate and Banstead Regulation 19
Development Management Plan’ for a full mark-up the
changes required to the policy to make it sound.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

See below

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

of extra care units that is based on local need at the time of development, Berkeley considers Policy
ERM1 should not be so prescriptive (given this level of detail is not included at Policy DES4).
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Yes

No

Yes

Compared to other SUEs at East Redhill and East Merstham, ERM1 (Land at Hillsbrow) performs the
best with regards to Green Belt purposes. The 2017 SA clearly identifies land at Hillsbrow to offer a
sustainable site for housing development of approximately 150 dwellings. There are no ‘showstopper’
constraints to the development of this site that cannot be overcome. Planning Benefits of Developing
Land at
Hillsbrow
5.1 In line with paragraphs 84-85 of the NPPF, it is also of relevance to the assessment of the
relative performance of these sites to consider their sustainability. Paragraph 84 establishes that
the contribution land makes to Green Belt purposes is only part of the wider consideration of the
broader social, economic and environmental roles of sustainability in determining whether or
not, and how, to release land from the Green Belt. Paragraph 84 confirms that there is therefore
a balance to be struck between the consequences of protecting those areas that have importance
to the function and purposes of the Green Belt compared to releasing land that

achieves
sustainable development that meets objectively assessed needs.
5.2 The Section briefly reviews the Council’s evidence base and sets out the strong sustainability
credentials of the site as a location for strategic scale housing development; the site presents a
clear opportunity for significant number of new homes which will help to meet the acute
housing needs that exist within the Borough.
Reigate and Banstead Evidence Base – Sustainability Appraisal
(October 2017)
5.3 Policy CS6 of the Local Plan: Core Strategy states that development sites will be allocated in the
DMP “…taking account of sustainability considerations including environmental and amenity
value, localised constraints and opportunities, the need to secure appropriate
infrastructure/service provision, and the policies within this Core Strategy.”
5.4 A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was produced for the Regulation 18 document, following this
consultation; a new scoping report was produced to evaluate the environmental, economic, and

social issues in the Borough. This scoping report informed the production of a further SA
(October 2017) as supporting evidence for the current Regulation 19 consultation. The current
SA includes an evaluation of the proposed objectives and policies of the DMP and the potential
site allocations in a number of areas (including some alternative options that were not evaluated
at Regulation 18 stage).
Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill
5.5 The October 2017 SA assesses Land at Hillsbrow in relation to the sustainability objectives at
page 122 (see Appendix 2 of these representations).
5.6 The site is identified to have a capacity of 113 - 226 dwellings and scores relatively highly across
the sustainability benefits in the SA; the site is identified to have an expected, overall positive
impact on half of the criteria, including a very positive impact on objectives to reduce flood risk
(objective 1), adapt to climate change (objective 10) and provide sufficient housing to enable
people to live in an affordable home suitable to their needs (objective 11)

. The site is assessed to
have a likely neutral impact on four criteria. Berkeley supports these assessments and the
following assessment made in relation to the site:
‘‘… The site is not located within a flood zone. The site is close to the town centre and
employment area, with access to public transport. The site would potentially open up access to
the Urban Open Land contained within its boundaries, improving public health and access to
recreation.’’ (2017 SA, page 122)
5.7 However, the SA also identifies an expected negative impact on objectives 14 and 16 and expects
a ‘very’ negative impact on objective 15, with the following justifications 1 Objective 14: To ensure air
quality continues to improve and noise and light pollution are
reduced -‘‘ the site is close to a major road and a landfill site, leading to potential air and
noise pollution issues’’
2 Objective 16 to conserve and enhance biodiversity – ‘‘The site contains some area of

ancient woodland, and generally contains dense woodland, as well as being adjacent to
an SNCI’’
3 Objective 15, to protect and enhance landscape character (very negative) – ‘‘The site is also
elevated and near the AGLV, meaning it may have a particularly strong landscape
character impact’’
5.8 The below sets out how these issues can be overcome or have been misinterpreted for the site.
Pollution
5.9 The 2017 SA identifies the site to have an expected very positive impact on ability to adapt to the
changing climate (objective 10) as well as a positive impact on objective 4, to reduce the need to
travel and encourage sustainable transport options. It therefore appears these three assessments
are at odds with an expected negative impact on air quality. Until such a time as a detailed
masterplan for the site is complete, the associated design and mitigation are unknown. There is
no evidence therefore to suggest that development of this site would be subject to pollution
issues’.

5.10 For example, development could be facilitated with ancient and other woodland retained on the
site which will provide natural buffers to noise, air and light pollution. The lighting design for
the scheme would be sympathetic to the surrounding environment. Further mitigation could be
provided within the development scheme where required to ensure the development of the site
provides no less than neutral impact.
Biodiversity
5.11 On 7 April 2017, Derek Finne Associates (Ecologists) provided a note to Berkeley in response to
concerns raised by some representors relating to the potential impacts of the possible
development at Hillsbrow (See Appendix 3). Berkeley is committed to achieving net biodiversity
gain on all of its sites and the note specifically relates to the potential impacts upon the areas of
Ancient woodland around the edge of the proposed development area, as well as the overall
impact upon wildlife that may be present within and around, the site as a whole. The note
confirmed the following:

1 Within the initial proposals for Hillsbrow, the connectivity between the Ancient woodland
and surrounding woodland blocks and hedgerows would be maintained and re-enforced
wherever possible. A 15m buffer zone around the edge of the Ancient woodland would be
incorporated into the design from the onset, whilst the lighting design for the scheme would
be sympathetic to the surrounding environment. Hence, there would appear to be no
residual impacts upon the ancient woodland as a result of any future development.
2 The woodlands within Hillsbrow are currently used for a range of outdoor recreational
activities, and as such, both areas of woodland have been subject to a high level of human
disturbance in recent years, greatly reducing the value of the woodland resource. The soils
and associated ground flora have therefore been subject to extensive erosion. Bracken,
which can be highly invasive, is also becoming dominant in several places. The reduction in

ecological value of the woodland blocks is exacerbated by the lack of any positive
management within the woodland. It follows that the proposed development of the site is
likely to lead to a reduction in the level and extent of recreational use within the Ancient
woodland and it would be possible to introduce a sympathetic management regime, leading to a
sustainable increase in the biodiversity value, by allowing the ground flora to naturally
regenerate, encouraging tree regeneration leading to an increase in the structural diversity,
as well as reducing the amount of human disturbance. Hence, there is likely to be a long
term positive impact from the development.
3 In terms of Green Infrastructure, referring to site ERM1, the DMP consultation document
(para. 4.6.38) recognises that: ‘‘There is scope for development to improve green
infrastructure linkages with the surrounding countryside and secure enhanced
management of the ancient woodland areas.’’ Berkeley supports this recognition that
there is potential for such a contribution to provide mitigation if it is considered to be
required.

5.12 The scheme could therefore provide justified additional mitigation as is necessary to ensure
development of the site provides no less than neutral impact, as well as potential positive impact
in the longer term. Landscape
5.13 A Landscape and Visual Assessment – Baseline report (July 2014) has been undertaken for
Berkeley for this site and previously submitted to the Council. The assessment concludes that
the land to the north of the site is located on gently sloping ground and is adjacent to the
settlement edge of Redhill. Views are largely screened by existing vegetation and any views from
the Surrey Hills AONB are seen within the context of Redhill and the M25 motorway.
Development within this area of the site would not change the character of the view
significantly. The area is also well contained by woodland and performs fewer of the Green Belt
functions. Furthermore, the small area of semi-mature woodland has some capacity for
development. The area is highly enclosed with views limited to a short section of Nutfield Road
(immediately to the north of the area).
5.14 In addition to the July 2014 baseline

report, HDA provided an update note to consider the
representations made in respect of the DMP Reg 18 consultation (see Appendix 4), based on
further visual assessment, in the field, carried out in March 2017. The assessment confirms the
site is well-contained by the existing woodland structure and that there are no extensive or open
views of the proposed development area. This is evidenced in the illustrative masterplan, see
Appendix 5. The proposed development would retain the existing woodland around and within
the site and extend the town in a similar manner to the current settlement pattern. Overall, it is
clear that the proposed development of the site would not detract from the general character of
the wider landscape or materially affect the character of the Greensand Hills ridgeline.
5.15 Any proposals will consider the rural character of the area and the sensitivity of the surrounding
mature woodland. Development of the site would therefore have an overall neutral impact on
landscape and the assessment should be amended to reflect this.

Summary
5.16 The above assessment demonstrates that those sustainability objectives assessed to have
expected negative impact have been either misapplied or can be mitigated; there are no
‘showstopper’ constraints to the development of this site that cannot be overcome and the
design and infrastructure needs set out by the Council can be accommodated and mitigation
provided on-site.
5.17 It follows that site ERM1 is the best scoring assessed site for development at East Redhill and
East Merstham with development causing the least harm to the Green Belt purposes. In all
other respects it represents a suitable site for development and is sustainable development in line with
the NPPF. The Council’s Stage 2 SUE Technical Report2 presents a clear summary of
how the Sustainability Appraisal has assessed ERM1:
‘‘Overall the site is suitable for housing development, with limited constraints if woodland
areas are excluded. The site has a number of benefits including proximity to Redhill town

centre, low flood risk, etc., however further work is needed on assessing access and traffic
issues that are likely to be exacerbated by development on the site.’’
5.18 Therefore, in the context of insufficient land in the Borough to meet the full housing need, there
is no reason to delay development of the site as it clearly represents sustainable development in
accordance with the tilted balance in the first limb to paragraph 14 of the NPPF.
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CONT Box 2: Draft Policy Review
Draft Policy ERM1
6.1 In this section, Berkeley provide specific comment on the requirements of Draft Policy ERM1
(Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill) which allocates Berkeley’s site as a Sustainable Urban Extension for
residential development, but, as it is linked to MLS1, the site would only be released for
development when the Borough can no longer demonstrate a 5YHLS as part of its annual
monitoring. For clarity, Berkeley has provided amended Policy Text at the end of this section to
reflect its comments.
Identified Constraints
6.2 Firstly, in continuum to the assessment above, explanatory text identifies ‘Topography’,
‘Woodland’ and ‘Contamination’ as possible constraints to developing the site, Berkeley set out
below how these issues are either not relevant to the site boundary or can be overcome:
Topography
6.3 Explanatory text at paragraph 3.6.38 identifies there ‘‘to be a steep slope on the southern part of
the parcel which means these areas are unsuitable for development’’. Berkeley considers this

point relates to areas of the wider site and not the land within the allocation. The land at the
north of the site is on gently sloping ground adjacent to the settlement edge of Redhill and
would not be unduly impacted by topography. The Council’s identified constraint does therefore
not represent a limitation to delivering sustainable development and so should be removed.
Woodland
6.4 Explanatory text at paragraph 4.6.39 refers to the areas of ancient and other woodland which
limit development potential and require protection as well as there being ‘‘ high visibility of
wooded slopes and the paddock to the south of the site within long distance views, particularly
from the south’’. As above, this constraint refers to the wider site which is not the land within the
allocation. The point is relevant to the rationale for not allocating additional land in this location
but does not relate to the constraints of the site itself. More generally, Berkeley has set out

above, that the ancient woodland does not represent a restraint to developing the site, within the
initial proposals for Hillsbrow, the connectivity between the Ancient woodland and surrounding
woodland blocks and hedgerows would be maintained and re-enforced wherever possible. The
proposed masterplan incorporates a 15m buffer zone between the ancient woodland compliant
with Draft Policy NHE3 (Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural habitats).
Contamination
6.5 The text identifies there may be possible localised land contamination owing to historic uses on
the site. Berkeley’s own work on the site has not revealed any records of potentially
contaminative uses previously on the site. An isolated pocket of contamination has been
identified within the site but that this can easily be mitigated and therefore contamination does
not present a constraint to the development of the site. Although the 2017 SA makes the
assessment that development of the site is expected to have a positive impact on reducing land

Reflecting Berkeley’s assessment of Draft Policy ERM1 above,
it is considered that the following
amends should be made to ERM1 to ensure the policy is
sound in the context of National Policy
(para. 182). Strikethrough demonstrates to a proposed
deletion and bold, underlined a proposed
insertion. THIS IS TABLE 6.3.

Yes

Yes

Berkeley Strategic Land Limited (Berkeley) is the
promoter behind the proposed allocation Land at
Hillsbrow (Policy ERM1). Therefore, it is essential that
Berkeley is able to appear at the Examination to put
forward evidence on the delivery of their site.

contamination and safeguarding soil quality and quantity (2017 SA Objective 13); in respect of
contamination, there are no records of contaminative uses previously operating on this site. Design,
Mitigation and Infrastructure
6.6 The DMP consultation document also sets out six design approaches and mitigation
requirements for site ERM1. Table 6.1 below sets out how the scheme can accommodate these
requirements and evidences that there are no fundamental ‘show stoppers’ to development on
this site.
Table 6.1 Meeting Design requirements of Draft Policy ERM1 ERM1 also sets out eight infrastructure
requirements. The assessment at Table 6.2 indicates that
Berkeley is agreeable to providing a contribution to these requirements. However, the wording
within ERM1 should include greater flexibility with regards to contributions to offsite
infrastructure given the proximity of ERM1 to adjacent sites ERM2 and 3. Furthermore, the
proposed phasing of the SUEs add uncertainty regarding when the sites will be delivered and as

well as future infrastructure requirements in the Borough which could be subject to change. The
proposed amendments to Policy ERM1 set out below introduce this element of flexibility into
draft policy ERM1; this will enhance delivery of a sustainable scheme for the site. Table 6.2 Meeting
Infrastructure requirements of Draft Policy ERM1 Residential Allocation
6.8 Berkeley will provide a comprehensive masterplan for the development of Land at Hillsbrow to
be submitted with the application for the site which will accommodate a number of these
requirements.
6.9 The emerging masterplan demonstrates that the site can provide approximately 150 homes, in a
mix compliant with Policy DES4 (Housing Mix) rather than the 100 homes currently drafted in
draft Policy ERM1. The 2017 SA assessment supports this higher provision on the site and
identifies that ‘‘the site is identified to have a capacity of 113 - 226 dwellings’’. The Local Plan
Inspector was also clear that, every effort needs to be made to develop SUEs to optimise their

capacity to make best use of land and maximise their housing provision:
‘‘The existence of an unmet housing need means that the Council should not be complacent. The
Framework (paragraph 17) encourages every effort to be made to meet the housing (and
other) needs of an area. Consequently all opportunities should be taken to increase housing
delivery from within the urban areas above that currently envisaged, where consistent with
the overall strategy, and to maximise provision from the identified SUEs.’’ (paragraph 69,
Inspector’s report).
6.10 Berkeley therefore request the policy is amended to reflect the sites opportunity to deliver a
higher number of homes. As drafted, ERM1 also requires provision of 25 units of retirement
accommodation for older
people. The needs for older people could capture both private and affordable needs and
therefore if retirement accommodation for older people were delivered within the definition of
affordable housing, it should contribute to affordable provision on the site. Berkeley is

supportive of providing a suitable mix of new homes that meets local needs for extra care
provision. However, Draft DES4 makes it clear that proposed housing mix should be based on
local evidence of need and demand for different housing types and sizes. Berkeley considers this
to be a sensible approach, which is compliant with Framework requirements. Paragraph 50 is
clear that LPAs should:
‘‘plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with
children, older people…’’; and
‘‘identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations,
reflecting local demand’’
6.12 Therefore, to ensure the development at Hillsbrow provides appropriate level of provision of
extra care units that is based on local need at the time of development, Berkeley considers Policy

ERM1 should not be so prescriptive (given this level of detail is not included at Policy DES4).
Amendment is proposed to the policy below.
RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0120.
5

N/A

N/A

N/A

RBBC\Represe Natural
ntor\0120
England

RBBC\Organis N/A
ation\0051

Ms

Rebecca

Ingram

Natural
England

RBBC\AgentO Lead Planning
rganisation\00 Advisor
62

ERM1

We note that this allocation site includes an area of ancient woodland which has been referenced within We recommend that you use Natural England’s standing
No
the design approach and mitigation requirements section. We recommend that you use Natural
advice on ancient woodland in order to further inform these
England’s standing advice on ancient woodland in order to further inform these measures.
measures.

RBBC\Represe Email
ntation\0246

Mr & Mrs

Vivien and
John

Cleeve

RBBC\Represe N/A
ntor\0246

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

ERM1

On viewing the plans we were pleased to see that there is a plan for cyclists and walkers. But our main
concerns were with the potential volume of traffic, which we noticed had already been designated a
traffic hot spot.
Currently there are always severe delays during the rush hour and more so if there are any hold ups of
any kind on the M25.

N/A

N/A

The proposed plan for the building of 100 new homes on site ERM1, and on ERM2/ERM3 with the
proposed plans to build 210 houses
We wrote and sent a discussion document to you two years ago about the above problem and nothing
has changed in fact the A 25 has become more congested if anything. For example we have never seen
any stationery traffic officers pulling up drivers who travel far in access of the speed limit on this
dangerous stretch of the A25. In our previous submission we sent photographs of the Nutfield Road
aspect of the A25 congestion, both inside and outside rush hour on particular days.
Further more there is a proposal, which I am sure you are aware of to build 8,000 houses on Redhill
Aerodrome and I think you will understand our concern that the A25 will on many occasions will be
gridlocked.

Yes

We understand that there will be at least four feeder roads from the proposed development sites on
both sides of the A25 in east Redhill and we are concerned that the current A25 will be unable to cope.
All four feeder roads are on bends which could potentially be extremely dangerous.
While we recognize the need for housing in the borough we do not feel that the A25 will be able to cope
with the volume of traffic emanating from the number of houses proposed.
Section 4: Climate Change and Flooding
While flooding is at a minimum in Nutfield Road the bottom of Redstone Hill near the railway bridge is
frequently flooded causing damage to the road. New roads and houses in the area would only increase
this possibility.
SC12
NHE 1 Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Areas of Geological Importance
NH3 Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural Habitats.

Land at Hillsbrow is part of the local green belt and contains ancient woodland. Any disruption will
destroy the biodiversity of the area, which contains badgers, deer, rabbits and a huge variety of birds. It
will be a loss to Redhill.
We thought that one of the borough’s objectives is to safeguard wild life and control development on
green belt, which is why we mention this in the letter.
The Weald and Greensands Ridge
To Quote 3.5.13 page 61, “Trees, hedges and woodland areas make a particularly valuable contribution
to the character and visible amenity of the borough”. With regard to the ancient woodland at the back,
and to the side of both Chart Cottages West and East, we have noticed on your policy documents that on
two of the maps their seems to be complete disregard to the ancient woodland and brings the
development within [...] of the back of our [...] which would mean the destruction of the woodland, but
would also greatly impinge on the area immediately at the rear of the [...] gardens. Plans which were
submitted over the last couple of years protected all the woodland in this area and we need to put on
record, that either there has been some mistake in the plans and if not that we

strongly object to the development being in such close proximity to our dwelling, and the one next door
[...] and also inevitably the destruction of the ancient woodland. We have discussed this amongst
ourselves and are all in agreement that this in not acceptable.
SC 13 Conserve and enhance heritage assets across the borough.
Section 5
NH1 Landscape Protection
As you stated in your policy document (theme 2: Building self reliance in communities). “Development
should address the character and appearance of its surroundings in relation to the immediate vicinity
and the broad locality within which the site is situated.” Our four properties in Nutfield Road (some of
which are listed) are part of an old and historic part of Redhill, which has mostly been destroyed over
the years. While being domestic dwellings and not open to the public, they are part of the history of the
area and a surrounding development at such close proximity would destroy the areas historic ambiance
(see above).

We also need to add, and we quote from Core Strategy Policy CS2, “ The Surrey Hills AONB is a
landscape of national importance and will therefore be provided with the highest level of protection.”
We are aware that the proposed areas for development that are in the Surrey Hills Escarpment has
already been designated by Tandridge Borough Council as an area of outstanding natural beauty, and it
seems as though with the developments under discussion, namely Copyfield and Hillsbrow the above
policy will be compromised.
Public Safety
We would also like to draw your attention to your document which states that the Hillsbrow site is
potentially contaminated and we need to ensure that further studies be undertaken prior to any work
being undertaken.
Policy DES9
We are aware that any new development must be designed to minimize the occupants or users
exposure to air pollution, both internally and externally, this is stated in the Policy DES9 Pollution and
Contaminated Land page 41 Theme. My [...] suffers from chronic [...] problems and bearing in mind the
latest research on the serious effects of traffic pollution on both children and

adults, while we note the figures detailed in the council’s policy document, we would urge the council to
undertake a study of the levels of air near the potential development on all parts of the A25 particularly
around the A25 in the Redhill area.
Please see:scienceblog.cancerresearchsearch.uk.org
nhs.uk/news/airpollution-kills-40000-a-ayear
uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
This naturally moves on to the capacity of The NHS in the locality. The news papers are full of the health
service being unable to cope with the demands made on it. We feel that it is important to note, that
there is a national shortage of GPs with the ensuing long wait for an appointment, and the A and E at
East Surrey Hospital, is at times bursting at the seams. We hope the council have already undertaken this
piece of research and collaboration with The NHS and feel confident that the current capacity of East
Surrey and the local GP facilities are able to cope with a large influx of new residence on their door step.
Finally, we also note that the one of the council’s responsibilities is to review cemetery and crematorium
facilities and ensure that they have the capacity to

accommodate all the needs within the area. As far as we know there are no cremation facilities in the
Borough, and we would like the council to undertake a study on this potential facility in the area, in view
of the possible influx of a large number of new residents.
We hope that you will take some time to read and appraise the contents of the letter prior to the
consideration of allowing planning permission for such large developments within East Redhill. We will
also be sending some photographs to support our discussion and comments.
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The DMP contravenes the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework. This states explicitly (par The development at ERM1 should not progress given its
No
89): ‘A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in
harmful impact on the local landscape, environment, habitat
Green Belt.’ It lists some specific exclusions in par 89 and 90. None of these are met in the case of ERM1 and Green Belt status.
(Hillsbrow Development).
The DMP is also ‘unsound’ in recommending development at ERM1. The DMP includes the following
objectives (p.27) which the ERM1 development proposal violates:
• ‘Objective SC12: Control development in the Green Belt to safeguard its openness, and where possible
enhance its beneficial use.’ ERM1 does not safeguard the openness of the Green Belt.
• ‘Objective SC10: Ensure new development protects, and enhances wherever possible, the borough’s
landscapes and biodiversity interest features’. The ERM1 site contains ancient woodland, open
grassland, and sits along the Greensand Ridge. However, the proposal does not ‘protect’ the borough’s
landscapes and biodiversity interest features; it does the opposite by proposing a large housing
development.

Yes

In order to ensure that the interests of local residents
who care about the area’s green spaces, landscapes
and woodland are represented.

The Core Strategy states that: ‘Planning permission will not be granted for inappropriate development in
the Green Belt unless very special circumstances clearly outweigh the potential harm to the Green Belt.’
DMP Reg 19, Par 3.5.23. The ‘potential harm’ to the Green Belt at ERM1 has been poorly assessed and is
flawed:
• Green Belt Purpose 1: Only a small part of the ERM1 site is contiguous to existing development. This
site therefore should rate as High importance. Equally, the boundaries to the east and the south are
‘weak’ and therefore the site should be accorded a High importance to the Green Belt.
• Green Belt Purpose 3: The proposed site is ‘undeveloped’ and therefore should be rated ‘High
importance’ to the Green belt. No apparent weight has been put on qualitative dimensions that should
be considered. The Green Belt Review concludes that qualitative dimensions are important: ‘it entails a
more descriptive understanding of the level of inter-visibility and relationship between a parcel and the
surrounding countryside, recognising that perceived impact of encroachment arising from a parcel which
is “severed” from the wider countryside by

strong boundary features will be less than a parcel where long range views across it and the wider
countryside are possible.’ The proposed parcel at ERM1 is visible from the south and forms part of the
Greensand Ridge. Indeed, the DMP Reg19 notes that mitigation activity will have to be taken to reduce
the negative impact from a visibility perspective. It also notes that: ‘There are extensive areas of ancient
and other woodland which limit development potential and require protection and there is high visibility
of wooded slopes and the paddock to the south of the site within long distance views, particularly from
the south.’ However, this consideration has not been used to weigh its importance.
The best method of protecting and enhancing the ancient woodland and the important habitats in this
area would be to preserve this site in its current natural state.
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ERM1

RE: Proposed development East Redhill
ERM2 Paddock North of Nutfield Road
ERM1 Hillsbrow
ERM3 Former Copyhold works
Objective SC7: Ensure new developments are served by safe and well designed access for vehicle,
pedestrians and cyclists.
On viewing the plans I was pleased to see that there is a plan for cyclists and walkers. But my main
concern is with the potential huge increase in the volume of traffic and the associated air pollution and
traffic noise, in an area which has already been designated a traffic hot spot and is already blighted by
lorries going to and from the Biffa Waste Services land fill site in Cormongers Lane.
Currently there are always severe delays during the rush hour causing me to have to queue on my drive
to even join the A25 and this is even worse if there is a hold up of any kind on the M25 as the A25
becomes the cut through for all the traffic that comes off the motorway to avoid the delays.
The proposed plan for the building of 100 new homes on site ERM1, and on ERM2/ERM3 with the
proposed plans to build 210 houses

Since the original proposal the A25 in the area of the proposed development has become more
congested. There have been numerous road traffic accidents in the area ERM2 and my home but despite
this I have never seen any stationery traffic officers pulling up drivers who travel far in access of the
speed limit on this dangerous stretch of the A25. I believe my neighbours have previously sent
photographs of the Nutfield Road aspect of the A25 congestion, both inside and outside rush hour.
In addition to my concerns regarding the increase in traffic caused by these proposed developments
there is a proposal, which I am sure you are aware of, to build an additional 8,000 houses on Redhill
Aerodrome and I think you will understand my concern that the A25 will on many occasions will be
deadlocked. In addition to this there is the additional noise and car emission air pollution which will
affect all residents along this stretch of the road.

I understand that there will be at least four feeder roads from the proposed development sites on both
sides of the A25 in East Redhill and I am very concerned that the current A25 will be unable to cope. All
four feeder roads are on bends which could potentially be extremely dangerous as I have mentioned
before this is already an area where a high number of accidents have happened.
While I recognize the need for housing in the borough I do not feel that the A25 will be able to cope with
the increased volume of traffic, emanating from the number of houses proposed.
Section 4: Climate Change and Flooding
While flooding is at a minimum in Nutfield Road the bottom of Redstone Hill near the railway bridge is
frequently flooded causing damage to the road. New roads and houses in the area would only increase
this possibility.
SC12
NHE 1 Protecting and Enhancing Biodiversity and Areas of Geological Importance
NH3 Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural Habitats.

Land at Hillsbrow is part of the local green belt and contains ancient woodland. Any disruption will
destroy the biodiversity of the area, which contains badgers, deer, rabbits and a huge variety of birds. It
will be a loss to Redhill.
I thought that one of the Borough’s objectives was to safeguard wild life and control development on
green belt, which is why I mention this in the letter.
The Weald and Greensands Ridge
To Quote 3.5.13 page 61, “Trees, hedges and woodland areas make a particularly valuable contribution
to the character and visible amenity of the Borough…” With regard to the ancient woodland at the back,
and to the side of both [...] we have noticed on your policy documents that on two of the maps their
seems to be complete disregard the ancient wood land and brings the development within [...] which
would not only mean the destruction of the woodland, but would also greatly impinge on the area
immediately [...]. Plans which were submitted over the last couple of years protected all the wood land
in this area and I need to put on record, that either there has been some mistake in the plans and if not
that I strongly object to the development being in such close proximity to my [...]

Remove ERM1, ERM2, ERM3.

No

home and [...] next door, which is also affected [...] and also the destruction of the ancient woodland.
We have discussed this amongst ourselves and are all in agreement that this in not acceptable.

SC 13 Conserve and enhance heritage assets across the borough.
Section 5
NH1 Landscape Protection
As you stated in your policy document (theme 2: Building self-reliance in communities). “Development
should address the character and appearance of its surroundings in relation to the immediate vicinity
and the broad locality within which the site is situated.” The four properties in Nutfield Road (some of
which are listed [...]) are part of an old and historic part of Redhill, most of which has been destroyed
over the years. While being domestic dwellings and not open to the public, they are part of the history of
the area and a surrounding development at such close proximity would destroy the areas historic
ambiance.

I also need to add, a quotation from Core Strategy Policy CS2, “ The Surrey Hills AONB is a landscape of
national importance and will therefore be provided with the highest level of protection.” I am aware
that the proposed areas for development are in the Surrey Hills Escarpment , has already been
designated by Tandridge Borough Council an area of outstanding natural beauty, and it seems as though
with the developments under discussion, namely Copyfield and Hillsbrow the above policy will be
compromised.
I would also like to draw your attention to your document which states that the Hillsbrow site is
potentially contaminated and I need to ensure that further studies be undertaken prior to any work
being undertaken.
Policy DES9
I am aware that any new development must be designed to minimize the occupants or users exposure
to air pollution, both internally and externally, this is stated in the Policy DES9 Pollution and
Contaminated Land page 41 Theme. My [...] suffers from chronic [...] problems and bearing in mind the
latest research on the serious effects of traffic pollution on both children and adults, I would urge the
council
to undertake a study of the levels of air pollution near the potential development on all parts of the A25
particularly around the A25 in the Redhill area.
Please see:
scienceblog.cancerresearchsearch.uk.org
nhs.uk/news/airpollution-kills-40000-a-ayear
uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/effects
Finally I would like to make the point that I bought my property [...] for it’s uniqueness, peaceful location
outside of urbanization, it’s beautiful outlook [...] and its privacy. If indeed one of the plans that I have
seen in your proposal (which I hope is an error) that shows the boundary of the development coming
within very close proximity [...] are correct the proposed development would take all of that away as
well as destroying the woodland surrounding [...] and it is just not acceptable as it shows zero
consideration at all for the current residents and in particular for mine and my neighbours [...].
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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.

Yes

ERM1 Hillsbrow – This policy is not sound. The deficiencies in this policy show that other SUEs
need re-examination. It would help to engage local residents for information to fully understand
each site. e.g. ERM1’s “requirements” are not fit for the stated purpose, as follows:
a Green Belt less protected
Currently there is a strong boundary for the Green Belt formed by Chanctonbury Chase and
Sylvan Way. The proposed site would replace this with a soft boundary curving south then
south-west from Hillsbrow Lodge.
b Green infrastructure overlooked
As well as “respect the character of Nutfield Road”, any development should also “respect
the character of the ancient woodland”. This is not mentioned.
c Landscape protection misconceived
Rather than relying on “tree coverage” (native English evergreens?), any development
should concentrate construction in the dips north of the crown of the escarpment.
d Travel not sustainable for most residents, especially the 25 retirement homes
To inform any travel plan, a census among residents of neighbouring Chanctonbury

No

Chase
would show how many walk or cycle down Redstone Hill and up again (gradient 1 in 10) to
access the Town Centre, and how often, and provide evidence for much-needed mitigations.
e Ditto use of buses along the A25.
f Encouragement for cycling non-existent
Infrastructure for “sustainable” transport needs to include a cycleway (not mentioned),
especially for the dangerous cycle ride up and down Redstone Hill alongside a regular
stream of HGVs going to and from landfill sites to the east.
g Traffic control overlooked
Vulnerable residents will need traffic lights to safely navigate the Redstone Hollow junction.
h Heritage overlooked
Hillsbrow retains heritage garden features that need restoration.
i Sustainable in the medium to long term?
It is not clear who is going to sustainably manage the ancient woodland which has been
neglected for decades.
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The described biodiversity constraints, opportunities and requirements of development here are
welcomed; (design of Green Infrastructure to deliver against objectives & targets of the Holmesdale
Biodiversity Opportunity Area).

No

I don't think that this element of the plan has been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural
Hillsbrow site should be removed as a Potential Reserve
requirements, which may reflect also on whether it is 'sound' in terms of having been positively
Urban Extension Site and the entire centre of the land
prepared. The plan should be judged on what the plan should be in planning terms, it has been
restored to Woodland
misrepresented as the site has been presented under false pretences. it should be considered as
woodland because the quarrying licence was a temporary agreement on the condition that the
woodland would be restored after quarrying finished. Hillsbrow, which is part of the Greensand ridge,
has always been an ancient woodland are until Laporte's were granted permission to temporarily quarry
the site for Fuller's Earth. The legal element on this was that the land had to be restored exactly as
before - to woodland, with trees planted after quarrying was completed. These trees were to be cared
and looked after for at least 5 years until they became more mature and could fend for themselves.
When Laportes stopped quarrying (about 10-15 years ago - this date can be checked), as part of the
agreement for temporarily quarrying they planted young trees across the centre of the entire site. Either
during this time or after the 5 years, the site was sold. The new owners

No

Yes

I have lived in [...] for 30 years and know the site and
the landscape. I think it is important that a decision is
made on the basis that the land is ancient woodland.
The quarrying was temporary and only granted on the
condition that woodland across the entire site was
planted and restored.

cut all the young trees down that had been planted as part of the restoration, stopping the site being
restored to woodland. The owners then created a commercial business with a 'mud run/ track' and with
this, proceeded to remove all the tree stumps of both the young trees that had been planted in the
centre, as well as some mature/ ancient specimens and their stumps still located around the edges. They
have removed all evidence of young trees being there (although there will be photographs in existence
showing them). They have currently fenced 'do not enter' in areas of the site where one can only
assume they've put poison into the soil to remove traces of trees. The remaining area of ancient
woodland around the edges is being further reduced year on year, subtly carried out (just a chainsaw
sound every year) with the explanation that they're just clearing a path for the 'mud run'. My concerns
are: the whole area of land should be restored to woodland and considered from a planning perspective
as ancient woodland. The new owner is continually maximising the space for potential housebuilding
and obviously land value for self-interest.
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ERM1, ERM2
and ERM3

Don't know

Don't know

Don't know

You are proposing to entirely surround [...] homes with new housing [...] I object to these proposals. My Remove ERM1 (map p109) Hillsbrow from development land No
previous objections have been totally ignored by R&BBC. The development is entirely inappropriate for and revert it to Green Belt.
the nature of the area. Roads and infrastructure are already saturated in particular land at Hillsbrow is
too special to be developed, and a previous application was rejected by R&BBC. How it is now suddenly
suitable for development is a dubious and disgraceful decision. this sensitive land should be retained
only for low-key leisure activity in perpetuity and never considered for development.
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ERM1,2,3

Don't Know

No

Don't Know

Core Strategy Vision - Reigate and Banstead will be…quote…'it will be a place where people take
personal responsibility and enjoy active, healthy diverse lifestyle: the environment and green space is
maintained and enhanced for the future. ' - Development of ERM1, 2 & 3 is in direct contravention.
Plan RE22 - It is quite clear that the development of ERM1 (9.3ha) is being seen as a first phase to
develop the larger site of 16.9 ha owned by the developer. Urban sprawl of this nature will further
incapacitate the traffic network and services.
Retirement homes - DES4 - Mix. Reference to 28 retirement homes at the top of the Redstone Hill and
higher on Hillsbrow. Sound assumption? Pressure on East Surrey Hospital?
Reference to areas of 'open grassland' incorrect. Removal by previous + existing owners/tenants of
young treas has led to this. Replanting of woodland required. Policy NHE3 - full and detailed assessment
required for ERM1 site.

No
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Capacity on the drainage system in East Redhill has been reached. Development of ERM1, 2 & 3 will
require major infrastructure costs to achieve solution. Evidence that additional cost implications will not
reduce quality of any proposals required.
These are on the urban fringe and because of the topographical location this means that the majority of Remove ERM1, ERM2, ERM3.
people will be driving to/ from Redhill. The A25 is already very busy with cars at peak times queuing
along the ridge to begin decent into Redhill, along with a steady stream of heavy goods vehicles all day
long, some of which shake the foundations of my house!
It was a condition (as far as I'm aware) that once extraction for the clay had ceased, the land was
supposed to be returned to woodland but it was never enforced. There is still some ancient woodland to
be found on both sites, with bluebells and a variety of wildlife, including Deer! Nature has taken its
course where planting should have been and the copyhold site has become an industrial photographers
paradise and occasional film location. An episode of a well known TV show at the time was also shot at
Hillsbrow which is now used regularly as a recreational facility for mud runs and off road experiences.
Development on both these sites (being on the ridge) would dramatically alter the visual impact for
everyone living and working down in Redhill and from the south. Finally, I am very worried that with the
houses currently being built and those immediately planned, whilst primary schools seem to be on the
radar, I haven't heard about secondary schools.

ERM1,2,3

The Hillsbrow site is unsuitable for housing development as it is up a long steep hill from Redhill Town
Remove ERM1
Centre, so therefore journeys to and from the Town would not be possible by foot or bicycle. Residents
would have to drive to the shops, where parking facilities are already very limited.
Developers should be encouraged to build much needed 1 or 2 bedroom homes with close access to
shops and public transport, to lessen the need for cars.
Brownfield and derelict sites and unoccupied offices and buildings should be used for housing
development sites before any other type of land is considered, but NEVER Greenbelt land.
Each time the Council gives permission for Greenbelt land to be destroyed for development, it weakens
it's ability to protect the precious amount that remains.

No

No

Doctors/dentist surgeries and East Surrey Hospital must already be running at full capacity. Our infra
structure is under strain now. I am not opposed to a school or health centre being built on the building
footprint of copyhold only, although the reasons outlined above still apply.
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My comments relate specifically to the following sites mentioned in your draft Development
Management Plan:

My comments relate specifically to the following sites
mentioned in your draft Development Management Plan:

• ERM1 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill
• ERM2 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Land west of Copyhold Works, Redhill
• ERM3 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Former Copyhold Works, Redhill

• ERM1 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Land at
Hillsbrow, Redhill
• ERM2 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Land
west of Copyhold Works, Redhill
Two of which are within the green belt and one (the former Copyhold Works and Research Laboratories) • ERM3 – Potential Reserve Urban Extension Site – Former
is a brownfield site, and all of which front onto the A25 road between Redhill and Cormongers Lane.
Copyhold Works, Redhill
My concern is the impact of extra traffic that would be generated on this already busy road should
development take place on these three sites. The A25 between these two points mentioned above is
already full to capacity.

Two of which are within the green belt and one (the former
Copyhold Works and Research Laboratories) is a brownfield
site, and all of which front onto the A25 road between
Redhill and Cormongers Lane.
My concern is the impact of extra traffic that would be
generated on this already busy road should development
take place on these three sites. The A25 between these two
points mentioned above is already full to capacity.
I trust the question of extra traffic and its consequences has
been factored into the Development Management Plan.

I trust the question of extra traffic and its consequences has been factored into the Development
Management Plan.
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ERM2

) THE PATTESON COURT WASTE DUMP/TIP- a site I have contacted you about previously, which led to
me being invited by the Biffa Site Manager to have a look around - an 'enlightening', and somewhat
scary hour...albeit in the company of a very nice gentleman doing his level, and professional best with his
brief....

No

The dump is staggeringly huge, (from an aerial photograph, it almost appears to be as large as Redhill
itself).
No alternative plans are currently mentioned anywhere in the plan (that I saw anyway) to deal with
Surrey and South London's waste.
Waste will continue to be dumped into the Patteson Court Landfill Site, beside and above Redhill, until
2031, as I understand it!?!?
Quite frankly this doesn't feel right at all - and especially in the context of your Redhill plans - pretty
shocking.
If you haven't had the joy of a trip round this Dump/Tip, that literally overshadows an important, and
growing large town (...Redhill) then I encourage you to book an appointment to go and see it first hand.

There is talk in the Plan about developing further, in and around areas in close proximity to the Dump,
even though there seems to be Council awareness as to the issues or 'challenges' of living in close
proximity to the Dump, as these are termed!
Potential reserve urban extension site:
ERM2 - Land west of Copyhold Works, Redhill
Background
The land west of Copyhold work is located on the northern side of the A25, directly to the east of Redhill
town centre.
The site comprises an open paddock which slopes downwards towards its northern boundary. It is
believed that the paddock may have been historically quarried and subsequently restored. In the west of
the site is a dense belt of woodland and an existing public right of way leading into the town.
The site adjoins the active Patteson Court land ll, albeit the land which immediately adjoins the site has
been lled and restored, and the derelict former Copyhold works.
The single residential property to the south west corner of the paddock is excluded from the potential
development site boundary.

What does the evidence base say about this site?
1. 1) Sustainable Urban Extensions Technical Report:
•
Key constraints:

north.
amenity
I do hope Common Sense will prevail with regards the Council's thinking/plan.
All of the potential development sites mentioned in the Document around Redhill are seemingly
deemed worthy of consideration by the Council and I am afraid that it is inevitable that it will mean -

MORE CARS, BECAUSE OF MORE PEOPLE, AND MORE LORRIES, BECAUSE OF YET MORE WASTE, AND
NO NEW ROADS TO CARRY THEM, BECAUSE THERE IS NO LOGICAL SPACE TO BUILD, OR INDEED POINT
IN BUILDING MORE ROADS, AND THEREFORE MORE CONGESTION, AND MORE POLLUTION, WITH MORE
PERIODS OF ALMOST TOTAL GRIDLOCK; PLUS A WASTE DISPOSAL DUMP (LANDFILL SITE) NEXT TO
REDHILL, THAT IS SCHEDULED TO CONTINUE TO TAKE SURREY AND SOUTH LONDON'S WASTE FOR A
FURTHER 13 YEARS !?!?)
This doesn't feel 'right', or sensible.
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Gallaher Estates owns the Former Copyhold Works site which is proposed to be allocated through Policy
ERM2/3 of the DMP as a sustainable urban extension. The site is promoted by Gallagher Estates for
residential development. There are a number of appendices: Former Copyhold Works, East Redhill: New
SUE - response to the DMP; Transport Technical Report; Flood Risk and Water Quality Technical Report;
Noise and Vibration Impact Statement; Air Quality Screening Report; Odour Impact Assessment;
Landscape and Visual Appraisal.
4.44 On behalf of Gallagher Estates, we fully support the
identification of the Site as an allocation for a SUE within
the DMP which accords with the broad areas of search
identified within the Core Strategy.
4.45 The land is owned by Gallagher Estates and is actively
promoted for housing development. The Site is suitable,
as demonstrated in more detail below and the technical
reports accompanying these representations, and is
available now for development.
4.46 The Site is a highly sustainable location for new
residential development. It is located centrally within the
East of Redhill / East of Merstham Broad Area of Search
identified within the adopted Core Strategy. The DMP
evidence is supportive of the Site’s identification and its
development for housing. The assessment of the Site
within the Council’s evidence base and the assessment
undertaken on behalf of G

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

we object to the wording requiring the
Yes
developer to test the need for an alternative community
facility in the event that the primary school is not required.
This is not based upon any demonstrable need which
ought to be identified by the Council through the IDP. This
requirement places an unnecessary and unacceptable
financial burden on the future development of the Site and is
not based upon any demonstrable need. It is inconsistent
with national policy and is unjustified – and therefore
unsound. We therefore seek the deletion of this requirement
in Policy ERM2/3. Bullet point 3 under ‘Design approach and
mitigation
requirements’ should not require the retention of open
areas in visually sensitive locations. A holistic strategy for
the characteristic integration of development in views from
the north is proposed as part of the Masterplan for the Site.
This requirement should be amended to:
“… the integration of built form amid a woodland structure
reinforcing the character of the wooded Greensand Ridge…”
we seek the deletion of a requirement
for delivery of approximately 25% of the residential

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

Gallagher Estates is set out below.
4.47 The Site has been promoted on behalf of Gallagher
Estates at earlier stages of the DMP’s preparation for the
development of up to 300 new homes. This preceded
the requirement for the provision of serviced land to
accommodate a 2FE primary school on the Site being
introduced through the DMP.
4.48 The vision for the Site, as set out above, demonstrates
how a 2FE primary school could potentially be
accommodated as part of the development. Our client’s
in principle support for the primary school being
accommodated on the Site is contingent upon a position
being agreed between themselves, Surrey County Council
(SCC), as local education authority, and the Council
regarding the triggers, funding and delivery of the school.
Further detail is set out below in response to Policy
ERM2/3 and the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP).

4.49 The analysis of the Site and its context, and the
masterplan proposals, are presented above, in support of
our representations to Policy ERM2/3. RESIDENTIAL
4.50 Gallagher Estates generally supports the residential
allocation of the Site. These representations include a
Vision for the Site, including the appraisal of the Site and
its context, a series of design principles and a masterplan
for the future development of the Site.
4.51 As demonstrated through the masterplan, the
allocation needs to provide sufficient flexibility to increase
the residential capacity of the Site, to approximately 300
new homes, should it be demonstrated at the point of
submitting a planning application that the education land is
not required.
4.52 Furthermore, we seek the deletion of a requirement
for delivery of approximately 25% of the residential
development to be for retirement accommodation for

development to be for retirement accommodation for
older people. Instead, we propose that the policy be
amended, to encourage the delivery of some retirement
accommodation subject to market demand.
The supporting technical reports, covering odour,
traffic, noise and air quality, demonstrate that the
approach taken by the Council in delaying the release of
the Site is not justified and is not positively planned.
4.65 To address these concerns, we seek the following
modifications to ensure that the wording is sound, and
provides a practical framework within which decisions on
planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency, as required by paragraph 17 of
the NPPF:
“The release of the Site will be phased in line with Policy
MLS1, to ensuring that the effective operations (delete: at)
of the Patteson Court Landfill is (delete: are substantially
completed before residential development takes place and
are) not comprised by the development of this site. In line
with advice from Surrey County

Council, as waste planning authority, care should be taken in
the Site design and layout to minimise any environmental
(delete: concerns) effects arising from the Landfill. In
particular, careful consideration would be required in terms
of traffic and environmental health impacts, including noise
and odour.”

older people. Instead, we propose that the policy be
amended, to encourage the delivery of some retirement
accommodation subject to market demand.
4.53 Furthermore, this requirement is additional to the
requirements to be imposed through Policies DES6 and
DES7 which require, for the development of the Site, 5% of
the affordable dwellings to be designed to meet Building
Regulation requirements for wheelchair user dwellings and
20% of dwellings to meet Building Regulation requirements
for accessible and adaptable dwellings.
EDUCATION/COMMUNITY
4.54 Gallagher Estates and its consultants have met with
SCC and the Council to discuss the requirement within
Policy ERM2/3 for serviced land for a 2FE primary school
to be accommodated. Gallagher Estates is willing in
principle to accept this requirement, subject to the Council
and SCC agreeing to modifications to the IDP, also to be
reflected in Policy ERM2/3. These relate to infrastructure
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project ‘PE3’ and seek to establish agreement in principle
to fair and equitable compensation being made for loss
of the residential land value not directly related to the
development of the Site. We have also set out below,
under ‘Infrastructure’, proposed modifications to Policy
ERM2/3 in seeking to secure greater clarity and certainty in
this important matter.
4.55 On this basis, Gallagher Estates will continue to work
positively with the Council and SCC to secure the timely
delivery of the primary school.
4.56 We note however that the selection of the Site for
accommodating the primary school is not justified within
the DMP, the IDP or elsewhere in the Council’s evidence
base. It is also apparent from the pupil forecasts presented
within the IDP that the need for a new primary is not
generated within the Redhill primary school planning
area, where a surplus is forecast to 2024/25 (see figure
4.88 Further consideration and amendments are required
to the Council’s IDP and/or should inform the DMP’s
examination in public. Our case for the changes set out
below is set out in our representations above responding
to Policy ERM2/3.
4.89 The IDP includes new education infrastructure projects.
These include project ‘PE3’ which is the provision of a
new 2 form entry primary school on the Site. We have
commented on this proposal in our response to Policy
ERM2/3, above, and set out how this requirement could be
accommodated as part of the development. We also wish
to raise the following objections regarding the information
set out in the Council’s IDP.
COST AND FUNDING
4.90 The cost of the new 2FE primary school is estimated at
approximately £4,000,000.00. We have discussed this with
SCC who have advised that this is unrealistically low and
that the cost is likely to similar to the cost of project ‘PE1’,
identified as £7,200,000.00.

the value of the land as a Payment in Kind,
which should be limited to that directly related to the
development of the Site, will need to be agreed between
our client and SCC.
4.93 In this regard, we note that the IDP states that
additional land value should be reimbursed by SCC. The
IDP should make clear that the this must be based upon
residential alternative use value.
DELIVERY DATE
4.94 As set out above, SCC has advised that a new primary
school will need to be open by September 2024, based
upon current forecast need. The IDP should be amended
accordingly.
NEED FOR PROJECT
4.95 The IDP does not provide evidence of any need for
a community use being provided. Should such evidence
exist, it would of course be appropriate for this need to
be secured as part of development elsewhere within the
Borough. It is unreasonable for the development of the Site

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

4.91 The details provided should also confirm that the Site
area requirement is approximately 1.5ha, based upon the
details set out in paragraph 2.25 of the IDP.
4.92 Whilst we accept the principle that serviced land
for a primary school could be provided by our client as
a Community Infrastructure Levy Payment in Kind, the
reference to this being “free” land should be deleted.
Clearly, the value of the land as a Payment in Kind,
which should be limited to that directly related to the
development of the Site, will need to be agreed between
our client and SCC.
4.93 In this regard, we note that the IDP states that
additional land value should be reimbursed by SCC. The
IDP should make clear that the this must be based upon
residential alternative use value.
DELIVERY DATE
4.94 As set out above, SCC has advised that a new primary
school will need to be open by September 2024, based
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upon current forecast need. The IDP should be amended
accordingly.
NEED FOR PROJECT
4.95 The IDP does not provide evidence of any need for
a community use being provided. Should such evidence
exist, it would of course be appropriate for this need to
be secured as part of development elsewhere within the
Borough. It is unreasonable for the development of the Site
to be burdened with a requirement to assess the need for
a community facility; a requirement which is not applied
to any other site allocation within the DMP. We therefore
seek the deletion of this requirement from Policy ERM2/3
and the IDP.
ERM2 LAND NORTH OF NUTFIELD ROAD, REDHILL:
• Purpose 1: We agree that there would be very limited
importance to the green belt of ERM2, owing to the
existing sprawl along Nutfield Road to the south and
the potential for robust enclosure by vegetation of
ERM2 from the wider landscape, from which it is also
structurally separated by both the former Copyhold
Works, as well as the landfill site.
• Purpose 2: We agree that the gap to Nutfield is
situated to the east of ERM3.
• Purpose 3: We acknowledge the largely undeveloped
current state of ERM2 and its visibility from the wider
landscape to the north. However, we note the existing
encroachment to the south and east of ERM2, which
would limit the perception from the wider landscape
of encroachment such that the assessment should be
Lower-Moderate importance, at most.

ERM2/3

to be burdened with a requirement to assess the need for
a community facility; a requirement which is not applied
to any other site allocation within the DMP. We therefore
seek the deletion of this requirement from Policy ERM2/3
and the IDP.

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

Yes

Yes

We wish to participate in the Examination in Public on
behalf of our client in order to present our case,
address the Matters, Issues and Questions raised by
the Inspector and to respond t evidence submitted by
other parties.

• Purpose 4: We agree that ERM2 makes no
contribution to this purpose
4.96 Overall, we consider that ERM2 is of ‘lower importance’
to the Green Belt.
ERM3 COPYHOLD WORKS, REDHILL:
• Purpose 1: The assessment ignores the fact that
development already sprawls east along the A25
Nutfield Road (although this is noted by the Review in
relation to Purpose 3) and that ERM3 already includes
extensive built form of substantial scale and other
large-scale features associated with human activity
(noted under ERM2 as an element of the ‘existing
built up form of Redhill’ that already contains ERM2).
The context and ERM3 itself therefore together
already represent sprawl and this would not be
exacerbated by removal of ERM3 from the Green Belt.
• Purpose 2: We agree that the gap to Nutfield in
reality is situated to the east of ERM3 but disagree
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with the rating of Moderate importance. By
definition, if the gap in reality is recognised to begin
to the east of ERM3 (as the Review also concludes for
ERM2), then development in ERM3 cannot result in
loss of the gap.
• Purpose 3: We agree that the parcel is largely
developed and well contained and therefore that
ERM3 is of lower importance.
• Purpose 4: We agree that ERM3 makes no
contribution to this purpose.
4.97 Overall, we consider that ERM3 is of ‘lower importance’
to the Green Belt and consider that the logic behind the
agreed conclusions in respect of sprawl and merging for
the largely undeveloped ERM2 is not consistent with those
for the largely developed ERM3.
The representations are submitted in support of the
Former Copyhold Works (‘the Site’), located on the eastern
edge of Redhill, which is owned by Gallagher Estates and is
being promoted for residential redevelopment. The Site is
identified within the DMP as ERM2/ERM3 – Land west of
Copyhold Works/Former Copyhold Works, as a proposed
Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) for approximately 210
dwellings and a new primary school. The Site is a highly sustainable location for new residential
development, situated in close proximity to Redhill Town
Centre which offers a wide range of retail, leisure and
community facilities. The Site is also located within a short
distance of the Train Station and Bus Station, providing
excellent opportunities for sustainable travel.
The eastern part of the Site (ERM3) is previously
developed, comprising the substantial derelict factory
complex of the Former Copyhold Works. The Council’s

Green Belt Review concludes that the Site (ERM2/ERM3)
makes little or no contribution to the purposed of including
land within the Green Belt and should be released in order
to help meet development needs.
The western part of the Site (ERM2) is located within the
Holmethorpe Site of Nature Conservation Importance
(SNCI). As set out in the representations below, survey
evidence collected by Gallagher Estates’ ecological
consultant EPR shows that the part of the Site which is
designed as SNCI does not perform any significant role
in supporting ecological features for which the SNCI was
designated, nor does it support other ecological features
of sufficient value either individually or collectively to
warrant inclusion in the SNCI designation in their own right. In view of these results, it could be
appropriate,
in due course, to redraw the SNCI boundary accordingly.
The development of the Site could also help fund and

deliver enhancements within within which would not
occur in the absence of development, and could also
provide biodiversity enhancements which could contribute
to achieving the targets and objectives associated with
Biodiversity Opportunity Area WG11 (Holmeslade).
The Site is located adjacent to the Patteson Court Landfill
(PCL) where restoration of the cells closest to the Site
have been completed and where phased restoration is
due to be fully completed by 2030. As set out in these
representations and supporting technical reports, the
proximity of the Site to the PCL does not present any basis
for delaying the development of the Site for residential and
education uses.
Gallagher Estates fully supports the identification of the
Site in the DMP as an allocation for a new SUE and its
associated release from the Green Belt. The allocation of
the Site is consistent with the approach in the adopted
Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy which identifies a
broad area of search to the East of Redhill and East of
Merstham.
The Site could be brought forward for new housing
development in the short term, potentially to include land
for a new 2FE primary school. Framework Masterplans for
the Site is presented within these representations which
demonstrates how the Site could be brought forward to
accommodate the delivery of the school and, alternatively,
how the Site could be developed for additional residential
development.
Gallagher Estates is generally supportive of the DMP and
we wish to support the Council is securing its adoption at
the earliest opportunity. These representations identify
those parts of the DMP which are either subject to legal
failings and/or soundness issues which need to be resolved
through modifications to the DMP prior to its submission

and adoption. 1.3 The Site is located on the eastern side of Redhill,
immediately north of the A25, between the Redstone Park
residential area and the PCL site. The Site is 17.3 hectares
and comprises the former Copyhold Works site and the
adjacent field to the west. This Site is located within
Green Belt and is framed predominantly by planting and
woodland on all sides. To the north is the mainline railway
to London, with Warwick School beyond.
1.4 The eastern part of the Site (ERM3) is previously
developed, comprising the substantial derelict factory
complex of the Former Copyhold Works. The Council’s
Green Belt Review concludes that the Site (ERM2/ERM3)
makes little or no contribution to the purposed of including
land within the Green Belt and should be released in order
to help meet development needs.
1.5 The western part of the Site (ERM2) is located within
the Holmethorpe Site of Nature Conservation Importance
(SNCI). As set out in the representations below, the
development of the Site could result in net gains for
biodiversity, complying with national policy and the policy
approach set out in NHE2 of the DMP.
1.6 Both the greenfield and brownfield areas of the Site
have been used for development previously. The field
in the western area of the Site previously housed the
Copyhold Farm. The former Copyhold Works site in the
eastern area contains the now redundant and derelict
large industrial complex and associated office buildings
previously used for the production of Fuller’s Earth
products. The facility closed in 1997 and was then used
as a waste transfer station until closure. The immediate
area surrounding the complex is a man-made landscape
containing large excavations and mounds of material
associated with the former use.

1.7 Vehicular access is currently gained off the A25 in two
locations. Although the industrial site is no longer in use,
it has previously catered for high levels of HGV movements
per week as recently as until the Site was closed. Please
see the Connectivity & Facilities chapter of this document
for further information. FACILITIES
1.8 Redhill centre contains a public library, post office
and high street banks. It also has numerous retail outlets
proportionate to its town centre status, including the Belfry
shopping centre. There are Sainsburys, Iceland, Marks &
Spencer supermarkets as well as a number of pubs, bars
and restaurants. There is also a small cinema and theatre,
the Harlequin.
1.9 Redhill Centre contains a number of pharmacies,
and opticians. The are a number of GP surgeries located
within Redhill, with the Greystone House, Hawthorn and
Woodlands GP Surgeries located approximately 1200m
west of the Site. The Holmhurst Medical Centre is located
approximately 2km north of the Site and the East Surrey
Hospital complex is located 2 miles to the south of the Site.
1.10 The Lowcroft Dental Surgery is located on Redstone Hill
within 500 metres of the Site.
1.11 Redhill Memorial Park is approximately 800 metres
from the Site and contains sports facilities, playground and
parking.
1.12 There are a number of existing schools in the local
area. The Warwick School is located north of the Site and
provides mixed secondary education from the age of 11
to 16. St. Johns Primary School is located 2km from the
southern end of the Site and St. Josephs and St. Matthews
primary schools are approximately 1400m north west of
the northern site boundary. RAIL

1.13 The Site is very well located for access to Redhill centre
and station. Redhill station is within 450m of the Site (5-6
minute walk), providing links to central London, Gatwick
Airport, Portsmouth and Southampton. From the station
it is only another 200m (2 minute walk) to Redhill High
Street.
1.14 The connectivity of the development to Redhill railway
station is a relatively unique opportunity to achieve such
a high level of accessibility to high frequency rail services
from a major new development. Redhill is typically served
by six trains per hour to London, two to Victoria and
four to London Bridge, with typical journey times on the
fast services of 28 and 34 minutes respectively. It also
benefits from frequent direct services to other destinations
including:
• East Croydon;
• Tonbridge;
• Gatwick Airport (interchange for fast services to
Brighton);
• Horsham;
• Bognor Regis, Portsmouth & Southampton;
• Reigate, Dorking, Guildford & Reading.
BUS
1.15 A bus stop is located on the A25 at the southern end
of the Site along Nutfield Road. The bus stops benefit from
being typically served by 3 buses per hour in each direction
providing a connection into the centre of Redhill as well
as to other destinations further afield such as Gatwick and
Crawley.
1.16 The Site is within 400m of the existing stops and
therefore it will not be necessary to provide a new service
to serve the Site or divert existing routes. Instead the
development will support the operation of the existing
services by supplementing existing patronage.

PEDESTRIAN & CYCLE ROUTES
1.17 Nutfield Road is the main highway corridor out to the
east of Redhill and forms part of the A25. It benefits from
existing footways along the entire length of the northern
side, i.e. adjacent to the Site boundary, with sections
of footway also provided on the southern side to serve
existing dwellings and westbound bus stops.
1.18 The Site benefits greatly from an existing public right of
way along its western boundary and an existing footway /
cycleway along the northern boundary. The cycleway forms
part of National Cycle Network (NCN) Route 21. These
routes converge to pass over the railway line at the north-western
corner of the Site. The existing cycle route is of a
good quality and also provides a quieter and more direct
route into the town centre than negotiating Redstone Hill,
which is the continuation of Nutfield Road.
1.19 There is however scope to improve the quality of the
Redstone Hill route through the provision of advisory cycle
lanes, this will continue from the existing section of shared
footway / cycleway which runs along the north side of
Nutfield Road between the Site boundary and Oakwood
Close. Completion of this link into the town centre will
benefit both future residents of the Site as well as existing
and potential cyclists on this corridor. A preliminary
assessment demonstrates the advisory cycle lane could be
accommodated (this is an advisory cycle lane therefore is
over-runnable by vehicles).
1.20 It is also proposed that the existing public footpath
which runs within the western boundary of the Site be
upgraded to a combined footpath / cycle-path thereby
linking NCN Route 21 to the existing footway/ cycleway
facilities alongside Nutfield Road. SITE APPRAISAL

TOPOGRAPHY
2.1 The Site is predominantly north facing with an
elevation changes of 55 metres with the base of the valley
at approximately 80m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD). To
the east of the Site, the landfill site extends elevated land
form from the ridge-line northwards into the valley.
2.2 The valley base includes a series of marshes and meres.
The Redhill Brook flows south-west through the valley
before turning south through a gap in the Greensand Ridge
approximately 750m to the west of the Site.
2.3 The Site itself can be divided into 2 topographical
typologies:
• The gradual land gradients
• The artificial man made topographies
2.4 The gradual land gradients can be found to the
western half of the Site and the southern woodland areas.
Gradients vary but the main field area gradient to the
western half of the Site is approximately 1 in 9.
2.5 The former Copyhold site contains a main made
landscape with areas of steep incline as well as retaining
structures and the associated level areas of the industrial
complex.
2.6 The proposed topography and level strategy for the
Site has been developed in conjunction with the new
access road design which ensures that a gentler gradient,
in comparison to the surrounding topography, can be
achieved and complies with DDA requirements.
2.7 An earthworks assessment has been carried out
through the creation of 3D ground models for both
the existing (undeveloped) and proposed (developed)
sites. The results of this 3D modelling have informed
the preliminary level design for the new development
to ensure that the import and export of bulk earthwork
material to and from the Site is minimised; thus reducing

the overall construction traffic.
2.8 As part of the earthworks assessment the opportunities
for recycling the existing material resulting from the
demolition of the existing buildings on site will be reviewed
to minimise the volume of imported construction material
onto the Site. ACCESS
2.9 Vehicular access is to be taken from Nutfield Road
which benefits from a 30mph speed limit along the Site’s
entire highway frontage. The Site area to the north of
Nutfield Road has two established access points to the
former Copyhold Works, which has historically serviced
works traffic including HGV movements, whilst the eastern
access is also utilised by existing residents to gain vehicular
access to their properties.
2.10 As with the former Works it is proposed that the Site
be served by two access points, a main access located just
to the west of the former main Works access which would
be closed, together with reuse of the existing secondary
Works access to the east.
2.11 The main residential access will be formed by a priority
junction and will benefit from the provision of a ghost
island right turn lane. This access will serve the majority
of the development and incorporates pedestrian refuge
islands to improve access to the westbound bus stop. It is
located to the west of the existing Works access in order to
accommodate the improved junction arrangement and the
appropriate visibility splays determined from site specific
speed surveys. Junction analysis has established that such
an arrangement will have more than sufficient capacity.
2.12 The secondary, minor access will reuse the former
secondary Works access, which is still in use as it provides
vehicular access to the existing residential dwellings that

front onto Nutfield Road. This will serve only a small
proportion of the proposed residential development and
as such the change in traffic movements into and out of
the junction would be immaterial. Furthermore this access
would have been trafficked historically by the former
Works traffic. The access will be enhanced by the provision
of footways and the clearance of overgrown vegetation.
Junction analysis has established that this access
arrangement also has more than sufficient capacity.
2.13 Pedestrian, cycle and public transport access is
already available from within the immediate vicinity of
the Site. The proposed internal layout of the residential
development will look to provide a highly permeable
network of footway and cycleway links. This will include
connections along key desire lines such as to the bus stops
on Nutfield Road and to Cavendish Road towards the
railway station and town centre.
2.14 The principles of the Site access onto Nutfield Road
have already been discussed with Surrey County Council,
with the main vehicular access achievable to their
requirements.
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Cont. BOX2: FLOOD RISK
2.15 The Former Copyhold Works site is located within Flood
Risk Zone 1 and is considered to be at low risk from fluvial
or tidal flooding, based on a review of the Environment
Agency’s (EA) flood maps and RBBC’s Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA).
2.16 The National Planning Policy Framework Technical
Guidance (NPPFTG) identifies that the overall aim of the
Sequential Test is to steer new development to Flood Zone
1 and as such the proposed development’s suitability
and vulnerability meet the requirements as set by the
Sequential Test criteria for Flood Zone 1, therefore,
satisfying the NPPF.
2.17 A review of the SFRA and intrusive ground investigation
indicates that the Site is not likely to be susceptible to
groundwater flooding. The SFRA also indicates that there is
no record of any historical flooding events on the Site.
DRAINAGE
2.18 A desk top study has been carried out using information
and mapping obtained from the EA, British Geological
Survey (BGS) mapping, intrusive ground investigation
results, RBBC’s SFRA, Thames Water Utilities Limited
(TWUL) sewer records and topographic survey of the Site
to inform the initial flood risk assessment and drainage
strategy proposals.
2.19 The EA’s Groundwater mapping indicates that the Site
is not located over a groundwater protection zone.
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2.20 A baseline hydrology review based on the Site
topography indicates that the Site is generally formed of
a single catchment area falling from the south to north
with intermittent localised areas of ponding and former
extraction areas based on the survey levels. The highest
point on the Site is at approximately 139.21m AOD, located
at the south western corner adjacent to the A25 Nutfield
Road and the lowest point on Site at approximately 78.76m
AOD located at the north east corner adjacent to the
railway embankment.
2.21 The proposed on-site surface water drainage strategy
will be designed to accommodate surface water runoff,
from within the Site, for storm events of up to and
including 1 in 100 year plus 30% climate change thereby
mitigating the future risk of surface water flooding on site.
2.22 The surface water run-off will be managed using a number of different
methods across the Site. The drainage
strategy will seek to convey surface water run-off from
the roof areas, roads and other hard standings via a below
ground surface water network to a series of swales/
ditches/basins along the eastern boundary of the Site,
which lead into a larger detention basin located at the
northern part of the Site prior to discharging to the existing
ordinary watercourse. Run-off from parking areas will be
conveyed to the surface water network via permeable
paving making use of partial infiltration, subject to the
results of the future soakage tests. The use of open surface
water attenuation features along the eastern and northern
boundaries of the Site will not only provide a means for
temporary storage and treatment of storm water flows but
can also create opportunities for the natural development
of biodiversity within these SuDS features
2.23 The final discharge from the Site will be restricted to
the pre-development discharge rates with the increased
volume of surface water run-off discharged at the mean
annual peak of runoff for the Greenfield Site (referred to as
Qbar in the IoH Report 124)
2.24 The surface water run-off from the development is
proposed to discharge to the existing ordinary watercourse
located at the north eastern corner of the Site.
ECOLOGY
2.25 An Ecological Appraisal was undertaken by Gallagher
Estates’ ecology consultants EPR in December 2013.
During the Ecological Appraisal, the potential for the Site
to support protected or notable habitats and species
was considered and additional ecological surveys were
recommended which are now underway. To date, a
wintering bird survey has been completed and surveys for
additional ecological features will be undertaken during
the appropriate seasonal windows in 2014. Nothing
recorded in the Ecological Appraisal or wintering bird
survey suggests that the Site could not come forward for
development.
2.26 The ultimate output of the suite of surveys will be an
ecological impact assessment (EcIA), completed in line with
the (now Chartered) Institute of Ecology and Environmental
Assessment (CIEEM) Guidelines for Ecological Impact
Assessment (2006), in which potentially significant negative
impacts on ecological receptors will be identified, and a
series of impact avoidance, mitigation and compensation
measures will be recommended which will reduce, as
far as is possible, any potential negative impacts to nonsignificant
levels. In accordance with the aspirations of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) opportunities
for biodiversity enhancement will also be taken where
possible,
HABITATS AND VEGETATION
2.27 The Site itself is essentially split into two distinct
areas, the Field to the west, which is included within the
Holmethorpe Sandpits Complex SNCI, and the old Copyhold
Works facility and its surrounds to the east, with woodland
areas surrounding both.
2.28 The Field to the west is improved grassland dominated
herb poor permanent pasture and is considered to be of
negligible botanical value. A review of old maps shows
that the western boundary of the Field is potentially one
of the oldest features within the Site, and may therefore
contain features of interest. In addition, what could be the
less common Midland Hawthorn (or a hybrid with Common

Hawthorn) was recorded on this boundary during the
Ecological Appraisal.
2.29 The remainder of the boundaries appear to be more
recent; although the northern boundary does support
some Oak trees which appear to be of some age; these are
of biodiversity value in themselves and are also likely to
provide habitat for a range of invertebrate species.
2.30 The remainder of the Site is a mixture of dilapidated
buildings and hardstanding associated with the former
Copyhold Works, disturbed ground and spoil, woodland,
scrub and patches of grassland.
2.31 The grassland on site has been heavily disturbed by
previous uses. If any grassland habitat is present, older
patches of grassland habitat (particularly acid grassland
which appeared to be more concentrated toward the
south of the Site) may have some botanical value, and such
habitats can also support invertebrate assemblages that
would be investigated further. If present, then the design
of the proposals will respond to these, and appropriate
mitigation will be incorporated.
2.32 The majority of woodland present within the Site is
considered to be relatively recent. A review of old maps
shows that the square of woodland near the south-western
corner was present in 1871, although initial investigations
suggest that this area has been cleared and heavily
disturbed, and along with other woodland within the Site
boundary is likely to be relatively recent in origin. Further
Woodland and Grassland surveys will be undertaken during
2014 in order to determine the value of the habitats and
inform the mitigation strategy. 2.33 An arboricultural consultant has been
engaged to
assess the Arboricultural value of the trees within and
bordering the Site and advise on any arboricultural
constraints that need to be taken into account. In addition,
all trees within the zone of influence of the proposals will
be assessed for their potential to support bats. The design
of the proposals will respond to recommendations made in
the arboricultural report and any recommendations made
in respect of potential bat tree roosts. Where necessary,
appropriate mitigation and compensation will be provided.
DESIGNATED SITES
2.34 The proposals are not predicted to impact any statutory
or non-statutory designated sites for nature conservation
with the potential exception of Holmethorpe Sandpits SNCI
(the proposals include a field to the west which lies within
the boundary of the SNCI, a non-statutory site designated
due to the presence of habitats such as lagoons, ruderal
communities, marsh, willow carr and rank grassland that
support assemblages of breeding and foraging birds).
2.35 The part of the SNCI within the red line boundary
is approximately 2% of the total area on the SNCI. The
initial Ecological Appraisal has shown the field which falls
within SNCI boundary is agriculturally improved grassland
of negligible botanical value and data obtained from the
completed winter bird survey indicates that the western
field does not play any significant role in supporting
wintering birds. Furthermore, as the field is grazed flat it
does not provide habitat for species such as reptiles.
2.36 The breeding bird surveys will begin in Spring, and
will ultimately provide information on the extent to
which habitats within the western field are supporting
breeding birds that are contributing toward the overall
value and interest of the SNCI. Appropriate mitigation or
compensation will be incorporated into the proposals to
address any impacts that could occur upon breeding birds.
As set out in more details below, this could involve the
proposals making provisions to deliver biodiversity benefits
on nearby parts of the SNCI, and discussions in respect
of potential opportunities for this will be had with Surrey
Wildlife Trust, who manage the main part of the SNCI
known as Moors Country Park.
PROTECTED AND NOTABLE SPECIES
2.37 The Site is known to support a Badger sett on the
periphery and is also considered to have the potential to
support a number of protected and/or notable species
including: bats (the Site supports features with potential
for roosting, foraging and commuting), reptiles, Great
Crested Newts and other amphibians, breeding birds and

Hazel Dormice. An update walkover survey was undertaken
by EPR in January 2018 . Details are provided below.
2.38 Following completion of a full suite of surveys to
support a planning application, a robust mitigation and
compensation strategy will be developed for all ecological
receptors. At this stage, it is not envisaged that there
are likely to be any ecological impacts that cannot be
adequately mitigated.
OPPORTUNITIES
2.39 The proposals will involve the development of an area
of land included within the SNCI, albeit one which, at this
stage, appears to be playing little role in supporting the
SNCI interest features. Mitigation will be provided for
any unavoidable significant negative impacts on the SNCI,
however, there is also potentially a significant opportunity
for measures to enhance the biodiversity value of the main
area of the SNCI to be delivered in combination with the
delivery of the scheme.
2.40 The project proponents and EPR as their ecological
advisors, will be meeting with SWT imminently to discuss
the proposals for the Site, and identify any opportunities
that may exist for delivering biodiversity benefits in
conjunction with the development proposals.
2.41 Ultimately, the package of measures adopted will need
to be reasonable and proportionate to the level of impact
predicted. Subject to agreement with Surrey Wildlife Trust
and the SNCI landowner, Potential opportunities identified
for enhancing the SNCI that could be put forward following
survey and assessment include the following:
• Installing tern rafts in the lakes in the SNCI;
• Scrub and secondary woodland management;
• Habitat diversification e.g. through creation of a reedbed(
s);
• Provision of Kingfisher nesting boxes;
• Provision of bird boxes;
• Creation of a nature trail;
• Creation of a bird hide;
• Improving public awareness of the SNCI, its interest
features and its vulnerabilities through creation of
interpretation boards; and,
• Funding an SNCI monitoring programme.
2.42 In line with the aspirations of the NPPF, an additional
suite of on-site biodiversity enhancements will also be
provided, where possible. SITE CONTEXT
2.43 Residential development in Redhill extends to the
western boundary of the Site. Further west lies the
commercial centre of Redhill, immediately adjoining the
railway station, approximately 320m to the west of the
Site. Further residential development extends north-east
as far as a large area of industrial development located
at Holmethorpe, between the two routes of the LondonBrighton railway line, approximately 770m to the north of
the Site. Merstham, located immediately to the east and
north-east of this area, is primarily residential, including
recent development at Holmesdale Avenue and The Moors,
approximately 1km to the north-east of the Site. To the
south and east of the Site, a series of large, predominantly
detached properties extends sporadically along the A25
between Redhill and Nutfield. Noticeable gaps in this linear
development appear to the east of Cormongers Lane,
approximately 450m to the east of the Site.
2.44 The Site lies on the northern slopes of the Greensand
Ridge, which extends east-west, rising up to approximately
80m above the Holmesdale valley to the north. The base
of the valley lies at approximately 80m Above Ordnance
Datum (AOD) and includes a series of wetland features.
The Redhill Brook flows south-west through the valley
before turning south through a gap in the Greensand
Ridge approximately 750m to the west of the Site. To the
north of the Holmesdale valley the land rises steeply in the
form of the escarpment of the North Downs, rising from
an elevation of approximately 110m AOD in the northern
part of Merstham to approximately 195-200m AOD in the
vicinity of Upper Gatton Park, approximately 3.7km to the
north-west of the Site; and Hilltop Farm, approximately
4.3km to the north-east of the Site. Immediately to
the north-east of the Site lies the domed and much manipulated
landform of the landfill site, which extends

north from the Greensand ridgeline, containing the north-eastern
edge of the Site.
2.45 Vegetation in the vicinity of the Site reflects the
topographical variation: wetland scrub and canopy trees
are evident in the Holmesdale Valley to the north, including
willow and alder among the dominant tree species; and
deciduous woodland extends along the Greensand Ridge
to the south-west and east, including ash, birch and oak
among the dominant tree species. No structural vegetation
is present within the landfill site to the east.
2.46 The Site lies on the western edge of an area of Green
Belt, which washes over the area to the east of Redhill
and incorporates numerous areas of built development,
in addition to the landfill site to the east of the Site. The
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) lies
approximately 1.5km to the north of the Site. A locally designated
Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) overlaps
with the AONB and also includes other areas, including
the southern flank of the Greensand Ridge, approximately
350m to the south-east of the Site and separated from it
by the ridgeline landform and extensive woodland planting.
2.47 Areas of Ancient Woodland are located in close
proximity, at Byes Wood to the south-east of the Site; and
Chartfields and Redstone Hill to the south-west.
2.48 There are no Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) within the
Site but individual trees in the surrounding area are subject
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to TPOs, including a number in the curtilages of residential
properties immediately to the east of the Site.
2.49 Listed buildings in the vicinity are located at Chart
Cottage East and Chart Lodge, which flank the A25
immediately to the south of the Site.
2.50 A registered Park and Garden (Grade II) is located at
Gatton Park, approximately 1.6km to the north-west of the
Site.
2.51 A number of Public Rights of Way (PROW) extend
across the landscape surrounding the Site, including no.104
(Sustrans route) along the valley of the Redhill Brook to
the north, passing through the northern edge of the Site.
PROW no.102 extends through the tree belt forming the
western boundary of the Site. Numerous PROW traverse
the elevated landform of the North Downs, including
the waymarked Pilgrims Way and the North Downs Way
National Trai
CONT BOX3: LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL
SITE CONTEXT
2.43 Residential development in Redhill extends to the
western boundary of the Site. Further west lies the
commercial centre of Redhill, immediately adjoining the
railway station, approximately 320m to the west of the
Site. Further residential development extends north-east
as far as a large area of industrial development located
at Holmethorpe, between the two routes of the LondonBrighton railway line, approximately 770m to the north of
the Site. Merstham, located immediately to the east and
north-east of this area, is primarily residential, including
recent development at Holmesdale Avenue and The Moors,
approximately 1km to the north-east of the Site. To the
south and east of the Site, a series of large, predominantly
detached properties extends sporadically along the A25
between Redhill and Nutfield. Noticeable gaps in this linear
development appear to the east of Cormongers Lane,
approximately 450m to the east of the Site.
2.44 The Site lies on the northern slopes of the Greensand
Ridge, which extends east-west, rising up to approximately
80m above the Holmesdale valley to the north. The base
of the valley lies at approximately 80m Above Ordnance
Datum (AOD) and includes a series of wetland features.
The Redhill Brook flows south-west through the valley
before turning south through a gap in the Greensand
Ridge approximately 750m to the west of the Site. To the
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north of the Holmesdale valley the land rises steeply in the
form of the escarpment of the North Downs, rising from
an elevation of approximately 110m AOD in the northern
part of Merstham to approximately 195-200m AOD in the
vicinity of Upper Gatton Park, approximately 3.7km to the
north-west of the Site; and Hilltop Farm, approximately
4.3km to the north-east of the Site. Immediately to
the north-east of the Site lies the domed and much manipulated
landform of the landfill site, which extends
north from the Greensand ridgeline, containing the north-eastern
edge of the Site.
2.45 Vegetation in the vicinity of the Site reflects the
topographical variation: wetland scrub and canopy trees
are evident in the Holmesdale Valley to the north, including
willow and alder among the dominant tree species; and
deciduous woodland extends along the Greensand Ridge
to the south-west and east, including ash, birch and oak
among the dominant tree species. No structural vegetation
is present within the landfill site to the east.
2.46 The Site lies on the western edge of an area of Green
Belt, which washes over the area to the east of Redhill
and incorporates numerous areas of built development,
in addition to the landfill site to the east of the Site. The
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) lies
approximately 1.5km to the north of the Site. A locally designated
Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) overlaps
with the AONB and also includes other areas, including
the southern flank of the Greensand Ridge, approximately
350m to the south-east of the Site and separated from it
by the ridgeline landform and extensive woodland planting.
2.47 Areas of Ancient Woodland are located in close
proximity, at Byes Wood to the south-east of the Site; and
Chartfields and Redstone Hill to the south-west.
2.48 There are no Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) within the
Site but individual trees in the surrounding area are subject
to TPOs, including a number in the curtilages of residential
properties immediately to the east of the Site.
2.49 Listed buildings in the vicinity are located at Chart
Cottage East and Chart Lodge, which flank the A25
immediately to the south of the Site.
2.50 A registered Park and Garden (Grade II) is located at
Gatton Park, approximately 1.6km to the north-west of the
Site.
2.51 A number of Public Rights of Way (PROW) extend
across the landscape surrounding the Site, including no.104
(Sustrans route) along the valley of the Redhill Brook to
the north, passing through the northern edge of the Site.
PROW no.102 extends through the tree belt forming the
western boundary of the Site. Numerous PROW traverse
the elevated landform of the North Downs, including
the waymarked Pilgrims Way and the North Downs Way
National Trail. LANDSCAPE CHARACTER
2.52 The Site is included within published landscape
character assessment at the following levels:
• National: National Character Area 120: Wealden
Greensand (2013);
• County: Surrey Landscape Character Assessment
(2015), Type UE, Area UE9; and
• Local: Reigate and Banstead Borough Wide Landscape
and Townscape Character Assessment (2008), Area
B3.
2.53 A summary is provided below of key observations made
in these assessments of landscape character, of relevance
to the Site.
National:
• Varied characteristics;
• Scarp topography including views from ridge;
• Well-wooded;
• Hedgerows and shaws;
• Surface water – streams and rivers and associated
wetland habitats;
• Recreational access; and
• Tranquillity associated with ancient woodlands.
County (where additional to above), Type UE: Unique Areas
on the Edge of Urban Areas:
• On the edges of towns, often entirely enclosed by
Built Up Areas;
• Significant human intervention;

• Frequently provide outdoor amenity for the
surrounding population;
• Physical and visual connections to the wider
landscape;
• Landscape setting to adjacent urban areas and
settlements.
Area UE9: Holmethorpe Pits and Mercer’s Park:
• Undulating landform has been significantly altered by
human intervention;
• Large areas quarried for sand, currently at various
stages of ‘restoration’ including lakes, which provide
recreation at Mercer’s Park Country Park;
• Mounding and planting designed to screen quarry
working enclose views in places, but elsewhere there
are views across lakes and open fields with the North
Downs ridge scarp glimpsed in the distance;
• Intervisibility with the North Downs to the north, but
the area is seen in context with the built up area of
Redhill to the west;
• Short stretches of railway cross the western end of
the character area adjacent to the built up end of
Redhill; and
• Ongoing restoration at the PCL will restore landform
along the valley side which joins the greensand ridge.
Borough (where additional to above):
• Diverse, disturbed and interrupted landscape;
• High degree of rural/urban interface, including from
railway lines which sever landscape;
• Low sensitivity to change; and
• Higher sensitivity in nature reserves.
2.54 A number of opportunities and guidelines of relevance
to the Site are identified in the national and county-level
assessments and summarised below.
National:
• Enhancement of habitat mosaic and connectivity;
• Woodland enhancement and extension;
• Hedgerow and shaw enhancement;
• Enhanced wetland environment including recreational
amenity benefit (e.g. from footpaths/cycle routes)
and new SuDS; and
• Recreational linkages and network of Green
Infrastructure around urban areas and urban fringe.
County (where additional to above):
• Protect and enhance the landscape setting to
adjacent settlements and urban areas;
• Maintain physical links and open views to the wider
landscape;
• Maintain and enhance the network of public access;
• Encourage understanding of the biodiversity and
historic elements of the landscape; and
• Conserve the historic elements of the landscape as
remnants of an older landscape. SITE APPRAISAL
2.55 A Site Appraisal Plan and supporting photographs is
submitted in a separate document accompanying these
representations.
2.56 The Site comprises an irregular shaped area of
approximately 17.37ha. The Site is situated on land sloping
down from approximately 138m AOD on the south-eastern
boundary to approximately 80m on the northern boundary.
2.57 The Site is divided into a series of distinct character
areas, principally by a series of tree belts/shaws (TB1-8)
and a large area of woodland (W1).
1. Wooded ridgeline on elevated land to the south,
comprising canopy vegetation of varying quality and
structural diversity, including areas of plantation, including
coniferous species; traversed by access routes; forming
the setting to large residential properties flanking the
busy Nutfield Road; and strong sense of containment with
occasional glimpsed views out to the north.
2. Former Copyhold Works and earth mounding in the
eastern area of the Site, comprising abandoned large-scale
industrial built forms and expanses of hard standing; spoil/
excavations all associated with the former use of the Site as
a Fuller’s Earth plant and influence of further manipulation
of landform in the adjacent landfill site; and partial
containment by embankments and belts of coniferous
trees, but occasional glimpsed views out to the north.
3. Open field in western area of the Site, comprising

sloping grassland, restored from previous non-agricultural
use; containment to east and west by vegetation, framing
long views north over the urban area to the North Downs;
and influence of residential development to south-west
and of Copyhold Works to the east, including non-native
coniferous tree belts.
4. Valley floor in northern area of the Site, comprising
a wetland area including unmanaged scrub and trees,
forming a buffer to the railway line and a semi-rural setting
to the PROW/Sustrans route.
2.58 In summary, the Site is reflective of the varied
landscape character set out in published assessments,
being partly heavily-wooded but also significantly altered
by human intervention and strongly subject to the
influence of urban and industrial development. Semi natural
habitat is evident within the Site, in some of the
tree belts and the wetland area in the north of the Site,
although planting of coniferous screening trees and areas
of plantation exacerbate the sense of an uncharacteristic
landscape structure. The enclosure pattern is mixed,
including a relatively strong pattern of enclosure within
the western area of the Site, but less coherent and more
artificially created enclosure evident in the eastern area
of the Site. As a result, the Site comprises an incoherent
landscape pattern. This is exacerbated by the large scale
of the disused industrial buildings and further influenced
by the movement of vehicles within the landfill site to the
east.
2.59 Notwithstanding the planning designation of Green
Belt, which washes over the area, the character of the Site
is subject to a range of urbanising/industrial influences
and as such, is not tranquil, wild or remote and of limited
value. It is also of limited susceptibility to the type of
development proposed, owing to its lying adjacent to
residential development to the west and south and the
potential for such development to be integrated within a
locally characteristic wooded landscape structure.
VISUAL APPRAISAL
2.60 A Visual Appraisal Plan and supporting photographs
is submitted in a separate document accompanying these
representations.
2.61 There is very limited visibility of the Site from the
west, south and east, owing to topography, including the
elevated landform of the landfill site to the east and the
Greensand ridgeline to the south; vegetation, notably
the woodland associated with the Greensand ridgeline
and the tree belts that border the Site, particularly to the
north and west; and built form within the urban area. As a
result, there are very limited publicly accessible views into
the Site from locations within the central, southern and
eastern areas of Redhill. However, glimpsed views from
the A25 roadway, immediately to the south of the Site, are
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obtained into the woodland area and, momentarily, over
the field in the western part of the Site. Filtered views into
the western part of the Site are obtained through tree belt
(TB7) from adjoining residential properties to the west,
as well as from very limited elevated public viewpoints
within Redhill to the west, along visual corridors formed
by roadways. In these very limited views from the west
the tall built forms of the existing Copyhold works and the
upper parts of tree belt TB7 are perceived and
Cont. box4: 2.62 More open views towards the Site are therefore
restricted to a cone to the north. Views from PROW 104 are
only obtained within tree belt TB6 within the Site, allowing
filtered views of the field in the western area of the Site.
Glimpsed, filtered views are obtained from residential
development in the north-eastern area of Redhill, including
St Anne’s Rise, from where vegetation in the Site, the
western field and the Copyhold works, are partially visible.
2.63 North-east along the valley floor to the north of the
Site, from PROW 104, views are screened by the landform
and vegetation associated with the landfill site. From
locations further north, including from open space to the
south of The Moors, the Copyhold works buildings appear
above these features as large-scale and alien industrial
features. No views are obtained from the valley floor east
of The Moors.
2.64 More open views are obtained from a mound of
elevated land at the Moors and at long distances to the
north, including from sensitive receptor locations within
the North Downs AONB. These include the North Downs
Way, Pilgrims Way, Gatton Park Registered Park and Garden
and from other PROW on the escarpment. In these views,
as well as glimpsed views from more elevated parts of
the urban area of Redhill, in the vicinity of Coles Meads
and Gatton Park Road, the field in the western area of
the Site can be perceived, as can the existing works, set
amid vegetation and in the context of the landfill site.
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Even in these longer distance views, the infrastructure and
activity associated with the landfill site and the derelict
built forms of the former Copyhold Works are dominant
and discordant features, of industrial scale and character.
The Site is also seen in the context of the existing expanse
of the urban area of Redhill, which penetrates into the
elevated wooded character of the ridgeline which rises out
from the eastern side of Redhill, including the prominent
facades and gables of built forms in the vicinity of Redstone
Hill/Nutfield Road. East of Hilltop Farm on the North Downs
Way, where views are obtained beyond localised screening,
the Site is not readily perceived beyond the landform of
the landfill site.
CONTRIBUTION OF THE SITE TO THE NPPF
PURPOSES OF THE GREEN BELT
2.65 A review of the Site and its contribution to the
Purposes for inclusion of land in the Green Belt has been
undertaken. With regard to the fifth purpose of assisting in
urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land: should the Site be brought forward
for development, this would not prejudice derelict or other
urban land being brought forward for urban regeneration
and therefore the performance of the Site against this
purpose is not assessed. The principle of retaining land
within the Green Belt holds true for all areas within the
Green Belt, therefore the Site is considered to make the
same contribution to this purpose of the Green Belt as
any other land parcel within the Green Belt. It is noted,
however, that the eastern part of the Site comprises
derelict, previously developed land, including substantial
built forms and therefore, the inclusion of this part of the
Site within the Green Belt contradicts the fifth purpose.
2.66 In relation to checking the unrestricted sprawl of
settlements, the Site is already developed at its eastern
edge and the urban area extends to the south and north
of the Site, so further development within the Site will not
extend the built edge further than existing extents of the
built-up area on the ground (even though currently washed
over by Green Belt). Existing tree belts on the eastern
edge of the Site form a strong and defensible boundary to
development.
2.67 In terms of preventing nearby towns from merging into
one another, there are no settlements to the immediate
east of Redhill in this area which are of risk of merger from
development within the Site. The A25 corridor to the south
already includes built development extending east of the
Site, in addition to that in the eastern part of the Site and
therefore redeveloping the Site for residential use would
not extend the built edge further to the east. 2.68 With regard to assisting
in safeguarding the countryside
from encroachment, whilst development would inevitably
appear as encroachment in the western part of the Site,
tree planting along the eastern boundary forms a strong
feature and, together with the topography of the landfill
site, would prevent any perceived influence of intrusion
of development on the Site to the east. The existing
buildings in the eastern part of the Site already encroach
visually into the countryside. Developing the Site would
not therefore cause additional visual encroachment and
the removal of the tower buildings would reduce some
perceived intrusive features.
2.69 In relation to preservation of the setting and special
character of historic towns, the nearest historic town
centre is that in Reigate, approximately 3km to the west
of the Site, designated as a Conservation Area. The Site
is separated from this by the eastern part of the ReigateRedhill conurbation and therefore development of the Site
would have no effect on the setting of the historic town
centre.
2.70 In summary, the Site is partly developed and already
causes encroachment into the Green Belt, in conjunction
with development along the A25 to the south. As a result
of existing development within and around the Site,
developing the Site would not contribute to sprawl or the
merging of towns or cause more than limited physical
encroachment into land currently designated as Green
Belt. It is therefore considered that the Site makes only a
Limited contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES
2.71 A number of considerations emerging from the landscape and visual
appraisal and consideration of the Site’s contribution to the Green Belt
have a bearing on the design of any development within the Site:
2.72 Development of the central and eastern areas of the Site, where the
existing works are situated, would be appropriate and readily
accommodated with sensitive reinforcement/extension of existing
structural planting and landform. This would represent an enhancement of
the existing disturbed mineral working character of the eastern area of the
Site and removal of the dominant, discordant features of the former
Copyhold works buildings.
2.73 The field in the western part of Site is currently open in character,
including as seen from a number of receptors to the north (including from
the AONB/North Downs Way at a distance of at least 2.5km) from where it
appears contained by structural vegetation and seen in the context of
urban and industrial development.
2.74 There is a need to create a new transitional landscape structure
between Redhill and the countryside to the east. Set within this structural
planting, built form within the western part of the Site would be softened
and well screened, although owing to topography, it would be partially
visible from the north, albeit more softened by existing and proposed
vegetation than existing built form seen in the residential area immediately
to the west.

2.75 This mitigation would be achieved by introducing a horizontal pattern
of vegetation to soften the strong vertical pattern of the field slope. This
would be achieved by extending structural planting across the slope from
existing belts of planting to the east and west, from the points where this
vegetation already ‘pinches’ into the field or from where an existing
alignment is apparent (e.g. TB3, north of the existing works). 2.76 This
horizontal landscape structure would also provide a robust framework of a
series of tiers of built development, softened by structural planting,
descending to the lower northern parts of the Site.
2.77 The north-eastern boundary should retain what landform and locally
appropriate planting there is, to provide a distinct boundary to the wider
landscape, but should result in a robust physical separation rather than
complete visual screening. A SuDS corridor with appropriate associated
planting of wetland scrub and trees, noting the need to soften the landfill in
views from the Site, would provide an appropriate transitional feature
between the eastern area of the Site and the landfill to the east.
2.78 The combination of these two landscape structural concepts, including
the replacement of existing non-native coniferous planting, would provide
a softened, wooded setting to built development, but would also result in a
sensitive and considered landscape edge of the urban area to the wider
landscape and a robust, permanent boundary to the Green Belt.
2.79 The profile and character of woodland cover on the upper slopes of
the ridgeline in the southern part of the Site should be maintained, in
particular those specimens of native deciduous

trees, reinforced with enhanced structural diversity, including only very low
density residential development to reflect the character of existing
development along the roadway corridor. Planting and built form should be
used to frame long distance glimpsed views to the north.
2.80 The wetland corridor in the northern part of the Site should be
maintained and enhanced through positive management, with associated
SuDS landform arranged around retained trees, and new tree planting,
reinforcing the floodplain to the north-west as a transitional point between
urban and rural areas and an attractive setting to a key connection to the
town centre.
2.81 All of the existing and extensive proposed green infrastructure should
be appropriately managed, to enhance the condition of existing features
and ensure the successful establishment of proposed features to realise
the mitigation by design intent set out above.
2.82 Opportunities for public access to green infrastructure should be
sought, wherever feasible, notably to the woodland in the southern area of
the Site, with potential for glimpsed views out to the north.
2.83 The built form should make reference to local materials and
vernacular style to provide a coherent and locally distinctive appearance.
2.84 Assuming the implementation of these principles, there is potential
for the removal of detracting influences of industrial built form, successful
integration of built development within the Site and enhancement of the
green infrastructure transition

between urban and rural areas in this vicinity, including assisting in the
integration of the adjacent landfill site into the landscape. For these
reasons, the proposed development would be compliant with the
landscape and visual criteria for built development set out in draft Policy
NHE1.
GROUND CONDITIONS AND
CONTAMINATION
GROUND CONDITIONS
2.85 This chapter has been prepared to inform the
background document relating to the proposed residential
development at the former Copyhold Works, Redhill. This
chapter summarises available information about soil, gas
and groundwater conditions at the Site.
2.86 To date, two comprehensive preliminary risk
assessments and site investigations have been undertaken
at the Site, with a total of 65 trial pits and 40 shallow
boreholes excavated to assess the Site for proposed redevelopment.
SITE HISTORY
2.87 The Site can be divided into two principal areas based
on historical and current land use – Area A and Area B.
• Area A (c 7.85 hectares) in the west exists as a
pasture field used for the grazing of sheep and which
is surrounded by belts of trees. Historically this area
has been substantially in agricultural use and was
partially occupied in the south by a farm complex and
three ponds.
• Area B (ca 9.5 hectares) in the east possesses a
derelict former Fullers Earth works (also known as
• Area B (ca 9.5 hectares) in the east possesses a
derelict former Fullers Earth works (also known as
Copyhold site) in the north with associated ancillary
buildings and storage areas and woodland and
access roads in the south. The north of Area B has
historically been used as a Fullers Earth works and
mineral extraction quarries were also present. In the
south of Area B, other small shallow quarries were
present.
2.88 Adjacent to the Site to the east and northeast is a large
operational putrescible waste landfill site which occupies a
large former mineral extraction quarry.
2.89 A railway is present to the north west, with residential
properties surrounding the remainder of the Site
boundaries. GEOLOGY
2.90 Based on the ground investigations undertaken at the
Site, the ground conditions have been generally found to
comprise the following:
• Made ground was encountered extensively across
the southern and western areas of the Site (ranging
on average to 1.5 - 2.5m and locally over 3m below
ground level – bgl predominantly in the area of
the former copy hold buildings. The made ground
materials generally comprised reworked natural
materials of sandy clay, and variable proportions of
sand, gravel, and cobbles of sandstone and siltstone.
Ash, brick and concrete were also typically present in
the granular made ground materials.
• Weathered sandy clay (Sandgate Beds) with variable
gravel content (firm to very stiff) were present at
surface or directly underlying the made ground.
Sandstone rock was locally present at shallow depth
(typically 0.5m to 2.4m bgl) in the northeast part of
the Site.
• Hythe Bed Strata: The Sandgate Beds were
observed to be underlain by Hythe Bed strata where
investigated in the southern part of the Site. The
Hythe Beds were encountered at depths between
6.5m and 18m bgl and comprised orange brown fine
to medium sand with some rounded fine to coarse
gravel of quartz. The Hythe Bed strata were proved to
a depth of 36m bgl.
HYDROGEOLOGY
2.91 No significant inflows of groundwater were
encountered during the investigation fieldwork, and
shallow groundwater is not anticipated to be present
beneath the Site. Regional topography falls from 140m
above sea level in the south east of the Site to c.80m
above sea level in the north west around the centre of
Redhill. Deeper groundwater is anticipated follow regional
topography and flow in a generally north/north west
direction. CONTAMINATION

2.92 Significant ground investigation has already
been undertaken at the Site, which has not identified
widespread contamination which would prevent the Site
being redeveloped for a residential end use.
2.93 Some localised weathered shallow diesel/oil/metal
contamination has been encountered around former
above ground fuel storage tank locations, but this was not
laterally or vertically extensive and is anticipated to be
easily mitigated during redevelopment.
GROUND GAS
2.94 Sources of on-site gas are considered limited due to the
generally inert nature of the made ground.
2.95 The Site is located adjacent to the Patterson Court
Landfill operated by Biffa, which is a source of landfill gas.
The landfill cells adjacent to the Site have been completed
and either have been or are in the process of being
regenerated as agricultural/forest land in line with the
reclamation strategy for the landfill. The landfill is due to
be fully closed and regenerated by 2030.
2.96 It is understood that gas is being actively collected by
Biffa and used for energy production at the Site, and Biffa
are obligated as part of their permit to control gas at the
boundaries of the Site. A sequence of boundary monitoring
wells are present along the boundary between the
development site and the landfill. Data from these wells
does not indicate a significant issue with cross-boundary
gas migration, and it is anticipated that by incorporating
gas migration, and it is anticipated that by incorporating
appropriate landfill gas mitigation measures within
the development that gas will not pose a risk to future
residents at the Site.
MINING
2.97 As part of an environmental desktop study, former
Fullers Earth mines in the vicinity of the Site were
identified. A mine workings investigation was carried
out which comprised the advancement of 15 deep
boreholes (to depth ranging from 20 to 35m bgl). The
investigations found no evidence for any mine related voids
or disturbed ground. It was therefore concluded that the
risks associated with potential ground instability derived
from possible historical shallow mine workings within the
southern part of the Site were negligible. The Site is not in
an area affected by former coal mining.
FURTHER WORKS
2.98 In summary, in line with current UK guidance for the
assessment of risks from contamination, no significant
sources of contamination have been identified at the
Site that would prevent the Site being redeveloped for
residential use. Some minor localised sources are present
as would be expected on a former industrial site, but these
can be addressed during redevelopment and any pathways
to future users and the environment mitigated.
2.99 A source of landfill gas is present adjacent to the
north and north east boundary, however data provided
north and north east boundary, however data provided
from Biffa indicates this is being controlled and significant
gas concentrations overall not been identified at the
boundary. However, the masterplan has been developed
with a 25-50m cut off zone from the waste materials (and
source of gas) to allow for gas mitigation measures to be
incorporated in the development along this boundary if
necessary.
2.100 A significant amount of generalised data is already
present for the Site which has not identified significant
constraints to development with regards to a proposed
residential end-use. Further development specific
investigation and risk assessment works are intended
to be undertaken once the final development layout
and earthworks have been finalised which are expected
to confirm these findings. However, based on current
information, no pollutant linkages to future receptors have
been identified which could not be mitigated during the
proposed redevelopment.
2.101 It is therefore concluded that the Site, following
further investigation and any remedial works (if necessary
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Cont. Box 5: NOISE
2.102 An assessment of potential noise and vibration
constraints in relation to the proposed development has
been carried out by Gallagher Estates’ consultants Mayer
Brown. The Noise and Vibration Study has considered the
potential significance of a range of noise sources affecting
the Site using a combination of assessment methods.
2.103 The study identifies that the Site is subject to noise
and vibration from a range of existing sources, including
aircraft, road traffic and railway noise, railway vibration
and operational noise at the adjoining landfill site. The
study identifies that the impacts of such noise sources are
not significant and could be acceptably mitigated.
2.104 The study concludes that, subject to the adherence to
a good acoustic design process and the implementation of
appropriate mitigation, the Site is a suitable location for
the proposed development and could be developed in full
accordance with current governmental noise objectives. AIR QUALITY
2.105 Air Quality Screening has been conducted by Gallagher
Estates’ consultants Mayer Brown to assess the suitability
of the Former Copyhold Works site for residential
development. The Air Quality Screening assessed whether
the Site’s location is suitable for the proposed use and
whether any significant air pollution effects are likely
to impact the proposed development. As part of this
assessment, the potential for impacts upon the local

area including the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
located to the west of the Site, were considered.
2.106 The screening highlights that the latest published data
for all the urban background locations within Reigate and
Banstead, which are considered most representative of the
conditions experienced at the Site, identifies monitored
NO2 annual mean concentrations at levels which represent
no air quality grounds for the refusal of a planning
application.
2.107 The screening concludes that, due to the Site’s
sustainable location in relation to the town centre and rail
station, significant traffic related impacts upon the nearby
AQMA are not anticipated.
2.108 The screening identifies that there will be
opportunities to mitigate any adverse impacts identified
in further assessment, including any impact resulting
from the additional traffic generated by the development,
through appropriate design. The opportunity to effectively
mitigate the effects of dust from construction activity
during the development of the Site is also identified in
the screening work. Overall, the work concludes that the
proposed development could be expected to have a neutral
impact on air quality.
ODOUR
2.109 Gallagher Estates’ consultants Air Spectrum
Environmental Ltd, incorporating Spectrum Environmental
Support, have undertaken an odour dispersion model in
respect of the Former Copyhold Works site. The model
used odour emission data collected empirically at several
landfill sites across the UK to model distinct parts of the
adjacent Patterson Court Landfill.
2.110 Assessment of the impacts of the odour release from
the waste site has also been conducted by Spectrum
Environmental Support. A dispersion model has been
used to quantify the risk that off-site odours may cause a
nuisance to future residents of the proposed development.
2.111 The results of this assessment indicate that odour
concentrations at the Site are below the level at which
odour is likely to be detected by future residents.
Therefore, this initial modelling undertaken by industry
experts reveals that odour concentrations are not likely
to be of a level which would cause a nuisance to future
occupants. As such, the proposed development is unlikely
to result in odour complaints. 3. MASTERPLAN
3.1 Underpinning the masterplan are design concepts which respond to the
issues identified in the Site appraisal and best practice design approaches
for new developments
DESIGN CONCEPTS
3.2 The former Copyhold site presents an exciting opportunity to establish
a new residential neighbourhood in a highly sustainable location, close to
the heart of Redhill, offering high quality family housing and amenity space
set within extensive landscape. The
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new residential development will be underpinned by an overarching
concept and a set of guiding principles (Figure xx) which illustrate the
rationale for the initial design decisions taken and how these inform the
design concept.
3.3 The design concept and guiding principles have evolved in direct
response to the investigations into the Site and local context undertaken
thus far, as well as best practice urban design guidance. For further
information on the Site investigations undertaken please refer to the
technical Appendices of this document.
3.4 The design concept is composed of the following key components:
URBAN TO RURAL TRANSITION
3.5 The Site is located on the edge of Redhill, between the Redstone Park
residential area and the Patteson Court Landfill site. The Site comprises a
field, the former Copyhold industrial works and the surrounding woodland
edges. Due to its location, the Site bridges the transition between the town
and the rural edge. The landfill site is undergoing a process of restoration of
the landscape along its western boundary adjacent to the Site and with the
removal of industrial works. The redevelopment of the former Copyhold
works therefore offers a unique chance to improve the transition between
the restored rural landscape of the adjacent land-fill site and Redhill. 3.6
The development positively responds to this context by defining a new
settlement edge adopting a cluster structure and using landscape to merge
the development with the landscape. 3.7 To the east and north of

the Site, development is proposed to extend to the boundary, whilst still
respecting existing landscape features.
RESPONDING TO THE LANDSCAPE AND TOPOGRAPHY
• The Site slopes between the A25 in the south to the railway in the north.
The higher reaches of the Site have an existing woodland setting. The
former Copyhold site is screened from the field half of the Site by
landscape earth works. The western and southern edges of the Site are
defined by tree belts. • The landscape strategy focuses on retaining and
enhancing areas of structural landscape within the Site, around which the
masterplan has evolved. The proposed development is set within this
extended framework of structural landscape and adopts a series of
character areas. This approach enables development to respond to the
Site’s distinctive topography, landscape, environmental, ecological and
engineering constraints, whilst also creating a development form, layout
and density that will complement and enhance the local distinctiveness of
Redhill.
ESTABLISHING ACCESS AND LEISURE LINKS • Strong emphasis has been
placed upon incorporating connectivity with Redhill and within the Site
itself, for sustainable modes of travel, i.e. by foot and cycle. The sloped site
presents a challenge for achieving suitable access. As a direct response, the
Site has been designed to work with the topography to provide a fully
accessible development. In addition, the Site addresses and connects to
existing footways and cycleways within the vicinity of the development.
• The woodland edges will be enhanced with a series of proposed

landscaped ‘wedges’ which form a physical link to the existing woodland as
well as a visual buffer to the new development. Internal routes will
supplement the existing and connect the various areas of the Site whilst
also providing leisure access to the proposed landscape. AN INSPIRING
AND INTEGRATED NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD
• The nature of the Site provides for a great opportunity for a natural
synergy between landscape and development, where a rich tapestry of
public spaces, connecting routes, built form and natural habitat can be
created in a highly sustainable location. The design responds to this
opportunity with a contextual development structure that provides a
tailored and diverse new development that can enhance the local character
and landscape setting. DESIGN PRINCIPLES
TOPOGRAPHY & DRAINAGE PRINCIPLES
3.8 A defining characteristic of the Site is its topography,
both in its hillside setting and the undulating man made
landscape surrounding the former Copyhold works, as
illustrated in figure xx. As such, the following principles
have been adopted:
• Existing site topography is to be retained with
remodelling to the former Copyhold site to re-instate
more natural levels
• Surface water drainage will drain to the north along
the eastern site boundary and terminate within a
holding pond
• The character areas, layout and appearance will be

structured by the topography, taking advantage of the
long distance views to the north. LANDSCAPE PRINCIPLES
3.9 The edge of settlement location of the Site dictates
a development that is well integrated with the existing
landscape and wider landscape views. To provide this, the
following landscape principles are proposed:
• The mature landscape structure is to be retained and
enhanced along the southern edge at the highest
point of the Site, to maintain the wooded hill side
• Retention of and enhancement to the existing tree
belt along the eastern boundary
• Integration of sustainable drainage within the
landscape buffer to the eastern and northern
boundaries
Figure 2.9 LANDSCAPE
• The retention and enhancement of structural
landscaping within the Site and the provision of new
green wedges extending across the Site to enhance
the landscape setting of the development.
• Retention of the existing tree belt structure to the
western boundary
• A network of courtyards and green spaces providing
internal amenity space and connected to the
woodland landscape via a variety of green walkways. ACCESS AND
MOVEMENT PRINCIPLES
3.10 Key to a sustainable and vibrant development is
connectivity. The principles for movement respond to the
Site’s context and characteristics and are as follows:
• New connections to the A25 at more appropriate
locations
• The creation of a fully accessible site providing a main
access route at a gradient of no more than 1 in 20
• Improved connections to Redhill town centre and
station via enhanced existing and proposed facilities.
• Connection to the existing footway and cycle
way along the western and northern boundaries
respectively
• The creation of an internal pedestrian network along
desire lines that is independent from the main road
access, providing linkages between the characters
areas and access to the woodland edges. ACCESS AND MOVEMENT
PRINCIPLES
3.10 Key to a sustainable and vibrant development is
connectivity. The principles for movement respond to the
Site’s context and characteristics and are as follows:
• New connections to the A25 at more appropriate
locations
• The creation of a fully accessible site providing a main
access route at a gradient of no more than 1 in 20
• Improved connections to Redhill town centre and
station via enhanced existing and proposed facilities.
• Connection to the existing footway and cycle
way along the western and northern boundaries
respectively
• The creation of an internal pedestrian network along
desire lines that is independent from the main road
access, providing linkages between the characters
areas and access to the woodland edges. CHARACTER & BLOCK STRUCTURE
PRINCIPLES
3.11 The Site already has a variety of different characters
and as identified earlier and these will inform the proposed
character areas and block forms. The proposals seek to
build upon the existing site character responding to the
landscape structure and topography of the Site.
3.12 The Site will be arranged in 4 main character areas:
WOODLAND PLOTS:
3.13 These are located within the southern edge of the Site
within the woodland areas. This informal, low-density
character area will have individual dwellings located
off a low-impact access road. Houses will be positioned
sensitively to reduce their impact and the existing
woodland habitat will be restored and enhanced.
EDGE CLUSTERS:
3.14 Further into the Site, the south eastern section will
contain two main housing clusters that are situated within
the existing open areas afforded by the former Copyhold
office blocks and the Fullers Earth area. The clusters utilise
the existing woodland to the south and east to create a

woodland enclosure to each cluster area.
CENTRAL SPINE:
3.15 The central spine area will take in the derelict industrial
complex and extends east towards the existing housing
areas. Higher density development is proposed with
a greater mix of housing typologies. The central spine
follows the existing contours of the land and links two
courtyards around which this character area is focussed.
The two courtyard development areas will be divided by
the existing woodland belt that runs up the hillside from
north to south.
HILLSIDE TERRACES:
3.16 This area addresses the descending slope to the north.
Here a distinct built form is created that integrates the
landscape into the new development whilst providing an
accessible site. This area is focussed upon the main linking
pedestrian spine and provides key connections to the
surrounding residential areas and landscape. 7 The masterplan has been
developed to maximise the
potential of the Site in terms of its integration into the
existing neighbourhood & landscape.
3.18 Key to determining the areas for development has been
the understanding of the topography and the extent of
important habitat to be retained.
THE DEVELOPMENT
3.19 The total site area equates to 17.34Ha. Once the open
space areas are subtracted from the total area, just over
half the Site remains for housing development. This net
development area could accommodate a range of densities
across the Site, between approximately 25 - 35 dwellings
per hectare (dph) and provide approximately 300 dwellings
across the development.
3.20 The allocation of the Site in Policy ERM2/3 of the DMP
requires approximately 210 dwellings and serviced land for
a 2FE primary school.
3.21 As explained in the representations below, Gallagher
Estates is prepared in principle to support the delivery
of this infrastructure by accommodating this within the
development of the Site. Figure XX demonstrates how this
could be accommodated within the development, if needed
and subject to the delivery mechanism being agreed between
Gallagher Estates, SCC and the Council.
PHASING AND DELIVERY
3.22 The Site is being actively promoted for residential
development by Gallagher Estates. Gallagher Estates owns
the Site and intends to bring it forward for development
at the earliest opportunity, seeking to work positively with
the Council in this regard.
3.23 It is anticipated that approximately 3 years will
be required from the point of submitting an outline
planning application to first housing completions being
achieved on the Site. This takes into account the lead-in
for determination by the Council, completion of a S106
Agreement, submission and approval of reserved matters,
discharge of conditions and construction. The build-out
of the development is likely to take a further 2-3 years
(approx.).
3.24 Taking account of the lead-in times for the delivery
of development summarised above, together with the
time required to prepare a planning application for the
development, the release of the Site should be triggered
upon the adoption of the DMP. This would support the
Council in maintaining a sufficient supply of housing land
for at least five years. The immediate release of the Site
would be reinforced if the development is required to
accommodate a new primary school, as proposed in Policy
ERM2/3.
KEY BENEFITS
3.25 The development of the Site will:
• Prioritise the release of land from the Green Belt
which makes very little or no contribution to the
purposes of including land within the designation;
• Provide a significant contribution to the delivery
of new market and affordable housing in a highly
sustainable location;
• Re-use previously developed land for housing;
• Involve the remediation of contaminated land;
• Deliver a range of environmental benefits including
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biodiversity net gains;
• Potentially accommodate the delivery of a new 2FE
primary school.
These should be read alongside our comments made during the Regulation
18 consultation http://redhillgreens.org.uk/downloads/esgp-dmp-10oct16Sheep Field) are presented together. Copyhold is a brownfield site if this is
developed it the whole site will go together. These two sites are a
‘biodiversity opportunity area’, one of around 50 special sites of this kind
across Surrey.
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We note that this allocation includes a significant area of a site of nature
conservation interest. This site should be referenced and considered within
the design approach and mitigation requirements section. An ecological
survey should be carried out to identify habitats and species and provision
to be made for appropriate nature conservation measures and habitat
enhancements.
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N/A

ERM2/3

I would like to share my views on the proposed urban site allocation
directly behind Redstone Park, Redhill.

No

Sheep Field) are presented together. Copyhold is a brownfield site if this is
developed it the whole site will go together. These two sites are a
‘biodiversity opportunity area’, one of around 50 special sites of this kind
across Surrey.

N/A

This site should be referenced and
No
considered within the design approach and
mitigation requirements section. An
ecological survey should be carried out to
identify habitats and species and provision
to be made for appropriate nature
conservation measures and habitat
enhancements
Buffer between Redstone Park and any new No
development to give access to the nature
site. Retail access to footpath.

We have lived in Redstone Park since relocating from London in 2014 and
we are a little concerned about the proposed building on the greenbelt
land, and what effect it will have on the woodland path that leads to the
wetland nature area. We understand Redhill needs further development to
improve but would like this retained to provide a buffer between us and
any proposed new development, and still give us access to the nature site.
Can you ensure that this will be the case? Many people in our street enjoy
the access to the wildlife along the current footpath and hope that this
access will still be there if building goes ahead.
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concerned about the viability of the proposed developments above.
Significant contamination of the old copyhold site, needs VERY safe before
development- it is an eyesore. Concerned easy development would be
done and then the dangerous left for someone else, asset stripping The
rest of the land includes an area of ancient woodland, various areas
designated for areas of wildlife. Areas are steep, potential problems with
erosion, especially difficult because of the contamination. The number of
houses proposed will overload the already busy A25, often a permanent
traffic job.
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.

be happy for the copyhold site to be
cleaned up safely and then used for
housing. Do not redevelop ERM1 or 2- all
fields/woodland

No

No

No

No

Yes

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:

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.
clearly defined as 1.5 ha, as set out in paragraph 2.25 of the IDP.
it clear that the release of this site for housing will be in line with MLS1.
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
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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.
The described biodiversity constraints, opportunities and requirements of
development here are welcomed; (design of Green Infrastructure to deliver against

No

objectives & targets of the Holmesdale Biodiversity Opportunity Area).

ERM2/3

TDC are still concerned that surface water run-off from the new
development at Copyholds, if not properly mitigated, would exacerbate the
current flooding issues in that location for both the homes in the Nutfield
Marsh location, and the road network.

No

