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SUMMARY OF REGULATION 19 MAIN 

ISSUES 

 
In total 1,497 representations were received during the publication period from 1,075 
organisations and individuals. The policies receiving the highest number of responses 
were HOR9 (Strategic Employment Site) and MLS2 (Safeguarded Land) with 272 and 209 
responses respectively, after which the highest number of reps per policy was a maximum 
of 35. A summary of the main issues is set out below (these are a high level summary of 
the points raised and responded to in the publication statement). 

 
Employment: 

 Suggestions that Article 4 Directions be used to protect existing employment land and 
uses from changes of use under permitted development 

 The marketing period suggested for applicants to demonstrate ongoing employment 
use is not viable and should be extended. 

 Concerns raised by developers with potential delay and other issues arising from the 
requirement for larger development to provide construction apprenticeships. 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 

 Concern that two current employment sites in Reigate are allocated for housing 
development. 

 

Retail 

 Various comments suggesting smaller or larger town centre boundaries to include or 
exclude specific sites. 

 Concerns on the continued use of retail frontages to assess proposed changes of use. 
Varied responses around not requiring thresholds, or them not being right level. 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 

 Oppose any new retail development within Banstead: existing units are closing due to 
high rents, there are a number of vacant units and there are a number of charity 
shops1

 

 
Design 

 
DES1 – Design of new development: 

 Inclusion of Secured by Design criteria welcomed but wording should be amended. 

 Considered too restrictive, repetitive and unnecessary and some parts too vague. 

 Tall building policy should be reinstated. 

 Amend wording regarding aerodrome safeguarding 
 

DES2 - Residential Garden land development: 

 Policy does not accord with national policy, considered too restrictive, too onerous and 

unnecessary (repeats DES1). 

 Suggestion that development should ‘respect’ not ‘reflect’ existing character. 

 Suggestion that infilling should be added to the glossary. 

 Concern about development of residential garden land in rural areas 
 
 

1 
Discussed in Miscellaneous (pp.642) 
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DES3 – Residential Areas of special Character: 

 Policy does not accord with national policy and considered unduly restricting 

 Policy cannot be achieved; it requires replication of existing street context and 
requirement to maintain curtilage sizes even though a reduction in curtilage sizes may 
not necessarily affect the character. 

 Criterion 7 is contradictory. 

 Queries on the need for a RASC policy but others suggesting it should be expanded. 
 

DES4 – Housing mix: 

 No justification for housing mix percentages and they are too onerous. 

 Overly prescriptive and not compliant with NPPF 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2012) is out of date and does not support 
the housing mix 

 No guidance on type of housing mix required in different parts of the borough 
 

DES5 – Delivering high quality homes: 

 Some parts not specific, unnecessary and inflexible. 

 The planning system cannot control internal layout of buildings. 

 No justification for national space standards. 

 No viability assessment to consider whether the standards are reasonable 

 
DES6 – Affordable housing: 

 Concern regarding definition of affordable housing 

 Affordable housing is not truly affordable (fails SA first objective) and requirement not 

high enough 

 Nothing about tenure (include social rented housing and affordable rent to buy). 

 The 35% affordable housing on greenfield site (to supersede 30% in the Core 

Strategy) is unjustified and excessive. 

 No site specific viability studies - risks site delivery when provided alongside CIL. 

Inconsistency in evidence base (i.e. Core Strategy and CIL evidence). 

 Background evidence of need (SHMA 2008 and 2012) is out of date 

 Not flexible – para 3.2.40 on varying requirements should be in policy. 

 Affordable housing requirement inconsistent with national policy thresholds and 

insufficient justification (including viability). 

 Objections to requirement for affordable housing contributions from older people’s 

housing and suggestion for financial contribution in lieu. 

 
DES7 – Specialist Accommodation 

 Caravans 
- Make clear that planning consent will not be permitted for noise sensitive 

development within existing areas known to be affect by unacceptable levels of 
aircraft noise (in particular caravans and mobile homes). 

 Older People and support needs 
- Policy must allow sufficient flexibility to allow consideration of the specific 

circumstances of each scheme 
- Policy seeks to ‘encourage’ affordable provision for C2 uses but no evidence to 

support this - should be deleted. No clarity on when this will be encouraged 
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- Not always practical to accommodate affordable housing on site so financial 
contributions instead of provision should be applicable 

- To make plan effective should allocate sites for retirement accommodation 
- DMP does not include any retirement provision in Banstead. Proposed that the site 

at Amberley, Bolters Land, Banstead is allocated for extra care 
- Policy states the loss of care homes will be resisted unless alternative provision is 

provided. If a care home closes as it doesn’t meet required standards/is unviable, 
council will not be in a position to require a replacement even where a need. 

- Accessible housing requirements are too low 
- Limiting supply compounds the problem, delivery of retirement housing encourages 

and facilities moves by older people to housing appropriately suited to their needs. 
- Housing for Older People paper states windfall retirement development has 

occurred over 10 years but did not include any extra care housing development 
- Council approach fails to acknowledge the more significant role extra care housing 

plays in meeting care and support needs 
- Minimum viable scale of extra care development is 60 units rather than 25 units. 
- Site allocations with retirement element may not be/are not deliverable. 
- Mainstream householders are not direct providers of retirement accommodation, 

which requires long-term management and provision of services. 
- Retirement developers seek sites in residential neighbourhoods close to existing 

services.  Unusual for it to be developed as part of a larger urban extension. 
- Paragraph 3.2.48 notes significant oversupply of units/bedrooms in care homes - 

over simplification, there’s clear qualitative need for improved care home provision. 
- Own evidence points to higher overall numbers than those proposed by RBBC 
- Policy DES7 is a reactive rather than a proactive policy and fails to plan for the 

needs of the older persons housing sector. 
- Wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to dwellings where local 

authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live there so policy 
should not apply the higher level Part M4(3) to market homes 

 Self-Build 
- Regulation 18 suggested policy requirement for self-build homes should be 

reinstated and an SPD developed to meet the full objectively assessed need for 
housing which includes those wishing to build their own home. 

- Include a policy to encourage the delivery of self-build housing as windfalls and 
also identify sites as specific custom and self building housing allocations. 

 

DES8 - Construction management 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 

 Wording is weak 

 Concern about how this will be enforced 

 Further requirements are necessary 
 

DES9: Pollution and contaminated land 

 Additional wording recommended to ensure consistency with Crawley Borough Council 

 Plan is unsound - should be a stand-alone detailed noise policy and technical noise 
annex to provide clarity to developers 

 Should be a policy on noise levels at Redhill Aerodrome 
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Open space and recreation 
 
OSR1: 

 Further clarity needed over the phrases ‘expansion of an existing school’ and 
‘alternative sports and recreation facilities’ 

 

OSR2: 

 No flexibility for site-by-site basis assessment, to enable less provision/off-site 
contributions where there is a surplus 

 Sports England do not support a standards-based approach 

 Acronyms of various different open spaces should be clarified in glossary. 

 Should be a requirement for more open space in Horley 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
 

OSR3: 

 2011 Open Space, Sports & Recreation Assessment is out-of-date. 

 Overly prescriptive 

 Policy should include support for new facilities in deficiency areas 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
 
Transport, access and parking 

 
TAP1 – Access, parking and servicing: 

 Consider extending some of the Mayor’s strategic transport objectives to the borough 

 Other topics would benefit from further cross referencing to matters of transport 

 The new GAL’s surface access strategy ‘Access Gatwick’ will be available for the next 
stages of the DMP - reference should be made to this. 

 Council should exploit the economic potential stemming from Gatwick Airport, including 
through investment in new transport information and efficiency of existing networks. 

 Suggestions that parking standards need amending to allow better flexibility/reduction 
in highly sustainable locations. 

 Accessibility assumptions don’t acknowledge location/requirements of northern wards 

 Policy should include more on sustainable transport 

 Issues arise from un-adopted highways, suggested that policy requires highways are 
adopted wherever possible 

 Requirement for consideration of cumulative impacts from development is weak and 
not detailed enough 

 New development will worsen existing traffic, movement and parking issues 

 Public transport is poor so there is no case for large development in Banstead 

 Various area-specific existing parking problems highlighted. 
 

TAP2 – Airport car parking: 

 Wording should reference joint working with surrounding authorities/GAL 

 Restricting off-airport parking is not justified, anti-competitive and could result in 
increased car traffic and unlawful parking. 

 Deficiency in the Sustainability appraisal 

 Contradicts Policy CS17 of the Core Strategy 
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Climate Change and Flood Risk 
 
CCF1 – Climate change mitigation: 

 Should require 50% + renewable/low carbon energy 

 Higher water efficiency standard not justified 

 Wording is weak 

 Requires energy efficiency standards above Building regulations – contrary to national 
guidance. 

 No practicable overall strategy 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
 

CCF2 – Flooding 

 Area specific flooding concerns reported 

 London Borough of Croydon requested better than greenfield runoff rates on all sites 
within their catchment to prevent exacerbation of Croydon flood risk. 

 Improvement required regarding water/wastewater/sewerage infrastructure. 

 Policy should refer to emerging work from the Environment Agency. 

 Policy should support proposal which have a net benefit in terms of flood risk 

 Precautionary approach is inappropriate. 

 Interconnectivity of land parcels should be considered in assessments as over a wider 
area flooding can be managed better. 

 Contradictory wording regarding avoiding areas at risk of flooding 

 Wording around minor development not consistent with NPPF 
 

Natural and Historic environment 
 
NHE1 – Landscape protection: 

 Inconsistent with NPPF - AGLV not to be afforded same weight as AONB 

 Wording should be clearer between AONB and AGLV. 

 The setting of AONBs should be better considered. 

 Clarity sought on extent of Gatwick Airport Open Setting. 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
 

NHE2 – Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and areas of geological importance: 

 Wording is weak and overall policy has been weakened and lacks clarity 

 Inconsistent with NPPF – SSSI have a higher threshold than other biodiversity sites 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
 

NHE3 – Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural habitats: 

 Policy has been weakened 

 Pre-emptive felling on allocation sites is an issue 
 

NHE4 – Green/blue infrastructure: 

 Wording to strengthen and clarify the policy are suggested 

 Objection to riverside green chain allocation south of Smallfield Road 

 Mention aerodrome safeguarding requirements 
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NHE5 – Development within the Green Belt: 

 Land to the East and South of Horley should be designated as Green Belt, partly in 
compensation for urban extensions and to ensure a strategic gap. The Council has 
made no attempt to implement this in the DMP. 

 Fundamental principles of Green Belt (exceptional circumstances) should be reflected. 

 Policy beyond the remit of NPPF and includes unjustified constraints on development 

 Legal & General sites should be included in Policy NHE5 as a minor changes to the 
Green Belt to address anomalies 

 New policy to identify degraded areas of Green Belt and how to restore them 

 A site specific Green Belt review, as proposed by the Core Strategy, has not been 
carried out. Council has not positively or proactively assessed contribution that could 
be made by smaller Green Belt land releases in sustainable locations 

 Concern that gardens in rural areas should be regarded as brownfield land 

 Only built form of the Hospital should be removed from the Green Belt 

 Regulation 18 consultation DMP included date for original building (19 December  
1968) which should be retained rather than NPPF date 

 Never before has housing been proposed on such a vast scale and on Green Belt, it is 
a precious resource and must be protected 

 If a member of the public wished to build on the Green Belt it would not be entertained 

 Does not set out the list of cases where construction of new buildings is appropriate in 
line with NPPF (doesn’t include redevelopment of previously developed sites).  Also  
not in line with emerging NPPF paragraph 144 

 Plan is not sound – the Council has failed to provide a robust assessment of the Green 
Belt and ignored several settlement and sites in the Green Belt review. 

 

NHE6 – Reuse and adaptation of buildings in the Green Belt and the Rural 
Surrounds of Horley: 

 Preference for commercial over residential in reused buildings conflicts with national 
policy. Inconsistent approach with permitted development rights. 

 Criteria should be included for building to be structurally sound 
 

NHE7 – Rural surrounds of Horley: 

 Rural surrounds should be designated as Green Belt 

 Assessment parcels over a wider strategic area should not be considered in isolation. 

 Clarity needed on definitions 
 

NHE8 – Horse keeping and equestrian development: 

 Inconsistent with national policy - facilities for outdoor sport/recreation are exception to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

 Any development will impact on openness of Green Belt. 

 Concern at loss of commercial equestrian facilities 

 

NHE9 – Heritage Assets: 

 Point regarding conservation areas should be more reflective of national policy. 

 Definition of designated historic assets should be in the policy 

 Wording implies that enabling development will be supported whatever 

 Many areas which are worthy of Conservation Area designation, or a different 
designation (I.e. Area of Special Townscape Importance) 
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Gypsies, travellers & travelling showpeople 
 
GTT1 - Gypsies, travellers & travelling showpeople 

 Various neighbouring districts and boroughs suggesting they could not meet any 
shortfall in site provision by RBBC 

 Plan is not sound as does not provide a 5 year supply of available pitches 

 Additional sites should be allocated outside SUEs to meet the G&T need in full 

 Concerns at inclusion of G&T sites within site allocations/urban extensions, no 
justification provided. 

 Not aware of interest from the Traveller community for pitches on urban extensions. 

 Various site-specific examples of problems with existing/proposed G&T sites. 

 PPTS requires broad locations for years 6 to 15 to be deliverable. Landowners note 
urban extension sites are not available for Traveller development. 

 No evidence provided for singular pitches on urban extensions 

 Amount of pitches on proposed sites and urban extensions should be increased 

 Wording does not award sufficient flexibility to facilitate sustainable development 

 Adequate appraisals have not been undertaken 

 The policy and explanation are unclear 

 Viability assumptions need justification 

 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment under-estimates need 

 Does not include criteria for assessment of windfall proposals 
 
Cemetery and crematorium provision 

 
CEM1 – Cemetery and crematorium provision 

 Recent appeal demonstrated there was no need for a cemetery in the borough – this 
should be reflected in the policy 
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SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 

BAN2 – Horseshoe: 

 Should reincorporate Area C (field to the north of the Horseshoe) 

 Insufficient information provided with regards to replacement facilities 

 Facilities do not need replacing, concern there will be a loss of community facilities 

 Concern there is no comprehensive plan for the area 

 Should be no retail development and no residential 

 Parking should be retained, replaced and enhanced 

 
BAN3 – Banstead Community Centre: 

 Should be no development – is a valuable and well used resource 

 The Centre was originally erected by public subscription. Redevelopment is contrary to 

Lady Neville bequest (land provided for recreation). 

 A condition of the planning permission that a carpark of this size be provided. Given 
the elderly users all parking is required. Enhancement to the community centre and 
residential would require more parking spaces. 

 Plan includes part of Chucks Meadow 

 Increase in density would conflict with the Conservation Area 

 Important to the character of Banstead 

 Justification for enlarged arts and cultural facilities over existing provision have not 
been proven. Finance for, and viability of, larger development not been demonstrated. 

 
BAN1 – 136 – 168 High street: (Opportunity Site) 

 Area contain a variety of well-used and useful services – will all of these be relocated? 

 Do not want housing here 

 
RTC4 – Colebrook, Noke Drive: 

 Capacity should be increased to approximately 150 units 

 Current wording too restrictive (due to complete retention of trees) 

 Viability concerns due to requirement for older person’s accommodation if provided as 

Use Class C2 and constraints such as flooding on the site 

 
RED2 – Bellway House, Merstham: 
[NO COMMENTS BUT PLEASE NOTE: A planning application for 33 apartments was 

recommended for approval but subsequently refused on 17 May 2018 (Ref: 17/02542/F), 

due to impact of the height, scale, massing and design of the building on the streetscape 

and amenity of neighbouring uses following Planning Committee on the 16 May 2018. ] 

 
RED6 – Former Oakley Centre: 
[NO COMMENTS BUT PLEASE NOTE: A planning application for conversion of existing 

listed building to provide 8 flats, conversion of existing outbuilding into 2 houses and 

construction of 12 houses on surrounding land was recommended for approval but was 

subsequently refused on 18 May 2018 following Planning Committee on the 16 May 2018. 

The application was refused due to unacceptable encroachment into the open grounds of 

the listed Oakley Court, harmful to the setting and significance thereof. (Ref: 

18/00313/LBC and 18/00312/F)] 



9  

RED9 – East Surrey Hospital: 

 Reference should be made to Ancient Woodland and sites of nature conservation 

importance 

 Inadequate flexibility to allow the Trust to adapt to the needs of the community over the 

plan period 

 Requirement for 500m minimum separate between urban edges should be removed 

 Requirement for Supplementary Planning Document is considered to be onerous and 

would delay provision of new/enhanced services and risk to funding. 

 
ERM1 – Land at Hillsbrow 

 A Transport Assessment will be required as part of the planning application including 
consideration of the impacts on the A25 

 Natural England’s Standing Advice on Ancient Woodland will be required 

 The wording of ERM1 should include greater flexibility with regards to contributions to 
off-site infrastructure given the proximity of ERM1 to ERM2&3 

 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 represents sustainable development in 
accordance with the tilted balance in line with national policy 

 Specific wording of Policies ERM1, DES6, and GTT1 is not sufficient flexibility to 
facilitate sustainable development and to help to ensure that the Council meets it 
objectively Assessed Need 

 Housing capacity should be increased to 150 units rather than 100 units 

 Incorrect reference to topography and woodland 

 Site should have been replanted in line with condition from previous minerals 
extraction planning permission 

 Proposal would destroy setting, views, character of heritage assets. 

 Development of this site is a first phase to develop the larger site owned by the 
developer 

 Contravenes national planning policy by allowing development on the Green Belt 

 Impact on the four houses in Nutfield Road (some listed) and on Ancient Woodland 

 Green Belt assessment incorrect 
 

ERM 2/3 – Land west of Copyhold Works and Former Copyhold Works: 

 Proposing to entirely surround my property with new housing and appears to be 
proposing to redevelop part of my property. 

 Only the Former Copyhold Works part of the site should be redeveloped. 

 Significant land reclamation required before development. 

 Transport assessment will be required as part of the planning application, specifically 
including consideration of the impact on A25. 

 Should not refer to specific amount of retirement accommodation but require an 
element of retirement housing subject to market demand. 

 Nature/ Woodland: 
- The existing woodland path leading to the wetland nature area should be retained 

as a buffer to new development. 
- The site includes a significant area of nature conservation interest which should be 

included in the Design Approach and Mitigation Requirement section. 
- An ecological survey should be carried out to identify habitats and species, and 

provision should be made for appropriate conservation and habitat enhancement. 

 Flood Risk: 
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- If not mitigated, surface water run-off from the development could exacerbate 
current flooding issues for homes at Nutfield Marsh and for the road network. 

- SFRA indicates that there is no record of any historical flooding events on the site. 
- EA’s groundwater mapping indicates that the site is not within a Groundwater 

Protection Zone. 

 Community Facility: 
- Unreasonable for the development to be burdened with a requirement to assess 

need for a community facility not applied to any other allocation site. 
- Lack of clarity of policy requirement testing need for alternative community use: no 

indication of the type or scale of alternative community use, nor the criteria for 
selecting and testing for its need. 

 Education: 
- The site area for the school should be clearly defined in the policy. 
- Not appropriate environment for housing/ school until the ceasing of works on 

Patterson Court. 
- Allocation does not provide sufficient certainty that a new school will be provided. 

The assessment should be undertaken before submission of a planning application 
and should take account of future forecasts for wider Redhill and Reigate area. 

- Should include sufficient flexibility to increase the residential capacity to approx. 
300 if demonstrated that education land is not required. 

- Landowner willing to accept/ support requirement for new school subject to 
agreement with SCC and RBBC regarding the triggers, funding and delivery. 

- Fair compensation needed for the loss of residential land value not directly related 
to the development of the site. 

- PE3 of the Infrastructure Schedule indicates that SCC will forward fund the 
compensation to the developer for the cost of land over and above the developer’s 
CIL contribution needs to be removed. 

 Waste: 
- Greater assurance needed that the operations at Patterson Court will not be 

compromised by premature development of ERM2/3. A mechanism should be 
incorporated into MLS1 that would preclude premature applications. 

- RBBC has made incorrect assumptions regarding the operation of the landfill - the 
DMP does not fully consider the operational characteristics of the landfill or the 
requirements of the planning permissions that apply to the site and requires work 
on the landfill to be substantially completed, however, does not define this. 

- Landfill operations are expected to continue for the duration of the existing planning 
consent (until the end of 2030) and the post-closure management period will be a 
minimum of 60 years after the cessation of the main landfill operations (end 2030). 
The conditions of the environmental permit require Biffa to install series of 
monitoring boreholes on the Former Copyhold Works and these will be required 
until site secures a certificate of completion and permit is handed back to the EA. 

- The allocation of ERM2/3 would jeopardise the delivery of SWP objectives, contrary 
to the NPPW and therefore conflict with the requirements of NPPF para. 182. 

- Unclear whether the Sustainability Appraisal has considered the extent of 
movement permitted on Patteson Court (600 HGV movements/day). 

 

ERM1,2 and 3 

 Concern about the viability of the proposed developments 

 Question whether it is sound to build older person accommodation at the top of 
Redstone Hill as this will lead to increased pressure on East Surrey Hospital. 

 Development will be very visible. 
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 Direct contravention to the Core Strategy vision. 

 The area is blighted by lorries going to and from landfill 

 Traffic: 
- Concerns over level of impact on A25 and rural road network 
- Limited information provided on mitigation methods (what type and how much) 
- Increased traffic will make the roads dangerous for pedestrians, cyclists and 

runners and further contribute to already existing poor air quality 
- The combination of service traffic, landfill and commuter traffic with further 

residential traffic is not sustainable on the existing network. 
- Concern that there will be at least four entrances onto the A25 which will be on 

bends and this could potentially be dangerous 

 Infrastructure: 
- New roads and houses will increase the flooding on Redstone Hill. 
- Drainage capacity in the area has been reached - development will require major 

infrastructure costs to achieve solution. 
- Concerns about the capacity of existing infrastructure to cope with planned 

housing. 
 

ERM4a -164 Bletchingley Road: 

 Natural England advise a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is needed, and 
appropriate mitigation measures considered, in order to assess the significance of any 
potential impacts on AONB. This would improve the soundness of the DMP. 

 Site bounds a site of nature conservation interest, which should be considered in the 
design approach and mitigation requirements section. 

 An ecological survey should be carried out and provision made for appropriate nature 
conservation measures and habitat enhancements 

 The urban extension site allocations in this area are on land that provides a natural 
buffer between the residential area and the M25 motorway. 

 Last bit of green space is residents’ last little bit of contact with the countryside and 
should not be destroyed. 

 These policies are unjustified and detrimental to the local area and the wellbeing of the 
residents of Merstham. 

 Constitutes urban sprawl, particularly if all site allocations in the area were developed. 
The impact could be exacerbated if Tandridge also build up to their boundary. 

 Countryside around Merstham was decimated by construction of motorways, taken a 
long time for wildlife habitats to re-establish. 

 Brownfield sites left empty while developers wait for land to increase in value 

 Incursions into the Green Belt appear to be in areas where Council estates are located 
rather than affluent areas of the borough. 

 
ERM4b - Land south of Bletchingley Road: 

 Natural England advise a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is needed, and 
appropriate mitigation measures considered, in order to assess the significance of any 
potential impacts on AONB. This would improve the soundness of the DMP. 

 The urban extension site allocations in this area are on land that provides a natural 
buffer between the residential area and the M25 motorway. 

 Last bit of green space is residents’ last little bit of contact with the countryside and 
should not be destroyed. 

 These policies are unjustified and detrimental to the local area and the wellbeing of the 
residents of Merstham. 
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 Constitutes urban sprawl, particularly if all site allocations in the area were developed. 
The impact could be exacerbated if Tandridge also build up to their boundary. 

 Countryside around Merstham was decimated by construction of motorways, taken a 
long time for wildlife habitats to re-establish. 

 Brownfield sites left empty while developers wait for land to increase in value 

 Incursions into the Green Belt appear to be in areas where Council estates are located 
rather than affluent areas of the borough. 

 
ERM5 – Oakley Farm: 

 Natural England advise a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is needed, and 
appropriate mitigation measures considered, in order to assess the significance of any 
potential impacts on AONB. This would improve the soundness of the DMP. 

 95 units is considered an inefficient use of this site. Site could sustainably deliver 
approximately 145 units. 

 Number of homes should be significantly reduced to make the DMP legally compliant 

 Site has a risk flooding during winter and development would be indefensible on this 
boggy, clay soil 

 Local road capacity, in particular improvement would have to be made on Bletchingley 
Road/School Hill 

 A period of time should be allowed to evaluate the impact that current significant 
amounts of development in the area will have before larger scale development is 
suggested in the immediate area. 

 Landscaping enhancements must be provided along the eastern side of the site and in 
relation to the AONB/long range views. 

 Would diminish quality of the public realm, access to nature and wellbeing 

 Requirement for ‘high quality’ green space will be of no benefit; will not be high quality 
and will suffer from noise and air pollution from the high level of motorway traffic. 

 Existing residents new landscape will be purely residential dwellings. 

 Footpath must be retained 

 The urban extension site allocations in this area are on land that provides a natural 
buffer between the residential area and the M25 motorway. 

 Last bit of green space is residents’ last little bit of contact with the countryside and 
should not be destroyed. 

 These policies are unjustified and detrimental to the local area and the wellbeing of the 
residents of Merstham. 

 Constitutes urban sprawl, particularly if all site allocations in the area were developed. 
The impact could be exacerbated if Tandridge also build up to their boundary. 

 Incursions into the Green Belt in areas where Council estates are located rather than 
affluent areas of the borough. 

 Contradicts the Green Infrastructure Strategy 

 Countryside around Merstham was decimated by construction of motorways, taken a 
long time for wildlife habitats to re-establish. 

 Site provides an irreplaceable habitat to wide range of wildlife, including rare and 
endangered species not seen anywhere else in Merstham which would disappear 
when their habitat is lost to development. 

 Development would split up green linkages and no immediate place for the wildlife to 
move to due to the M25/M23. Species may not have sufficient foraging area to 
maintain a viable population. 

 The development would impact on ancient trees and hedgerow borders. 

 Granting of permission on Green Belt will set a precedent and open the flood gates 
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 Special/exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated, site has been 
allocated as is an easy option 

 Will not ensure openness of Green Belt and retention of character of the countryside. 

 All brownfield options must be identified first. The DMP suggests this is the case but 
there are many vacant properties and non-Green Belt areas of land. 

 Site should continue to be used for equestrian facilities and agricultural land 
 

REI2: Land adjacent to Town Hall 

 Should be a mixed use scheme 

 Concern about traffic 
 

REI1: Library and Pool House, Bancroft Road: (Opportunity Site) 

 Should be a mixed use scheme including library/community use 

 Should be an active ground floor use 

 

REI3: Albert Road North Industrial Estate: (Opportunity Site) 

 Should be a mixed use scheme 

 Allocation is not in line with proposed objective PE1 
 

SSW2: Land at Sandcross Lane 

 Should include the Scout Hut (Scout Hut would be re-provided elsewhere) 

 Land outside the promoters’ control (skate park) should be removed 

 35% affordable housing will be viable on this site even at 260 units. 350 units would 
provide further resilience to the schemes viability. However, Policy DES6 should be 
flexible to allow for unforeseen circumstances 

 Increase windfall allowance puts pressure on delivery of units as windfalls. This 
should be provided via known Urban Extensions to provide consistent supply 

 Current dwelling no. is too conservative, 350 units would make better use of land 

 Concept masterplan (Reg 18) incorporated an excessive amount of open space, 
particularly when compared to Local Plan standards. Does not recognise nearby 
countryside and formal playing fields beyond site.  Green network not been realised. 

 Must be flexibility to allow for needs of the local community at the time of release in 
terms of retirement accommodation and unclear why 25% of all SUE sites over 100 
units to be provided as retirement accommodation 

 New commercial space may undermine current local provision. Policy must be flexible 
to enable development to take account of demand for facilities (health and commercial) 
when the site comes forward 

 Development will adversely impact on the local area, including on biodiversity, loss of 
Green Belt, traffic and lack of school, healthcare and infrastructure capacity 

 Pre-emptive tree felling means site has poorer ecology as a starting point for Policy 
NHE3(4). 

 Concern that new access roads will be detrimental to existing housing 

 Even with SuDS believe that already severe flood issues will increase 

 Suggested density is not suitable for this site, should be reduced and only on the 
garden centre site and adjoining land 

 Must have consideration to impact on YMCA 

 Existing parking already impacts on bus service, more development will worsen this 

 Development will lead to rat-running which results in accidents to property and injuries 
to people and animals. 

 Development will threaten heritage buildings in the area 
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 Not justified on sustainability reasons, too far from transport hubs 

 Concern that the Core Strategy did not account for amalgamation of school to form 
Sandcross School (biggest primary in the area) and new Westvale Park 

 

SSW6: Land west of Castle Drive 

 Site is available, suitable and achievable and should be released for housing now to 
help meet OAN.  Assessment of 5 year housing supply shows Council has 4.75 years. 

 Area to the west of the site should be included and would provide numerous benefits 
 

SSW7: Hartwood Nursery 

 Could impact on setting of listed building 

 Grass verge at the front of the site should be preserved 

 Sewerage should be changed to main drainage rather than current sewerage plant. 
 

SSW9: Land at Dovers Farm 

 Assessments in the Sustainability Appraisal influence the phasing of sites under MLS1 
but SSW9 and SSW10 are incorrectly labelled and should be swapped around 

 Site is available, suitable, achievable and falls within the definition of sustainable 
development. Should be released for housing now to help meet OAN; proposed 
approach will not deliver supply when required. 

 Common land verge is outside the extent of the site 

 Site allocation erroneously refers to junction improvements at Sandcross 
Lane/Slipshatch Road to which the site has no impact. 

 Field and woodland act as floodplain in heavy rain – will existing and proposed homes 
be at increased risk of flooding? 

 Retention of wood on Lonesome Lane is essential 
 

SSW2, SSW6, SSW7 and SSW9 

 Will add at least 350 extra cars to an already congested part of Reigate, especial at the 
Angel four-way traffic light junction which the Transport Assessment has identified as a 
congestion hotspot. Public transport is infrequent and residents would resort to car 
journeys to get to stations and towns. Drivers would experience increased commute 
times and stress.  The traffic measures included in the plan will have to be significant 
as the road network cannot currently cope. 

 Unsound as lack of detailed consideration of impact (and proposed mitigation) of 
increased traffic on A217 resulting from planned DMP developments in conjunction 
with major development being built in Horley. 

 Does not adequately address traffic concerns at odds with policies including TAP1. 

 Implication of planned developments on secondary roads inadequately considered. 
Park Lane will likely be used by even more commuter and school cars as a rat-run 

 Park Lane should not be widening to facilitate increased traffic flow on Park Lane, due 
to its historic importance and rural nature and context. Should include traffic calming 
measures and as a last resort, the closure of Park Lane to north bound traffic, with a 
two way system in operation until just south of Sandfels. Policy wording should be 
amended to reflect this, as well as paragraph 4.7.19 and Annex 6. 

 The current traffic situation is unsafe and increased traffic will make the road more 
dangerous (including for school children). 

 All local primary and secondary education facilities in the area are oversubscribed and 
catchment reduced. Lack of new schools planned for this area so parents will drive to 
existing schools. Annex 6 (Infrastructure Schedule) should be amended to include 
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expansion of Sandcross School, Dovers Green School, and Reigate School, or 
creation of a new school in immediate locality. 

 Projects in the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule (Annex 6) appear speculative and 
unbudgeted. 

 Question legal compliance in terms of compatibility with Sustainability Appraisal and 
Sustainable Community Strategy. Insufficient attention has been given to the 
alleviation of vehicular stress on secondary roads, although Park Lane Residents 
Association understands the emphasis placed on A217 junction access, and 
encouragement of cycle routes and public transport. 

 SSW2, SSW6, SSW7, SSW9 are inconsistent with SA Objective 4 which seeks to 
reduce the need for travel, encourage sustainable transport options and improve 
accessibility to all services and facilities. 

 Proposals for new development to be accessible and connected are wholly 
unresponsive to the actual consequence of the new developments which is an 
increase in vehicular traffic. 

 Build a bypass that removes the need for vehicles to go through the centre of Reigate. 
 

HOR1 – High Street Car Park: 

 Concern at loss of parking and space for community events 

 Nearby subway floods in heavy rain, any development will probably worsen this 
 

HOR3 – Horley Police Station: 

 Development would remove the remaining policy presence in Horley 
 

HOR5 – Horley Library: 

 Concern at loss of library and no replacement facility 

 The car park spaces need increasing not decreasing. Amount of parking remained the 
same for years even before two surgeries, clinic and pharmacy were built. 

 Access from Victoria Road is poor and at times dangerous. Reduction in spaces, 
growing population in the area and construction of 40 flats will exacerbate this. 

 Vehicles park on the corner to unload/pick up patients as there is no other choice 

 People using Kings Road/car park are mainly local residents accessing the surgeries 
and pharmacy - no choice but to arrive via Kings Road by foot, taxi or car. 

 If patients had to use the more distant Victoria Road car park there is not a safe and 
convenient pedestrian crossing to the surgeries within a reasonable distance. 

 

[PLEASE NOTE: At the 6 June 2018 Planning Committee it was resolved that planning 
permission be granted with conditions for an outline planning application (Ref: 
18/00222/OUT) for redevelopment of Horley Library for residential purposes.] 

 
HOR6 – 50-66 Victoria Road: 

 Parking provision for all residential units needs to be onsite 

 There should be unloading bays on Victoria Road. 

 Where would existing occupiers be relocated to? 
 

HOR8 – Former Chequers Hotel 

 Traffic concerns from additional vehicles 

 Flood risk 

 Should be retained as a hotel – believe the developer is making preparations to open a 
new hotel 
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HOR9: Horley Strategic Business Park: 

 Simply to produce commercial revenue to replace grant funding. 

 Employment Need: 
- If there is a need for offices, why have Article 4 Directions not been applied 
- There are more suitable alternative sites e.g. Legal & General 
- Lack of unbiased independent studies to substantiate need 
- Manor Royal has plenty of vacant office space and profile/capacity to cater for local 

needs 
- Questions surrounding the soundness of the document as some figures are historic 
- There should be a more co-ordinated approach between local planning authorities 

in the Gatwick Diamond 
- Questioned whether evidence takes account of allocation of employment uses at 

Forge Wood and the prospect of Manor Royal Business District continuing to grow. 

 Include contingency for housing in HOR9 should the proposed economic development 
not come forward and additional housing sites required to meet housing need. 

 Questions raised as to the benefits of the business park for Horley: 
- No employment benefits as Horley already has a low rate of unemployment 
- RBBC has a poor track record of investment in Horley 
- None of the £5.2mn accrued from Horley new developments New Homes Bonus 

has been invested in Horley 
- Without direct access to the site, local residents will not be able to benefit from the 

hotel, on-site catering, retail, gym, crèche, medical services and pharmacy 

 Joint Venture: 
- RBBC decided in 2015 to form a joint venture and commit a large sums of public 

money without consideration of the planning background, public consultation etc. 
Evidence prepared and policy allocation simply an attempt to legitimise this. 

- Possible conflict of interests given that Council’s Head of Property John Reed and 
Jeremy Richardson of Millhill Properties Horley were both directors of Weald 
Estates until 2009. 

- The directors of the joint venture (Millhill Properties) have been involved in a 
number of liquidated companies. 

 Some duty to co-operate bodies have reservations regarding the scale of HOR9 and 
the proposed impact on their boroughs/ districts. Proposed development should be 
complementary with proposed developments in neighbouring boroughs. 

 Inconsistency with previous decisions and policies: 
- No mention for need for business park in Horley Town Centre Masterplan, Core 

Strategy nor Horley Town Centre Vision document 
- Inconsistent approach with planning permission for 17 The Close, Horley 
- There have been attempts to develop the site in the past (use as a football club, 

use as a hotel and use as domestic housing) however these have been rejected 
due to flooding risk and state of the ground. 

 Inconsistency and misleading data – there has been confusion over site area 

 Traffic concerns: 
- Given the low unemployment rate, the majority of people will commute 
- Arguments both for and against access to the site via Balcombe Road 
- Concerns regarding the proposed impact of traffic on J9 M23, strategic road 

network and local road network. Further work required. 
- RBBC are deferring dealing with the transportation issue by delaying their response 

until planning permission 
- A23 hotspot yet this is also the proposed access point 
- Not clear who will provide assessments and at what stage they are to be provided 
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 HOR9 will put additional pressures on already stretched infrastructure and public 
facilities. No evidence that the town’s infrastructure can support this level of growth. 

 Statements made by the Gatwick Diamond are not independent- RBBC Chief 
Executive has made a £10,000 payment to Gatwick Diamond and is a director. 

 Employment uses: 
- No justification for high-risk business park as opposed to mixed-employment area 
- Arguments for both restricting the business uses to B1 and widening use classes to 

include B8 and SG and other airport related uses 
- Not restricting the proposed uses will impact Manor Royal and require further work 
- There should be a degree of policy flexibility in respect of mix of uses in order to 

support the successful delivery of a high quality business park 

 The area should be expanded to include the full area in Appendix 1 of the RBBC 2015 
Council Report. 

 Insufficient consideration of the impact on wildlife, ecology and trees. The Council has 
not carried out an EIA. 

 Air, noise and light pollution: 
- Part of the site is located within 57dB LEQ 
- Area already suffers from poor levels of air pollution which will be made worse with 

the development of HOR9 

 Will lead to an unacceptable visual impact on the surrounding countryside and the 
character of the neighbourhood. Difficult to envisage how a business park can be 
achieved sensitively. 

 Flooding and drainage: 
- The site often floods, more buildings and hard surface will worsen flooding. 
- Drainage issues identified in SFRA Level 1 Appendix 1 not addressed. 
- Thames Water has not provided comments to demonstrate how it will support the 

development and ensure adequate infrastructure for sewerage network. 

 Further clarity required regarding the need for an exemplar standard of design. 

 Unacceptable form of development within the Rural Surrounds of Horley 

 Open space: The site currently offers some public access, there is a shortfall of open 
space in Horley and retention of only 5ha means loss of 84%. 

 Gatwick Open Setting: 
- Arguments that the site should not be built within the buffer: will lead to the loss of 

designated public open space which was created to protect the separation of 
Horley from Gatwick; will have a long lasting negative impact on Horley, increasing 
noise and air pollution; and will make Horley less distinguishable from Gatwick. 

- Argued that the proposed allocation of Gatwick Open Setting is unnecessarily 
restrictive; unjustified; will constrain the developable area to 55% which will 
undermine the delivery of the site; will shift employment nearer to the existing 
residential development; the proposed access route via J9 will undermine its 
function. Argued instead that the buffer should be in the northern part of the site 
adjacent to the existing residential development. 

 Community Engagement: 
- MP public opinion poll 89% against 
- Comments at Reg 18 have not been taken into consideration 
- Business Park website gives little information about the development and is 

updated infrequently 
- Difficult to have sufficient time to fully read all the DMP documents and evidence 

base in the given time period 
- Consultation should have been delivered in such a way that it involved more 

residents in an accessible way to enable more residents to participate 
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- Inconsistency in delivery of DMP leaflets 
- Online survey ambiguous and difficult to express views 
- Frustration over lack of evidence 
- Horley Consultative Group not transparent and does not represent the whole of 

Horley. FOI for agendas and minutes declined because the leader held them as 
informal meetings. 

 

HOR10- 59-61: 

 Would lead to an unacceptable loss of employment and leisure space 

 Traffic concerns 

 Flood risk 

 Dwellings numbers should be amended to ‘in the region of’ rather than ‘up to’ 
 

NWH1 – Land at Meath Green Lane: 

 Could deliver self-build plots and/or elderly accommodation to meet needs and to 
create more balanced communities, so site should be released now 

 Development of the North West Sector has commenced so is not a constraint 

 Access to Meath Green Lane should be acceptable (subject to certain controls) as per 
recent planning approval which took access off Meath Green Lane 

 No evidence that the site is deliverable within the required time frame 

 Does not represent the most appropriate pattern of development 

 Site should be released swiftly to ensure integration with phase 2 of North West sector. 
 

NWH2 – Land at Bonehurst Road: 

 Site specific flood assessment demonstrates that the extent of Flood Zone 1 (and 
subsequently developable area) is larger than currently accounted for. Also 
opportunities for better managing existing flooding. Site should be designated for 
approximately 95 units. 

 No evidence that the site is deliverable within the required time frame 

 Does not represent the most appropriate pattern of development 

 Council should oppose any development plans until a comprehensive plan is submitted 
and considered by all parties that would be affected 

 Access onto Bonehurst Road would be unwise and environmentally damaging 

SEH4 – Land off the Close and Haroldslea Drive2: 

 Site should be reclassified as an urban site allocation as is effectively part of the urban 
area and new methodology for OAN will require more sites to be released/higher 
densities on allocated sites 

 Site area and density are incorrect – at 30 dph site could deliver 78 units 

 The Gatwick Group depot could be released subject to identification of suitable 
alternative site for ongoing operation. Release of other part of the site would also be 
dependent on this 

 Site should have lowest priority of all Horley site allocations as there are active 
employment businesses on the site 

 Flooding concerns (particularly increasing risk for existing properties) 

 Would lose the riding school which provides an important social care support service 
for handicapped residents 

 In the Green Belt review an area of at least three times larger than the site is used 

 Site was considered to be sustainable at the 2016 appeal. 
 

2 
Further detail in Miscellaneous pp. 626-7 
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 At the appeal agreed that the site’s development would not harm the adopted housing 
strategy of ‘urban first’ approach. 

 Would remove the countryside buffer and bring Horley closer to the Airport. 

 Poor access onto Balcombe Road and will increase congestion 
 

INF1 – Infrastructure: 

 Suggest site planning briefs/SPDs for significant sites 

 Additional housing will increase policing needs – CIL should be able to be used for this 

 Impact of development on local infrastructure and air quality. Currently inadequate 
infrastructure provision and inadequate plans for improvement of infrastructure. 

 Policy wording to refuse application if inadequate infrastructure 

 Policy wording should include cumulative infrastructure impacts 

 All development proposals should contain an Infrastructure Needs Assessment 
showing what infrastructure demands would be made and how these would be met. 

 

INF2 – Community facilities: 

 An evening/night-time economy policy should be included 

 The needs of the Arun Business Consortium have not been taken into account 

 Should broaden the definition of types of community use 

 Active and transparent marketing for at least 12 months and at an appropriate value 
 

MLS1 – Phasing urban extension sites 

 Phasing of delivery of larger sites should be set out in planning briefs 

 Shortlisted Urban Extension sites should be timetabled for development on a specific 
date, aligned with housing trajectory (from 2022 onwards), to ensure a continued 5 
year housing land supply and certainty for developers 

 Sites must be released in advance of when required due to significant lead in times. 

 Alternative release mechanism could be capacity of local infrastructure 

 Urban Extension sites should not be reserved, there is no justification to delay delivery 
of sustainable development in context of severe housing need in the borough 

 Must maximise provision for housing delivery as Core Strategy housing target is a 
minimum figure. If housing requirement is not exceeded, there will be a substantial 
OAN shortfall.  No authority has suggested it can meet unmet RBBC housing needs. 

 No constraints to bringing Policy NWH1, Policy ERM4 and Policy ERM5 forward now, 
in line with NPPF para 15, there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
which should be approved without delay. 

 This approach is effectively land banking and reasoning is not sound 

 For any plans submitted after April 2018 allocations must follow new government 
methodology for assessing OAN requiring more sites and/or higher densities 

 Query robustness of council’s 5 year land supply in DMP Annex 7 Housing trajectory 

 Policy SSW7 should be prioritised as it comprises previously developed land 

 Landowners may delay urban site so urban extension sites can come forward quicker 

 Policy MLS1 should be deleted or reworded to remove any reference to phasing. Core 
Strategy Policy CS13 could be amended accordingly (as per Policy DES6). 

 Given amount of development in Horley, Horley urban extensions should be last 

 Policy SSW9 (with site parcel SSW10) should be brought forward now 

 Policy ERM5 ordering not in accordance with Core Strategy, should be above Policy 
SSW6 and SSW7 

 Inclusion of Policy ERM2/3 is not in line with NPPF para 47 - not demonstrated site 
could be developed during the Plan period and no detail on phasing arrangement 
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 Site promoter objects to Policy ERM2/3 being the least preferable SUE 

 Requirement of a 2 FE primary school at Policy ERM2/3 justified permission being 
granted in 2022 so the school could be opened when needed by 2024 

 Policy ERM2/3 - Suggest wording is changed to “ensure that the efficient operation of 
the landfill sites operation is not compromised” to give greater assurance that 
development will have minimal impact on the operation of the landfill. 

 

MLS2 – Safeguarded land for development beyond the plan period 
Policy 

 Safeguarded land is not required by the Core Strategy or other local/national policy. 

 Currently Green Belt so development is contrary to policy, exceptional circumstances 
not demonstrated 

 The Spatial Strategy has not changed since Core Strategy which should prohibit SAS1 
from being included 

 Site is not within a location contemplated for housing development in Policy CS4 

 NPPF paragraph 79 to 92 states safeguarded should be between the urban area and 
the Green Belt, so not within the Green Belt. 

 Not consistent with national policy nor the Core Strategy (Policy CS6) 

 DMP Objective PS3 states sites will be allocated for development across the borough. 
The Council's evidence points to the area east of Banstead as an area of little restraint 
and should be included as safeguarded land to fulfil this objective. + 

Tandridge/Garden village 

 Tandridge DC’s evidence demonstrates the site is unlikely to be developed until after 
its own plan period to 2033. They provided a commitment to continued joint working 

 Proposal is reliant on Tandridge DC deciding on the site as their proposed Garden 
Village. Premature to include this as a safeguarded site until decision is made.  
Unlikely that Tandridge DC will support this option if selected as their preferred site. 

 Such an extensive area could undermine the effective master-planning of any possible 
Garden Village as well as the longer term spatial strategy 

 Inclusion of the site for safeguarding can be seen as trying to influence Tandridge DC’s 
decision on garden village sites. 

 RBBC should do as Sevenoaks District Council did and not agree to this as an option 
for a garden village in order to protect the Green Belt 

 Term ‘Garden Village’ is misleading – 8000 homes would be a town not a village 

 RBBC and Tandridge DC do not have a joint SHMA 

 Policy should include reference to a joint Area Action Plan with Tandridge DC 
Principle of Safeguarded land and need 

 Case for safeguarding land, including the quantum of land proposed is spurious. 

 More land is proposed to be safeguarded than is needed 

 Number of homes proposed is disproportionate to need 

 Reference to “Redhill Aerodrome” is misleading, as the site is far larger than the 
Aerodrome and not in relation to area proposed by Tandridge DC. 

 Safeguarded land is not necessary as some of the Urban extension sites will be 
developed after the plan period 

 There is a declining need for additional housing other than social housing 

 Not genuinely available for development. 

 RBBC’s HELAA states that the site is not currently considered developable 

 Questions over various differing stated capacities in HELAA & DMP 
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 Larger sites take considerable time to begin to deliver. To be “effective” RBBC should 
consider a more diverse range of options and sites of different sizes for future 
development beyond the plan period. 

 Term “safeguarding” is misleading, does not mean the land is protected as it appears 
Green Belt 

 A hard runway was refused; this illustrates the value of the Green Belt here. This is a 
change in Councils position on development of the site. 

 Green Belt evidence suggests this is an inappropriate site due to settlement merging in 
a narrow area of Green Belt and encroachment/sprawl 

 Development here would merge Salfords and Sidlow, Reigate, Redhill and Horley 

 If allocated there will be pressure to develop the site even if it is not required 

 The Sustainability Appraisal concludes that existing separation gap will be breached. 

 If land is required for landscaping for a new settlement, it can remain in the Green Belt 
and land needed for transport could be removed later. 

 Reference to the possibility of returning land to the Green Belt provides little comfort. If 
removed from Green Belt it will stay removed. 

 If not needed, provision should be made for it to automatically return to Green Belt 

 There is sufficient brownfield land for development without needing Green Belt. 
Pressure should be put on owners of brownfield to build homes. 

 Safeguarding allocation is completely disregarding the policy of maintaining a robust 
and defensible green belt. 

 A dismissed planning appeal and subsequent Court of Appeal decision are not  
relevant as the former hinged on demonstration of “very special circumstances” rather 
than required demonstration of “exceptional circumstances”. 

 Disagree with the Green Belt review 
Current uses 

 Creates insecurity for residents and businesses in the area for the foreseeable future 

 Proposal would blight the area, reduce values of homes and the current good land and 
business management and investment would not carry on if there was no future for it. 

 Concern at loss of general aviation facilities and employment 
Employment 

 New business space would not be provided for a minimum of 15 years 

 Site promoters allege that 2,800 new jobs will be created, but this is not substantiated 
and there is no indication of how this would be fulfilled. It is likely that many of these 
jobs will be displaced from existing local employees. 

Transport 

 Proposal can only work if Highways England approve a motorway link road from M23. 
This has not been costed, nor committed by Highways England. These considerations 
should not be delayed until a later design stage. 

 Concern at lack of infrastructure to cope with potential development envisaged and 
reliance on new M23 access/junction 

 Nutfield PC submitted Highways consultant’s analysis of transport implications. 

 Inadequacy of infrastructure is recognised in the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal, site 
would be car dependent and no site specific transport assessment has been prepared 

Flooding 

 Would need flood defence plan for the Burstow Stream area before any major 
development is planned. Would require substantial flood storage 

 Safeguarding this land may prejudice potential development of more sustainable sites 
that are not in the Green Belt such i.e. land that may be freed up following flood 
alleviation works in the Rural Surrounds of Horley. 
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Pollution 

 Would be increased light pollution to rural setting of South Nutfield 

 Air pollution from additional traffic would have a significant impact on air quality 
Biodiversity and landscape 

 Biodiversity connectivity would be broken and habitats threatened 

 Area includes an SNCI which would be lost if allocated for housing 

 Sustainability Appraisal states there would be significant negative impact on the 
landscape character. Views into AONB must be considered and Nutfield Ridge is part 
of a candidate area for inclusion in the AONB – this has been ignored. 

Heritage 

 Loss of important rare 1930s Aerodrome heritage 
Process 

 Site did not come out as an appropriate site in RBBCs initial sieve. 

 Late inclusion of safeguarded site has not provided the opportunity for raising the  
many significant issues at the Regulation 18 consultation stage 

 Safeguarding Paper should have been available to Council but was marked “to follow”. 

 No information has been provided in relation to why other sites not been selected. 

 Process and number of documents to consider discourages local people from  
engaging on this topic 

 Both Tandridge DC and RBBC have used the same Sustainability matrix to assess the 
site. Their findings differ significantly. 

Developers comments 

 Adjacent land to the Aerodrome (Land to the south of Honeycrock Lane, Salfords- 
SAS1) should also be safeguarded (suggested by Quintain Limited) 

 Aerodrome sites promoters consider safeguarded area must reflect an amended site 
area which includes a parcel of land to the south of the settlement of Whitebushes. 

 Criteria on existing recreational provision does not apply to Redhill Aerodrome 
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ANNEXES 
Annex 3: Marketing Requirements 

 6 months marketing period too short: should be increased to 12 months to account for 
variation in demand for facilities depending on the economic cycle 

 Need an adaptive approach to marketing: guidelines for marketing seem quite narrow. 
Broader approach such as sharing a facility or dividing facilities into separate stand- 
alone units may be beneficial. 

 

Annex 4: Parking Standards 

 Parking standards are too high: 
- Considering changes to sustainable transport options and reduction in young 

person car ownership 
- Car free developments should be permitted in areas with the highest accessibility 

 Parking standards are too low: 

- Will lead to greater on-street congestion; reduced access for service and 
emergency vehicles; and poor amenity 

- Car ownership per household has increased and an increased number of 
households have commercial vehicles. 

- Reduction in parking spaces will not lead to reductions in the reliance on cars. 
- Car ownership dependent upon financial factors not accessibility to public transport. 
- Low accessibility standards should be applied to all circumstances 

 Cycle parking: cycle parking provision should be provided at the rate of beds provided 

 Non-residential standards: 
- Should be increased. Banstead High Street, for example, depends upon the 

availability of parking for people travelling into the centre. 
- Minimum rather than maximum levels should be proposed 
- Parking standards for care home should be similar to a hospital rather than 

individual assessment 
 
Annex 6: Infrastructure Schedule 

 Number of infrastructure proposals suggested not specifically related to DMP 
development (e.g. improving cycle access to all schools) 

 Inaccuracy: patient numbers appear to be incorrect 

 ERM2/3: SCC are not in a position to commit to the forward funding of new schools  
that are required to meet the need generated by new development and therefore 
unable to commit to the liability set out in PE3. 

 

Annex 7: Housing Trajectory 

 Insufficient detail provided therefore does not satisfy the requirements of PPG: 
- Individual sites are not identifiable by site addresses/ permission references 

therefore difficult to assess assumptions regarding delivery/ build-out rates 
- Difficult to understand whether any of the permissions have been expired and if so 

whether a lapse rate should be applied. 

 Out-of-date: base date 31 March 2017 

 Windfalls: out-of-date calculation 

 Inaccuracies: 
- “Deliverable” unit calculations gross rather than net. 
- Double counting small site permissions (planning permission for schemes <5 units) 

and office to residential prior approvals with windfalls. 
- No windfall calculation should be provided for first two years as sites with planning 

permission for less than five years are windfall sites. 
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 Sustainable Urban Extensions: 
- Will need to be released significantly earlier than they are required in the Council’s 

trajectory as they cannot simply deliver with immediate effect. 
- Litchfield’s Report says that the average amount of time it takes a site of <100 units 

to deliver its first house is almost three years from planning application submission, 
this increases when the initial preparatory work to submit an application is taken 
into account or if the site is greater than 100 units. 

- ERM1 is included in the trajectory suggesting that the site is required relatively  
soon to maintain supply. 
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EVIDENCE PAPERS 
 

CD3: Sustainability Appraisal 

 Redhill Aerodrome: concerns raised regarding sustainability scores in relation to a 
number of measures including affordable housing; health & wellbeing; reducing the 
need for travel; making the best use of previously developed land etc. 

 Belfry/ Berkeley House: questions raised as to why Belfry and Berkeley House have 
scored red for factors e.g. ‘adapting to climate change’ when nearby developments 
have been permitted. 

 East Surrey Hospital: unclear why allowing East Surrey Hospital to grow will ‘stop 
increasing the need to travel’ 

 Climate Adaptation: argued that this objective is pointless as not considered any 
aspects regarding to climate adaptation - objectives for climate adaptation and flood 
risk are identical and the phrase “the risk of flooding is likely to increase with the 
effects of climate change” is repeated numerous times. 

 Methodology: 
- No evidence presented to support any of the scoring 
- Choice and definitions of the headings and the ratings highly debatable 
- Rating system needs reconsideration 

 ERM1: 
- Disagree with scorings for 15 and 16 
- Until a detailed masterplan for the site is complete, associated design and 

mitigation is unknown. Mitigation can be provided so that development provides no 
less than neutral impact and ancient and other woodland can be provided on-site to 
provide natural buffers to noise, air and light pollution. 

 ERM2/3: 
Disagree with SA ratings for objectives 12, 14, 15 & 16: 
- Objective 12: SUDs measures will avoid impact on the water course by appropriate 

design of drainage features. 
- Objective 14: Noise & Vibration Study identifies that the impacts of noise and 

vibration are not significant and can be mitigated 
- Objective 15: ERM3 includes the built forms of the Former Copyhold Works and 

with ERM2 will provide a coherent urban extension. Given the already built form in 
ERM2, potential to improve long range views and landscape character. 

- Objective 16: ecological surveys note the site does not play any significant 
ecological role; the habitats do not appear to provide any supporting value for 
features that comprise any significant contributory or supporting value to SNCI; and 
opportunity to deliver net benefit to SNCI through improvement measures 

 

CD4: Habitats Regulation Assessment 

 Natural England: 
- Confirm the potential for likely significant effects that may arise as a result of growth 

within the plan area. However, have met with RBBC officers and agreed work 
which will be sufficient to address this. A Statement of Common Ground will be 
provided as soon as the issue is addressed. 

 

SD5: Housing Mix 

 Self-Build/ Custom-Build policy: 
- Included in Regulation 18 DMP and should be reinstated and an SPD should be 

developed, as Teignmouth Borough Council has done. 
- Sites providing at least 10 market homes should provide 10% self-build provision 
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SD9: Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation Assessment and Traveller Strategic Land 
Availability Assessment 

 Mole Valley: not in a position to assist in making provision for traveller or showpeople’s 
sites to meet RBBC’s identified needs. 

 Late submission of TSLAA: Reg 19 first consultation, no opportunity for the Council to 
take comments on board. Any serious issues could put the local plan process at risk 
and jeopardise the chance of TSLAA being adopted as part of the DMP process. 

 TSLAA Site Assessments: 
- Acres Stables, Haroldslea Drive, Horley excluded and should be considered in the 

same area as the two sites recommended for allocation at Peeks Brook Lane 
- Green Belt review requires further explanation. 

 Approach: 
- Unclear how shortfall will be met 
- Reliance on SUEs for future provision offers no certainty and there is no precedent 

to support this approach. Elsewhere inclusion of such allocations proved 
controversial as have affected ability to secure finance for development scheme. 
No consideration of what is socially acceptable and desirable for Travellers. 

- Provision of 1 pitch per 70 homes means that 5 SUEs will only create 1 pitch. 
Traveller sites usually include several pitches so that families can live together in 
small family groups or as extended families. Uncertainty as to whether a single 
pitch would address the need or prove attractive to would-be occupiers. 

- Unrealistic to expect future needs to be met from windfalls. More must be done to 
identify suitable sites to provide certainty as to how future needs will be met. 

 GTAA Methodology: concerns raised over the 2017 methodology, particularly given the 
decline in need from the 2013 study. 

 Out-of-date: baseline for the study is March 2016 but not published until July 2017. No 
explanation for delay. Information should have been updated. 

 Gypsy Traveller definition: concerns raised with ORS approach. Criticised many times 
and not the approach taken by the Planning Inspectorate. 

 Historic failure of RBBC to address the needs of travellers. Full provision should be 
made and this should be front loaded to address the immediate need. 

 Land at Kents Field: 
- RBBC not committed to their TSLAA or its findings. Planning permission recently 

refused for additional pitches at Kents Field despite being identified in the TSLAA. 
- Allocation should be for at least 3 additional pitches to meet immediate need. Could 

be increased to 5-6 additional pitches. The family will need additional pitches and 
given that the existing pitches are not deemed inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt the same would apply to additional pitches. 

 

SD13: Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment 

 Boars Green Farm: accessibility to public transport is “good” not “poor” 
 

SD17: Green Infrastructure Strategy 

 Omissions: 
- Contribution from Horley Town Council owned/managed areas 
- Scotsman Copse from 7.1 
- Number of BOAs 

 Surrey Local Nature Partnership outline a number of priority species 

 Core Strategy Objective SO8: not reflected in either the DMP or GIS 

 GIS dated August 2017: not aware that it was published then or subject to 
consultation. A lot of further detail and potential corridors could be added. 



27  

 Out-of-date: appears to have an out-of-date SNCI and BOA database 

 Protection approach rather than recognition that all developments should be making a 
positive contribution to biodiversity 

 CS12: opportunity to add in biodiversity issues in addition to the green space/ 
recreation provision 

 Former Fullers Earth Site: no reference to how this will be compensated or the net 
biodiversity gain being offered as part of the proposed development. 

 

SD25: Retail Needs Assessment 

 Horley: area denoting pedestrian priority area (pp.38) is incorrectly marked. 
 

SD33: Green Belt Review 

 Exceptional Circumstances: not clear to what exceptional circumstances justify the 
release of the sites presented in the plan for Green Belt release 

 Outdated maps: not showing Langwood Park development 

 Approach: not clear and appears entirely subjective 

 EH1: 
- The rural character and ambience of the area has been significantly, and 

negatively, impacted by the Acres development 
- Parcel should be divided into two: the area of ancient woodland should be 

protected and made publicly accessible and the “other” area should be designated 
for housing development 

- The “other” area is capable of sympathetic development with access provided from 
the Smallfield Road 

 EH2: 
- Heronswood House has a low contribution to Green Belt: it is contiguous with the 

Acres development and is bounded on two sides by the lane and the Acres 
- If all properties that front the lane were removed from EH2 then rest of EH2 would 

have a high contribution and returned to Green Belt with a strong boundary. 
- Combining the already developed properties on both sides of the lane (EH1&2) 

would form an area that could be designated for re-development with improved 
access from Smallfield Road. Many developers are already in dialogue with various 
residents about redeveloping their sites. 

 Redhill Aerodrome: concern that Redhill Aerodrome scores the highest and it is being 
promoted by a developer 

 NHE1 & NHE3: 
- Contradiction: the sites are designated as Riverside Green Chain and yet they have 

low Green Belt ratings. The whole of the Riverside Green Chain should be returned 
to Green Belt and rated higher for their contribution. 

- Linking NHE1, NHE2, EH1 and EH2 would form a very strong Green Belt area with 
robust and defend-able boundaries. 

 Annex 2: Reference made to Annex 2 for changes to Green Belt boundaries but this 
annex deals with policies. 

 Hartswood Playing Fields: 
- Recommended that a small area of Hartswood Playing Fields should be de- 

designated as Green Belt and allocated as an SUE. Land is not within a flood risk 
area, largely surplus to requirements as playing fields/ sports facilities and should 
be viewed in the same way as SSW6. 

- Without this area, the functionality of the two areas identified for release will be 
compromised. The boundaries will need to be revisited in order to allow 
development to come forward. A single contiguous piece of land would better allow 
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the delivery of the quantum and density of residential development that would serve 
to make a meaningful contribution to the borough’s residential delivery targets. 

 

SD35: Open Space, Sports & Recreation Assessment 

 Horley: new churchyard misnamed 

 Appendix 6: omits Horley Recreation Ground 

 Appendix 9: concern information is historic and out-of-date 

 Appendix 15: retail areas of The Precinct and Victoria Road not included 
 

SD36: Urban Open Space Review 

 Representations that the following sites should be de-designated: Linden Court; 
Amberley; Wellesford Close; site 121; site 186; Lilliput Children’s Centre 

 Suggestion that a number of sites in Horley should be designated 

SD37: Horley Open Space Needs Assessment 

 Horley Recreation Ground: consideration not given to the most recent and proposed 
new facilities at Horley Recreation Ground 

 Horley Town Park: provision of town park not mentioned 
 

SD38: Parking Standards 

 Methodology: 
- Concern evidence based on 2011 Census without any attempt to confirm validity as 

a basis for today. Degree of car ownership has increased markedly since 2011. 
- No quarter has been given to the substantial “back garden” development that has 

taken place. 
- Accessibility to public transport: all stations do not provide regular services and 

accessibility to public transport does not reduce car ownership 

 Retirement Homes: there should be a parking standard for retirement homes 
 

SD39: Strategic Highways Assessment 

 Highways England: 
- Keen to understand how local authorities identify and prioritise transport 

improvement in order to deliver sustainable development. Specifically how local 
authorities set and implement policy to manage trip demands and ultimately how 
these might affect the safe and efficient operation of the strategic road network. 

- Concerned that the cumulative effect of development proposals have the potential 
to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the strategic road network, in this 
case the A23 and M25 and M23 junctions adjacent and within the councils 
boundary 

- Previously provided comments and had discussions with officers at a meeting on 
an earlier version of the Strategic Highways Assessment. RBBC said that they 
would consider these comments and how best to proceed. HE have not heard 
anything further and therefore formal comments are incomplete until opportunity to 
review an updated Strategic Highways Assessment 

- Express concerns regarding the use of Balcombe Road as an access route to 
HOR9, even for local traffic, with the exception of busses and emergency vehicles. 
Further modelling work would need to be undertaken to understand the impact that 
this would have on the local highway network 

 

SD41: Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 Thames Water: 
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- Would value the inclusion of the Council’s/ developer’s aspirations for each site 
(e.g. approx. number of dwellings per site, anticipated timing, type of development) 

- Concern regarding wastewater treatment infrastructure capacity for RED9, BAN2 
and HOR9. Infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity 
available ahead of development. 

 Schools: 
- Expansion of Sandcross School, Dovers Green School and Reigate School or the 

creation of a new school in the immediate locality of SSW2, SSW6, SSW7 & SSW9 
should be included in IDP 

 Pressure on existing infrastructure: 
- Does not give a suitable solution to the excessive traffic and parking problems 

which exist at the present time, let alone the additional problems arising from any 
future developments 

- Some parking areas have been identified as potential development sites 
- Parking requirements for new developments inadequate 

 Construction traffic: need to ensure better control of contractor’s vehicle activity during 
construction (either accommodate on-site or alternative plans to prevent excessive 
inconvenience to other residents and road users). 

 

SD42: Viability Assessment: 

 Assumptions e.g. 4.5% for sales values are excessive 

 Viability cost estimate £8/dwelling should be strengthened. Passivhaus standard (or 
similar) can reduce energy running costs substantially, thus increase both energy 
efficiency and occupant affordability of all kinds of building. 

 ERM2/3: 
- No summary appraisal provided in Annex 4 for this site. 
- Concerns raised regarding abnormal costs of bringing forward ERM2/3 (e.g. 

remediation and ground remodelling) 
- Disagree with land value assumption of existing agricultural land value. 
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SITES NOT INCLUDED IN THE DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

This is a list of unallocated sites promoted for inclusion in the DMP: 
 

Land East of Dovers Farm: 

 Should be allocated for housing development as the plan fails to meet the full 
objectively assessed housing need for the borough. The site is within a broad area of 
search and is owned by the same landowner as SSW9. 

 The Green Belt Review assessed the site as having a higher to lower impact on the 
Green Belt. The site should be reassessed in line with SSW9. 

 

Land at 17 The Close, Horley: 

 Should be allocated for housing as RBBC has positively planned and taken account of 
new circumstances for employment uses and should do the same for housing. 

 The Council should plan to meet its full objectively assessed need for housing 
development and allocate sites where opportunities for providing additional housing 
present themselves. 

 

Gasholder Site, Hooley Lane, Redhill: 

 Argued that the site should be allocated for housing development as permission has 
recently been granted (and is due to commence in September 2018) for the demolition 
of the existing structures (17/02649/DED). Given the character of the surrounding area 
the site would be most suitable for residential development. The site is available for 
development 0-5 years. 

 

Surrey Fire & Rescue Services HQ & Training Facility, Croydon Road, Reigate 

 Site should be allocated for housing development: it is suitable, developable and could 
contribute significant housing numbers in a very sustainable urban brownfield location. 
The existing uses can be relocated/ reprovided within the site. 

 The allocation of the site may avoid the Council having to allocate one or more of the 
less sustainable sites proposed to be allocated in the DMP. 

 Allocation of the site would provide certainty for land owners and potential prospective 
purchasers (site is currently being marketed). 

 The site density should be increased to 120 dwellings. 

Legal & General 

 The site should be allocated as the offices closed in December 2017 and there is no 
reasonable prospect of retaining or redeveloping the site for employment uses. 

 The Green Belt designation covering the site is a remnant of historic local plans from 
before the site was redeveloped. Parts developed as an office campus no longer 
perform a function of the Green Belt and so irrational to designate it. 

 The site should be removed from the Green Belt to properly reflect the extensive built 
development on the site has been in place for 30 years; recycling of previously 
developed land, potential for residential-led development on the site to meet the 
identified need for new homes in RBBC; reduce development pressures on greenfield 
sites elsewhere in RBBC; and ensure Local Plan is consistent with national policy. 

 The landscape assessment supports removing the site from the Green Belt and this 
would not conflict with any of the five purposes of Green Belt. 

 The DMP should emphasise that the housing target in the Core Strategy is a minimum 
target and the Council should support opportunities to exceed this figure, particularly  
on sustainable previously developed windfall sites. 
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Land at Mill Lane 

 Should be allocated for housing development as the site fails to meet the full 
objectively assessed need for the borough. Furthermore, there is no flexibility built into 
the plan to quickly respond to a failing 5 year housing land supply. 

 

Redstone Hollow 

 Should be allocated for housing development as the site fails to meet the full 
objectively assessed need for the borough. Furthermore, there is no flexibility built into 
the plan to quickly respond to a failing 5 year housing land supply. 

 

Merstham Manor Estate: Home Farm 

 Argued that it should be allocated for housing development as it is sustainably located 
close to the town centre, railway station etc.; falls largely outside of the AONB; and 
provides an excellent opportunity to boost local housing supply. 

 

Land at Woodmansterne Street, Woodmansterne 

 This part of Woodmansterne Street should be included as an extension to the urban 
area either site of it. 

 The restrictive local and national planning policies associated with the Green Belt are 
preventing the availability of land that could be used to accommodate housing and 
allow RBBC to meet their housing need. 

 

Sandy Lane, Kingswood 

 Should be allocated for a retirement village comprising 66 retirement apartments and 
12 bungalows together with a 40-bed care facility including 20 dementia beds. 

 The site plays no strategic role in the Green Belt; is in a sustainable location; would 
help the Council to meet elderly person accommodation needs (argue that approach 
relying on urban windfalls is not sound); there are exceptional circumstances to justify 
its release; and failure to do so is contrary to Core Strategy objectives and NPPF 
sustainability principles. The owners have also undertaken pre-application meetings 
with the Council and agreed all non-Green Belt planning matters. 

 

Central Carpark, Horley 

 Argued that the area is unsightly and prime for development. It should be developed  
for housing development as part of a pedestrian area with retail premises. 

 

Shrimps Field, Kingswood 

 Should be allocated for up to 120 units including affordable housing, open space, 
footpaths and landscaping to enhance the visual amenities of the area. 

 The plan is not sound as it does not seek to meet the full objectively assessed housing 
need for the borough. It should take into account changes since the adoption of the 
Core Strategy, namely the emphasis on housing delivery and supply in the Housing 
White Paper and should be flexible enough to adapt to emerging national policy which 
prioritises boosting housing supply. 

 The site is in a sustainable location and could provide social, economic and 
environmental benefits. It is only inappropriate development because of the potential 
harm caused to the Green Belt, however, this is a consequence of the inability of new 
housing to be wholly provided in the urban area and any development will cause some 
harm. 

 The site should also be allocated because the SHMA is out-of-date; there are doubts 
and errors in the Council’s 5YLS (analysis shows a supply of    4.75) and the Council is 
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only proposing to release SUEs when required to meet their 5YLS rather than striving 
to meet their full OAN. 

 

Land East of Park Road, Banstead 

 The site should be allocated for housing development as the DMP fails to meet the full 
OAN for the Borough and there is no flexibility built into the plan to respond quickly to a 
failing 5YLS. 

 

Land West of Park Road, Banstead 

 The site should be allocated for housing development as the DMP fails to meet the full 
OAN for the Borough and there is no flexibility built into the plan to respond quickly to a 
failing 5YLS. 

 

Patterson Court, Redhill 

 Argued that the site should be allocated for residential use: the site is well located; 
capable of providing a good mix of dwellings for the local area; located in the East of 
Redhill broad area of search; the main building has achieved prior approval for 
residential conversion (17/00785/P); and the proposed SUEs ERM2/3 adjoin the site 
and will change have the character of the area. 

 

Land South of Slipshatch Road 

 Site should be allocated for 220-250 units. 

 The site is in a sustainable location (adjacent to the urban area and in close proximity 
to existing facilities); is relatively self-contained; can provide affordable homes; would 
meet the emerging need for housing development in Reigate; and has limited conflict 
with the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt. The SUE (Stage 2) Site Specific 
Technical Report has not identified any likely negative or significant effects that would 
or could prevent the parcel from coming forward for development. 

 The Core Strategy housing requirement is out-of-date and should be reviewed. There 
is up-to-date data such as DCLG’s ‘Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places’ 
Consultation which outlines a higher requirement for housing. The Council should 
undertake an immediate review to establish how it will meet the significant uplift in 
housing requirement in the borough. The DMP should be clear that monitoring of the 
Council’s 5YLS will be assessed against the minimum requirement and should also 
take into account more up-to-date evidence of the full OAN, i.e. an up-to-date SHMA. 

 

Land at Wilgers Farm and Land East of Wilgers Farm 

 Argued that the site should be allocated for housing development: 
- Both parts of para 102 NPPF Exception Test have been passed. 
- It was allocated in the 2005 BLP for a park and outdoor playing space but now 

RBBC propose an alternative method of meeting this requirement. 
- RBBC have used out-of-date flooding information. No consideration has been paid 

to forthcoming EA Flood Alleviation Scheme for the Burstow Stream. 
- Blanket designation of the site as Riverside Green Chain unjustified. A scheme 

could be designed to incorporate Riverside Green Chain along the river corridor. 
- Site has been treated negatively compared to proposed site allocations NWH1/2: 

both are located within FZs 2/3/3b; NWH1 requires other residential development to 
be built before development; and NWH1&2 are in less sustainable locations and 
extend further into the Riverside Green Chain. Argue that further justification as to 
why NWH1/2 are preferred ahead of Wilgers Farm is required. 

 Argued that the site should be allocated as a Strategic Employment Site: 
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- The current proposed allocation would result in the loss of good quality open space 
which could be put to better use, such as a sports park. 

- Better location for Business Park would be closer to the Gatwick roundabout on the 
A23 as this would reduce the amount of traffic passing through Horley. 

 
Redhill Station 

 Should be allocated for high-density residential-led mixed-use development with 
supplementary retail or commercial uses. 

 Redhill Area Action Plan previously identified the site for a major opportunity site. 

 Previous planning permissions secured a significant amount of retail space. Market 
conditions mean that such a use can no longer maximise the benefits of the site to the 
regeneration of Redhill town centre nor the improvement of railway facilities. 

 

Beech House, London Road, Reigate & Forum House, Brighton Road, Redhill 

 Noted that RBBC owns these sites and that they should be allocated if there is an 
expectation that they are to be put forward for residential development. 

 

MOD Batts Hill, Redhill 

 Should be allocated for 40-80 units. 

 Listed on the Governments Disposals website. 

Land North of Brook Road, Redhill 

 Should be allocated for 20 units. 

 Identified as having the potential to deliver 12 units in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 Planning permission has been submitted for 48 units (18/01133/F). 

Castlefield Road & Furness House, Reigate 

 Recommended for housing allocation. No rationale provided. 

Marketfield Way Youth Centre, Redhill 

 Recommended for allocation as the site is being owned by a developer/ being 
promoted for housing development. 

 Since achieved planning permission for 50 units (17/02876/F) 

Family Centre Station Road, Redhill 

 Owned by SCC. 

 Should be allocated for community uses and up to 20 units of social rented units. 

Dominos/ Burger King Parade, Redhill 

 Currently 2-storeys. Should be redeveloped as part of a more comprehensive 
development. 

 

R/O West Central, Redhill 

 Argued that it could support a development combining community use and 15 units. 

R/O Proposed Marketfield Way, Redhill 

 Recommended additional units should be completed to the rear of the proposed 
Marketfield Way scheme towards the Abbotts Public House. 6-12 units. 

 

R/O Bell Street, Reigate 

 Recommended that the space to the rear of retail frontage in Bell Street could be 
redeveloped for residential units. 40 units. 
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Carparks 

 Recommended that the following carpark sites should be allocated for housing 
development because they are public sector sites and therefore could be brought 
forward by the Council: 
- Central carpark, Horley 
- High Street carpark, Horley 
- Donyngs carpark, Redhill 
- Linkfield Road carpark, Redhill 
- Donyngs overflow carpark, Redhill 
- Station carpark, Reigate 

 

Town Centre Sites 

 Recommended that the following town centre sites should be brought forward using 
compulsory purchase orders: 
- Above Wilkinson’s, Redhill: 4-6 units 
- Above Boots, Redhill 
- Above the brick-built two-storey block including the Salvation Army: 4-6 units 
- Above the Barclays Bank: 12 units 

 Recommended that the following sources of supply should be investigated and 
positively supported within the plan: 
- Survey of first-floor current uses of town and local centres 
- Rear of shop buildings 

Newfield Hall, Haroldslea Drive, Horley3
 

 Argued that there is no evidence to demonstrate that NWH1 can be developed within 
the required time frame and that instead Newfield Hall should be allocated for 
development. 

Jason Close, Redhill4 

 Argued that the site should be taken out of the Green belt. The parallel cul-de-sac is 
within the urban area yet the road protrudes further into the Green Belt than this site 
and Green Belt policies are preventing the owner from increasing the potential of the 
property. 

Church Lane, Hooley4
 

 Argued that the site should no longer be included within the Green Belt and allocated 
for at least one dwelling which would make a suitable self-build plot. 

 The site performs a lower Green Belt function; is adjacent to the existing settlement 
boundary of Hooley; is surrounded by residential properties on three sides; has a 
strong landscaped boundary that would ensure that any future development would be 
self-enclosed; and other than the Green Belt designation there are no physical 
limitations that would prevent development at this site. 

Oaklands Park Estate4
 

 Argued that the site should not be allocated as Green Belt: currently part of the Redhill 
urban area. Proposed Green Belt anomaly proposes putting it into the Green Belt. 

 Argue that RBBC’s approach to Green Belt anomalies is unsound and has not been 
prepared in compliance with NPPF paras 82-85. 

 
 
 

3 
Full point raised and response detailed in “NWH1” rather than “Sites not included in the DMP” 

4 
Full point raised and response detailed in “NHE5” rather than “Sites not included in the DMP” 
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 The site could provide circa 36 extra-care units. The owners of the site are care 
providers who have undertaken an assessment which demonstrates an undersupply of 
extra care facilities in the borough. Argued that the site is a sustainable location for 
such provision – it is already an established retirement community which benefits from 
24-huor support and is located in a sustainable location. 

Former Bramley School, Chequers Lane4
 

 Argued that the Green Belt boundary should be amended to exclude the built form 
within the western portion of the school grounds. This will secure a defensible Green 
Belt boundary. 

Horley Town Council4 

 Horley Town Council question why a number of sites which they recommended at 
Regulation 18 were not considered: 
- Former Philips Site on Bonehurst Road 
- Field on Bonehurst Road between Cambridge Caravan Site and Lawson’s 
- Bridge Industrial Estate 
- Area on Smallfield Road currently earmarked for possible town park 
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MISCELLANEOUS 
 

Area of Special Townscape Importance (ASTI) 

 ASTI should be used for areas with attractive townscape characteristics not meeting 
RASC criteria or in Conservation Areas - proposed at Reg18 but not carried forward. 

 Buildings fringing the pond at Burgh Heath should be designated. 

 There should be a stipulation in the DMP that this will be introduced in the next review. 

Housing Need 

 Housing need should take into account new method for calculating OAN/ should use 
new standard methodology/ should recognise this direction of travel. 

 Core Strategy Inspector said that the Council should work to address the OAN shortfall 

 Not supported by up-to-date SHMA 

 Housing need should be driven by local needs rather than opinion in London. 

 Questions whether should be building homes so that “our” children can stay in area. 

 Banstead: too many homes proposed, how will infrastructure cope? 

Housing Requirements 

 DMP should explore all opportunities for housing delivery within the CS framework. 

 Urbanisation of the Home Counties is not a sustainable development strategy. 
Removing land from the GB for housing undermines the core nature of the area. 

 RBBC should work with other authorities in order to identify how unmet need could be 
met. No scope for Crawley Borough Council or Mole Valley District Council to meet  
any unmet needs arising from RBBC. 

 Redhill SUEs only amount to 850 dwellings against Core Strategy target: 1,000-1,400. 

Housing Delivery 

 If the Council were sincere in plugging a housing deficit, they would be building Council 
houses paid for and owned by the Council and rented at fair rates to people. 

 Proposals relating to the use of Greenfield land require more consideration. 

 Brownfield sites should be delivered before Green Belt. However, green field sites are 
preferred by developers because they are cheaper to develop. 

 Understood that Reigate Garden Centre has been sold for housing – this will help with 
housing delivery. 

 

Housing Density 

 There should be a density policy. 

 The plan is not sound: the government requires higher densities for the urban area and 
not building on the Green Belt. All urban site allocations should have their density 
increased as this will reduce the need for SUEs. 

 If SUEs required these should be built at a greater density. Recommends 60-120dph. 

 Gloucester Road Carpark: viability assessment shows that the site is currently 
unviable. A higher density would improve viability. 

 

Infrastructure 

 Plans should be compatible with the capacity of local infrastructure. Need for more 
infrastructure provision for current population notwithstanding future growth. 

 There should be provision for pedestrians to cross J8 M25. 

 There should be designated cycle paths on the A217 which are not part of the road. 

 Core Strategy Policy CS12 should be expanded to recognise the importance of active 
transport, renewable energy sources and the importance of rainwater as a resource. 
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 Infrastructure in Banstead under great stress. 

 DMP fails to recognise the unique character of Banstead as a village. It is less 
accessible than Redhill/Reigate and its viability and vitality is dependent on convenient 
accessibility by car users and availability of parking. The present carparks and free 
parking in the High Street operate at or near capacity. Proposals for redevelopment of 
Horseshoe and Community Centre will exacerbate parking problems. 

 

Gatwick Airport 

 Gatwick Airport argues all site allocations in Area 3 should include the same 
aerodrome safeguarding requirements as set out in HOR9 or there should be a 
separate stand alone safeguarding policy. 

 

Crime/ Safety 

 Surrey & Sussex Police recommend that the evening/ night-time economy should be 
subject to a specific policy in the local plan. 

 Surrey & Sussex Police recommend that the DMP should include a policy to reduce 
opportunities for crime and disorder 

 

Open Space, Sports & Recreation 

 Banstead Tennis Club interested in purchasing land belonging to Surrey County 
Council adjacent to their tennis club for additional tennis facilities. 

 The Plantation in Horley should be designated as a potential SNCI. 

 Objection to the removal of Banstead footpath. 

Air Quality & Noise 

 DMP does not give sufficient detail relating to the existing poor air quality in RBBC. 

 Having a plan just for RBBC doesn’t sufficiently cover things such as air pollution and 
water run-off. The DMP should be for a larger area and cover the full river catchment  
of the river Mole (i.e. take into account developments in Crawley and Horsham). 

 2005 BLP Ho10 should remove reference to “Guidelines on Noise Control” published 
by SCC as this document is obsolete, not fit for purpose and no longer available. 
Instead, it should identify local, national and industry design standards adopted by the 
Council to cover noise assessment and noise control for housing developments. 

 

Consultation 

 Found format difficult to deal with. Better if information had been presented by areas. 

 Online facility was poorly presented and did not allow meaningful comprehension of  
the DMP to allow informed opinions. 

 Public cannot be expected to be familiar with language and terminology used. 

 Many people have not been told about the plan. They need to be notified correctly and 
public consultation should be standard for things such as this. 

 The Council should be open about all things which affect the borough; this does not 
appear to have happened. 

 A before and after map and evidence of residents views being taken into account 
would have been a more democratic approach. 

 Horley residents feel they have no representation and views and concerns are ignored. 

 Questioned legal compliance in terms of compatibility with Sustainable Community 
Strategy (Community Plan) 

 

Horley 

 Fearful that the Council continues to fail to look at the bigger picture 


