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REIGATE AND BANSTEAD DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN 

EXAMINATION. 

SCHEDULE OF MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS 

 

Matter 1   Legal compliance and Duty to Cooperate  

Issue: Has the DMP been prepared in accordance with the legal and 

procedural requirements and has the duty to cooperate been met? 

1a)   Duty to cooperate 

1. In preparing the Development Management Plan (DMP), has the Council 

satisfactorily complied with the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate1, in 

maximising the effectiveness of the DMP? 

  

2. How have cross boundary issues in respect of the allocated sites been 

addressed through cooperation?  Are there any outstanding concerns and 

if so, how is it intended to resolve them? 

1b) Other legal and procedural requirements. 

1. In preparing the DMP has consultation been undertaken in accordance 

with the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement and the 

consultation requirements in the Regulations2?  

 

2. Do the scope, content and timescale for the preparation of the DMP accord 

with the Council’s latest Local Development Scheme? 

 

3. Has the formulation of the DMP been based on a sound process of 

sustainability appraisal (SA)? In particular : 

a) How has the SA informed the preparation of the DMP at each stage 

and how were options considered? 

b) In light of concerns raised, have the likely environmental, social and 

economic effects of the policies and allocations in the DMP been 

adequately and accurately assessed? 

 

4. Is the plan legally compliant with respect to Habitats Regulations3 and any 

requirement for appropriate assessment?  How have the findings of the 

HRA Screening Report influenced the DMP?  In particular: 

                                       
1 Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) 
2 Regulation 18 and 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012. 
3 Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 
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a) Are there any outstanding issues arising from the evidence and 

approach of the HRA, in particular from Natural England and if so what 

is the Council’s response to how they can be resolved? 

 

5. Has the preparation of the DMP complied with Part2 of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Plan) (England) Regulations 2012 in all other respects? 

 

 
Matter 2   Growing a Prosperous Economy 
 

Issue:  Whether the approach to employment provision is justified, 
effective and consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) and the Core Strategy (CS). 
 
 

Relevant policies EMP1-EMP 5 
 

2a)  Employment land  
 

1. Is it sufficiently clear from the text of the DMP which sites contribute to 

the overall employment land requirement of 46,000 square metres and 
what is their individual contribution?  

 
2. Will the sites allocated adequately provide for the different types and size 

of employment premises needed to support both established and start-up 

businesses in the borough? 
 

3. What evidence is there that the reuse and intensification of existing 
employment land will meet the respective employment requirements set 
down in CS Policy CS8 for each of the three geographical areas of the 

borough?   What are past and current vacancy rates?  Is there a need for 
flexibility and contingency measures? 

 

4. What reliance is there on the Horley Strategic Business Park site to meet 
the employment needs of the borough over the plan period?  What would 

be the consequences if the site did not come forward or was significantly 
delayed?  Is there a need for contingency measures?  

 

5. What justification is there for Article 4 directions to be used to safeguard 
employment uses in Principal and Local Employment Areas? 

 

 
2b) Economic Development Policies 

 
Policy EMP 4 - Safeguarding Employment land and premises. 
 

6. Are the marketing requirements in Annex 3 appropriate and justified, in 
particular the 6 month marketing period required?  Is this period too 

short? 
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Policy EMP 5 - Secure local skills and training opportunities 
 

7. Is this policy positively prepared, justified and effective?  What evidence is 
there that the detailed requirements of the policy are achievable? 

 
8. What evidence is there that local colleges and training schemes can offer 

the necessary support? 

 
9. Is it clear how this policy will be implemented?  

 
 
 

 
Matter 3    Town and Local Centres 

 
Issue:  Whether the approach to retail provision is justified, effective 
and consistent with the NPPF and the Core Strategy. 

 
Relevant policies RET1 –RET6 

 
1. Does the DMP allocate sufficient land in each town centre to meet the 

comparison goods needs identified in the Retail Needs Assessment?    
 

2. Is it sufficiently clear from the text of Section 3: Potential Development 

Sites that the retail needs of the Borough as outlined in the Core Strategy 
have been superseded by the Retail Needs Assessment?   Is it clear which 

sites contribute to meeting these needs and what level of contribution 
they each make? 

 

3. What evidence is there that Reigate and Banstead town centres have the 
capacity to provide additional floor space through minor extensions, 

reoccupation of vacant floor space or through existing development 
opportunities?  What are past and current vacancy rates?  Is there a need 
for flexibility and contingency to ensure that future needs are met?  

 
Policy RET1 - Development in Town Centre Frontages 

 
4. On what basis have the primary and secondary frontages and the town 

centre boundaries been defined?  Are they appropriate and justified by the 

evidence? 
 

Policy RET2 - Development within identified retail frontages and local    
                       centres 
 

5. Do the thresholds for A1 uses reflect the current situation in relevant 
centres and are they based on robust evidence?  Do they achieve an 

appropriate balance between maintaining the retail function in centres and 
allowing flexibility to accommodate a range of other uses?  
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Policy RET3 - Development in Local Centres 
 

6. On what basis have the local centres been identified?  Why have some 
centres not been included in this designation?  Are the local centre 

boundaries appropriate and justified by the evidence and should they be 
identified on the policies map? 

 

7. What is the justification for the marketing requirements in Annex 3?  What 
evidence is there that 6 months is an appropriate period? 

 
Policy RET5 - Development of town centre uses outside town and local  
                     centres 

 
8. Is this policy effective and justified and consistent with national policy? 

 
9. What is the basis for the thresholds at which impact assessments will be 

required and are they appropriate and justified by the evidence?  

 
Policy RET6 - Retail warehousing 

 
10. On the basis of the evidence, is this policy effective and justified?   

 
 
 

 
Matter 4   Green Belt Review 

 
(Note : This matter considers the methodology of the Green Belt Review and 

Green Belt policy, not specific sites) 

 
ISSUE: Is there a need to review the Green Belt in the borough and is 
the approach taken justified, effective and consistent with national 

policy in the NPPF. 
 

4a) General approach  
 

1. Is the Green Belt review consistent with national policy in the NPPF and 

PPG’s and with the policies in the Core Strategy? 
 

2. Is the methodology and the basis for assessing, selecting and rejecting 
sites appropriate, objective, consistent, and justified with robust 
evidence?  

 

3. Have all reasonable and realistic alternative sites been considered and 
given full reasons for selection/rejection? 

 

4. Does the DMP clearly identify and demonstrate the exceptional 
circumstances necessary to justify amending the Green Belt boundaries 

and releasing land from the Green Belt? 
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4b) Green Belt Policies 
 

     Policy NHE5 - Development within the Green Belt 
 

5. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy? 
 

6. Does the DMP clearly demonstrate the exceptional circumstances 

necessary to justify the minor changes to green belt boundaries and 
washed over villages? 

 

7. On what basis have the revised boundaries been defined? 
 

 
    Policy NHE6 - Reuse and adaptation of buildings in the green belt and  
                           the rural surrounds of Horley.  

 
8. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy?  Is it 

too restrictive?  
 

9. Is it appropriate and justified by the evidence that this policy should also 

apply to the Rural Surrounds of Horley, an area which is not designated as 
Green Belt? 

 
 

     4c)  Policy NHE7 - Rural surroundings of Horley  

 
10. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy?  

 
11. Part 2 of the Policy relates to the creation of new dwellings.  Is it clear 

what is meant by ‘limited circumstances’?  Is the Policy consistent with 

paragraph 55 of the Framework and does it promote sustainable 
development in the countryside? 

 

 

 

Matter 5   Housing Land Supply and Delivery   

 
ISSUE: Whether the approach to the provision of housing justified, 

positively prepared, effective, deliverable and consistent with national 
policy and the Core Strategy. 
 

5a) Housing Supply 
 

1. Does the DMP provide sufficient deliverable housing sites to meet the 
housing requirements of the borough to 2027?  Would there be any 
oversupply?  Does it accord with the spatial distribution set out in the CS?   

 
2. Does the DMP provide sufficient choice and flexibility of sites to meet 

current and future housing needs? 
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3. Does the DMP take sufficient account of previously developed/brownfield 
land, windfall sites, completions and commitments in its proposed housing 

provision and has it fully assessed and maximised the use of all 
reasonable and realistic non Green Belt land? 

 

4. Would the DMP realistically provide for a five year housing land supply 
over the plan period?  With reference to Table 14 in the Housing 

Trajectory Position at 30 June 2018, how have the figures for the 
annualised over/under delivery and the anticipated shortfall in supply from 
2024/25 onwards been derived? 

 

5. Is the Housing Trajectory realistic?  Are the assumptions with regard to 
delivery justified by the available evidence?  

 

6. How are windfall sites defined?  Is the windfall allowance included in the 
supply trajectory appropriate having regard to the historic rate of windfall 

delivery in the borough?  Should windfalls be included in the first 2 years 
of the supply calculation? 

 

7. How have site densities been determined?  Are they reasonably accurate? 
How does the DMP set out the Councils approach to housing density to 

reflect local circumstances?  Is there a need for separate policy guidance 
on density? 

 

8. The Council does not apply a non-implementation rate.  Based on the 
available evidence is one appropriate and if so at what level should it be 

set?  
 

9. Is the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) sufficiently up to 

date to provide an appropriate robust evidence base? 
 

 
5b) Delivery  

 
     Policy MLS1 - Phasing of sustainable urban extension sites 
 

1. What evidence is there that this this policy is effective, justified and 
consistent with national policy?  

 
2. How has the order in which sites should come forward been decided?  

What factors were taken into account? 

 
3. With particular reference to part 4 of the Policy, what evidence is there 

that this is justified?  Is it too restrictive?  How does this take account of 
the lead in times for these sites and the need to maintain a 5 year 
housing land supply. 

 
4. Is the policy sufficiently flexible?  Is it clear how this policy will be 

implemented? 
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Matter 6   Housing Need and the Delivery of Quality Housing  
 

ISSUE: Whether the approach to the delivery of housing is justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy in the NPPF. 

 
In responding to the questions on specific policies the Council should identify 

and address specific key concerns raised in representations and refer to 

suggested modifications to overcome issues of soundness.  

 
6a)  Housing mix and standard of accommodation  

        Relevant policies DES4 and DES5 
 

1. Are these policies effective, justified and consistent with national policy?  

What evidence is there that there would be no unacceptable adverse 
impacts in terms of affordability or viability? 

 
6b)  Affordable Housing  

        Policy DES6 - Affordable Housing 
 
1. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy based 

on the evidence? 
 

2. What is the evidence of affordable housing need and what are the past 
trends in the delivery?  Are trends likely to continue? 
 

3. Is the level of affordable housing required supported by robust viability 

evidence? 
 

4. What is the evidence to justify an off-site contribution for schemes of less 

than 11 dwellings?  Does the evidence justify a variance from the Written 
Ministerial Statement of 28 November 2014 and Planning Practice 

Guidance?   Has on site provision been considered?  Is it clear how off site 
contributions would deliver the required affordable housing? 
 

5. Is the policy sufficiently flexible to take account of viability or other 
considerations on individual sites? 

 

6c)  Specialist Accommodation 
        Policy DES7 - Specialist Accommodation 

 
1. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy? 

 

2. What is the evidence of the need for specialist accommodation in the 
borough? 

 

3. What viability evidence supports part d) of the policy relating to affordable 
housing provision in specialist accommodation?  Is it robust?  Does it take 

account of the different types of specialist accommodation and their 
respective viabilities? 

 

4. Is the policy sufficiently flexible? 
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5. Is there a need for this policy or a separate policy to refer to other types 
of specialist housing such as self build/custom housing?  

 

 

 

Matter 7   Policy GTT1 - Gypsies Travellers and Traveling Showpeople 

 

ISSUE: Whether the approach to Gypsy, Traveller and Traveling 

Showpeople’s provision is justified, effective, and consistent with 
national policy in both the NPPF and Planning Policy for Traveller 

Sites.  
 

In responding to the questions on the evidence base to this policy and on site 

allocations, the Council should identify and address specific key concerns raised 

in representations. 

 
1. What evidence is there that the methodology used to assess the needs of 

the borough is appropriate, objective, consistent and justified?  

 
2. Is the methodology for site assessment, selection and rejection, 

appropriate, objective, consistent and justified by robust evidence? 
 

3. In terms of the sites allocated, are the reasons for allocating them 

soundly based?  Are the sites appropriate, suitable, available, justified, 
sustainable, deliverable and viable? 

 
4. In the context of the Council failing to allocate sufficient sites to meet 

the identified 5 year supply, have all reasonable and realistic alternative 

sites, including non-Green Belt sites been considered and given full 
reasons for selection/rejection? 

 
5. Does the DMP clearly identify and demonstrate the exceptional 

circumstances necessary to justify amending the Green Belt boundaries 

and releasing land from the Green Belt. 
 

6. Is provision intended to be wholly private or is there some public 

provision.  If so how this would be provided, funded and managed? 
 

7. In terms of future need, is it the most appropriate strategy, when 
considered against reasonable alternatives, to require pitches to be set 
aside within sustainable urban extensions?  In particular what certainty 

is there with regard to deliverability bearing in mind the phasing of such 
sites?  Overall are these sites suitable and is provision of single pitches 

appropriate to meet the needs of extended family groups? Is the policy 
sufficiently clear on who is responsible for delivery and the funding of 
pitches? 
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Matter 8   Other development management policies 
 

ISSUE: Whether other policies are justified, effective and consistent 
with national policy in the NPPF 

 
In responding to the questions on specific policies the Council should identify 

and address specific key concerns raised in representations and refer to 

suggested modifications to overcome issues of soundness.  

 
Relevant policies 

 
DES1  Design of new Development  
OSR1  Urban Open Space 

OSR2  Open Space in new developments 
TAP1,TAP2 Access, parking and servicing 

CCF1  Climate Change Mitigation 
NHE1  Landscape Protection 

 
For all policies referred to above : 
 

1. What evidence is there that the policy is justified, effective and consistent 
with national policy? 

 
2. Is the policy sufficiently clear to provide guidance for decision making? 

 

3. Is the policy sufficiently flexible to allow for special circumstances to be 

taken into account? 
 

Additionally in relation to the Policy DES1: 
 

4. Are airport safeguarding requirements adequately addressed in this 

policy?  Is there a need for further reference to this matter in individual 
policies?  

 
Additionally in relation to the Policy TAP1: 

 
5. Are the Parking Standards in Annex 4 appropriate and justified?  Do they 

have sufficient regard to local circumstances?  

  
Additionally in relation to the Policy CCF1: 

 
6. Is the requirement for new residential development to meet the higher 

water efficiency standard supported by evidence?  

 
7. How will the policy be implemented?  Is this clear? 

 
Additionally in relation to the Policy OSR1: 
  

8. Should the Explanatory Text be clearer on what constitutes Urban Open 
Space?  Are allotments included in the definition?  
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Additionally in relation to the Policy OSR2: 
 

9. Are the open space standards appropriate, fully justified, viable    
deliverable and reasonable?  Why have the National Standards not been 

used? 
 
 

Additionally in relation to the Policy NHE1: 
 

10.Does the policy reflect the hierarchical approach and level of protection 
afforded to designations depending on their status as promoted in the 
Framework? 

 
In respect to all other development management policies: 

 
11. What evidence is there that the policy is justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy? 

 
 

 
 

Matter 9   Potential Development Sites 
 
ISSUE:  Whether the proposed site allocations are justified, effective 

and consistent with national policy in the NPPF. 
 
In responding to the questions on site allocations the Council should identify 

and address specific key concerns raised in representations e.g. in terms of 

adverse impacts, delivery etc  

 

9a)  Sustainable Urban Extensions  
 

In respect to the following sites: 
 
Policy ERM1      Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill 

Policy ERM2/3   Land west of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works 
Policy ERM4a    164 Bletchingley Road, Merstham 

Policy ERM4b    Land south of Bletchingly Road, Merstham 
Policy ERM5      Oakley Farm, off Bletchingly Road, Merstham 
Policy SSW2     Land at Shawcross Lane, South Park, Reigate 

Policy SSW6     Land west of Castle Drive 
Policy SSW7     Hartswood Nursery 

Policy SSW9     Land at Dover’s Farm, Woodhatch , Reigate 
Policy NWH1     Land at Meath Green Lane, Horley 
Policy NWH2     Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley 

Policy SEH4      Land off The Close and Haroldsea Drive, Horley 
 

1. Are the reasons for selecting the sites soundly based?  Is there evidence 
that the development of each allocation is suitable, available, sustainable, 
viable and deliverable? 

 
2. What is the expected timescale and rate of development?  Is this realistic?  
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3. What type of uses and scale of development would each site be expected 

to deliver?  Are these appropriate and deliverable? 
 

4. What are the site constraints, potential impacts or infrastructure 

requirements of the allocation and how could these be addressed? 
 

5. Where a site is to be released from the Green Belt, have the exceptional 

circumstances for releasing the site from the Green Belt been 
demonstrated?  Would the release of the site prejudice or conflict with the 
purposes of the Green Belt?  

 

 
9b)  Opportunity Sites - General 

 
6. What is the background and justification for the inclusion of Opportunity 

Sites in the DMP?  What status do such sites have?  Should they be 
allocations or should they be considered as windfall sites and assessed as 
and when they come forward against the relevant policies of the DMP?   

 
 

 
 

 

Matter 10   Policy HOR9 - Horley Strategic Business Park  
 

ISSUE:  Whether the proposed allocation is justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy in the NPPF. 
 

 
1. What is the evidence of need for a Strategic Business Park?  Is it robust 

and justified? 
 

2. What evidence is there that the site is sustainable, available, deliverable 
and viable?  Were other sites considered? 
 

3. What benefits would the development bring?   

 
4. What would be the likely impact on the strategic road network?  Would 

there be any additional cumulative effects with other development 
proposals?  How could these be appropriately mitigated?  How would such 
measures be funded and implemented? 

 

5. In addition to the highway implications, would there be any other adverse 
effects from the development?   How would these be addressed? 

 

6. The DMP states the site comprises an area of 83 hectares.  However the 
Viability Report (SD42) is based on an area of 31hectares.  Is the Policy 

sufficiently clear with regard the overall extent of the site, the area 
proposed to be developed and areas to remain undeveloped?  Should the 

policy provide further guidance on the minimum/maximum areas for 
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different use classes to reflect the assumptions made in the evidence 
base?  

 

7. What infrastructure requirements would be necessary to bring the site 
forward?  How would these be delivered in a timely fashion?  

 

8. Is the policy sufficiently clear on how, when and at what rate of delivery 
the site will be brought forward?  How will all interested stakeholders and 

partners be involved? 
 

 

 

 

Matter 11   Policy MLS2 - Safeguarded land for development beyond the    
                                          plan period. 

 
ISSUE: Whether there is a need to safeguard land and whether the 
policy is justified effective and consistent with national policy in the 

NPPF. 
 

1. What is the background to the need to safeguard land for future 
development?  Why is it necessary?   Is this policy effective, justified and 

consistent with national policy and the Core Strategy?  
 

2. Does the DMP clearly identify and demonstrate the exceptional 

circumstances necessary to justify releasing land from the Green Belt to 
become safeguarded land for development beyond the plan period?  

 
3. What sites were considered and why was Redhill Aerodrome selected and 

others rejected? 

 

4. Is the safeguarding of the Redhill Aerodrome site at this time justified by 
the evidence in light of the uncertainties with regard to the Garden Village 

proposed by Tandridge DC and other site and planning related 
constraints?   

 

5. Should the site remain as Green Belt and be considered further in a future 
review of the local plan? 
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Matter 12    Infrastructure  
 

ISSUE:  Whether other policies are justified, effective and consistent 
with national policy in the NPPF. 

 
Relevant policies INF1 -3 
 

1. What are the likely impacts of the proposed overall scale and distribution 
of development on different aspects of infrastructure, including the impact 

on the strategic road network?  
 

2. How have these been assessed?  How is it intended that such impacts will 

be addressed?  How will necessary infrastructure be brought forward and 
funded? 

 
3. Does the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule provide a robust 

assessment of the infrastructure needed to deliver the DMP?  What 

mechanisms are in place for it to be reviewed as schemes progress and 
infrastructure provider’s plans change?  

 

4. Is Policy INF3 effective, justified and consistent with national policy?  Is it 
sufficiently clear in the policy how financial contributions would be used to 

fund off site broadband infrastructure?  
 

 


