
Mr J Palmer 
 
Response to the Inspector’s schedule of Matters, Issues and Questions 
 
Policy HOR9  
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Policy HOR9 in the Reigate and Banstead Borough Council Development 
Management Plan (DMP) renders the plan unsound because it is in conflict 
with the Borough Council’s Core Strategy and will prevent the aims of the 
strategy being achieved. The DMP itself is unsound and incoherent because it 
fails to address the consequences of policy HOR9. This policy would result in 
a massive, unsustainable development which is not needed and would do 
irreparable harm to the environment and the local community. 
 
1.2 Not only does policy HOR9 not support the Core Strategy, it drives a 
coach and horses right through it. The Core Strategy (4.5, figure 5) identifies 
21 objectives. It is arguable that HOR9 undermines every one of them except, 
SO11 and SO12 which refer to housing and are not relevant, and SO16 which 
relates to the expansion of the airport.  
 
1.3 The council evidence has referred to a couple of vague statements buried 
in the introductory text to policy CS6 (5.5.8 and 5.5.11)  Well yes, with 
hindsight, there is a hint here of what the council might have been planning, 
but neither mention the identification of a specific single site, nor the 
possibility of using greenfield land subject to policies which protect it. They 
certainly don’t suggest that all countryside and environmental policies will be 
thrown in the bin to allow it to happen. 
 
1.4 The DMP itself (1.4) says “the scale of growth set out in the Core Strategy 
is not being revisited in the DMP, nor are the general principles of where 
development will be located”.  HOR9 will provide more than 3 times the 
amount of employment land indicated by the Core Strategy for the whole 
borough and increase the total number of jobs in the borough by 20% - and all 
in one place. And yet there is no allowance for the wider effects of this 
anywhere else in the DMP. The existence of HOR9 is barely acknowledged in 
the rest of the plan, even in 2.2. section 1, on economic development. HOR9 
sits in the DMP like a great cuckoo in a wren’s nest, with the council 
desperately flapping around trying to feed it. 
 
Question 1 
 
2.1 All the key documents relating to employment land need (SD21-23) were 
prepared after the council had already entered into a formal agreement with a 
developer to build the business park on the HOR9 site.  The council therefore 
have a huge vested interest in the scheme going ahead. Most of the land is 
owned by Surrey County Council so they stand to gain a huge capital receipt; 
SD42 values the site at £16 million.  So the documents have been prepared in 



order to justify HOR9, not as a neutral assessment of whether it is needed or 
not.  
 
2.2  In fact SD23 says (page 4, 3rd paragraph) “the aim of this commission is 
to review, update and evaluate the evidence to support the proposed HOR9 
Strategic Employment site allocation”.  So all the needs evidence should be 
read in that light.  
 
2.3 Much of the “need” evidence is actually about demand, but they are not 
the same thing. In this area, demand is almost endless. Without planning 
constraints half the borough would be built over.  The purpose of the planning 
system is to achieve a level of economic growth which maintains the 
prosperity of the borough without damaging the environmental, social and 
community benefits that make it attractive in the first place.   
 
2.4 The evidence is all based on the assumption that the present growth in 
demand for offices will continue. But we are in an unusual period in that we 
are recovering from a deep recession and demand is likely to be higher than 
normal. It is also likely to plateau out in the near future. Equally so, there is no 
reason to suppose the loss of offices in town centres will continue. Recovery 
in supply always tends to lag behind recovery in demand. It is up to local 
planning authorities to manage this. 
 
2.5  It is significant, too, that the council produced a document of 40 pages 
(SD21) to assess the employment needs in the whole borough and have 
submitted more than 400 pages (SD22 – 23 and annexes, and that’s only the 
core documents) in the respect of the business park. It’s that hard to justify.  
 
2.6 The business park is clearly not required for local needs. The figures in 
SD21 are actually lower than in the Core Strategy.  But as that document 
reaches the conclusion that some greenfield provision will be necessary 
(SD21, 3.6) it is worth looking at more closely. 
 
2.7 The report considers three different methods of assessing employment 
needs: labour demand, labour supply and past take-up. 
 
2.8 The labour demand scenario includes assumptions about population 
growth unrelated to the actual number of dwellings that are planned to be 
provided during the plan period (SD21, 2.10). The labour supply method, on 
the other hand, is underpinned by housing growth planned in the Core 
Strategy (SD21, 2.16) and would therefore give a truer picture of the situation. 
 
2.9 The past take-up scenario is based entirely on past trends in the take-up 
of employment space (SD21, 2.41) and again has no relationship to future 
planned housing growth. The method also has a particular flaw in that the 
period of data assessed is 2005 – 2015 when the market was especially 
volatile. The council attempt to compensate for this by excluding the years 
2009 -2011, all of which showed a marked down-turn in take-up. However, 
they have included the boom year of 2008 when the take-up was unusually 
high and the years when the demand has started to recover and therefore 



take-up might well be higher than average. In other words they have excluded 
the unusually bad years, but included the unusually good years. By doing this 
they come to an average take-up figure (SD 2.54, table 10 and SD 2.56) of 
3,643 sq m for offices and 1,720 sq m for the industrial/warehouse sector. 
 
2.10 However, if you take the average over the whole period you get 
averages of 1,055 sq m for offices and 474 sq m for industrial/warehouse.  
The ratios 3643/1055 and 1720/474 have been applied to the figures in 
SD2.57, table 11 and the table below shows these figures compared to the 
council’s “7 year” figures. 
 
 

 2015 -2027 requirement (sq m) 

Offices Industrial Warehouse Totals 

7 year 
figure 

43,716 7,224 13,416 64,365 

10 year 
figure 

12,677 1,987 3,689 18,353 

 
2.11 Substituting the 10 year figures for the past take-up scenario into SD2.60 
table 12 gives us the following: 
 

 Past take-up Labour demand Labour supply 

Sq m Sq m Sq m 

Industrial 12,677 11,278 4,430 

Storage/distribution 1,987 25,038 10,762 

Offices 3,689 31,965 12,429 

Totals 18,353 68,281 27,621 

 
 
2.12 Now what a difference that makes!  The labour demand figure now looks 
very much the outlier of the three. Even if you allow for the fact that the past 
take-up period included a boom and bust scenario and so is somewhat 
depressed, it still tends to support the labour supply figure. So, one small 
tweak has made an enormous difference to the figures which will, of course, 
feed through to the final result.  
 
2.13 One of things that the council make a big thing of is the conversion of 
offices to housing under permitted development rights. But if this is such a 
serious problem why have they not made any Article 4 directions? Also, if this 
has happened to such a large scale as the council claim, have they adjusted 
the housing figures accordingly and has that led to any housing sites that 
might be better used for employment?  
 
2.14 Of course, the council themselves have given permission for a number of 
employment sites to be used for housing and in some cases have been 
actively involved in the developments.  They evidently have outstanding 
unimplemented planning permissions which could lead to the loss of a further 
9,783 sq m of office space (SD21, 2.74 table 17). 
 



2.15   And they’re still at it. Any of the sites allocated for housing in HOR1 – 
HOR10 could be allocated for employment.  In fact the council have not 
allocated a single site in the town centre for office use or indeed for the “start-
up” units that they say we need. 
 
2.16 They also refer to shortfalls in the employment land of other authorities, 
especially Crawley who are alleged to have a shortfall 106,757 sq m (SD 23 
(c)). I know councils have a duty to co-operate with other authorities, but I did 
not know that this extended to making up for their failure to implement their 
own plans.  
 
2.17 If Crawley has really got such a large shortfall in their employment land 
supply then surely the council themselves should be addressing that issue 
before dumping the problem on the borough next door. A couple of 
suggestions: look at the hectares of space around the airport wasted on 
surface level car parking – surely there are more land efficient ways to provide 
parking? Don’t give planning permissions for developments like the out of 
town Marks and Spencer at Manor Royal. That site alone could have made a 
big hole in the 100,000 sq m. 
 
2.18 Much has also been made of the qualitative provision argument. 
Apparently, the type and size of offices in the borough is not exactly what big 
international firms want. Well, so what? The borough’s economy is mostly 
made up of small, very small and medium sized businesses. That is a 
strength. The economy does not rely heavily on a few very large businesses 
which could up sticks at any time.   
 
Question 2 
 
3.1   Policy CS10 (CS 7.1.12) gives 10 criteria to assess the sustainability of a 
development.  In my view it falls down on criteria 1,2, 3, 4,5 and 6 and the 
other four would depend on the details of the scheme and the council’s 
willingness to enforce them. 
 
3.2  As far as availability goes, a small part is already owned by the council’s 
developer partner  and most of it is owned by the Surrey County Council. In 
response to an FOI question they said they had no agreements with any party 
regarding the sale of this land.   
 
Question 4  
 
4.1 I am not going to second guess the views of Highways England who are 
due to appear at the hearing. Last I heard they still hadn’t given consent for 
the access to the M23 roundabout as they were still awaiting evidence from 
the council. Without that consent, the whole policy must surely fail. 
 
4.2. SD23 estimates there will be 12,000 people working on the site. This 
could be an underestimate as they have used a figure of 15 sq m person, 
rather than 12 sq m per person that the council used in SD21. No doubt the 
council will tell us that almost everyone will travel by foot, cycle or public 



transport, but it is rather disingenuous to deliberately site a development next 
to a motorway junction and then expect people not to drive to it. 
 
4.3  60% of workers in the borough currently drive to work, and even allowing 
for a larger proportion using other means to get to this site, you could still 
have around 5,000 – 6,000 cars all entering or leaving the site at a single 
point, mostly at morning and evening peak hours. I don’t know what 
proportion would go onto the A23 but it must have serious implications for 
congestion on that road, particularly on the Longbridge roundabout which is 
already heavily congested at peak times. 
 
Question 5 
 
6.1 The issue which the council have totally ignored, as far as I can see, is the 
loss of an important green space separating the town of Horley from Gatwick 
Airport. The site is not in the Green Belt, but its importance was recognised by 
its inclusion in the Rural Surrounds of Horley and Gatwick Open Setting 
designations. These areas were left out of the Green Belt because two large 
housing allocations were foisted onto the borough by the county council. 
These sites were allocated in the 2005 Local Plan and the Inspector 
recommended that the position regarding designating the area as part of the 
Green Belt should subsequently be re-examined. But none of the Rural 
Surrounds of Horley have been put into the Green Belt.   
 
6.2 I believe that if this site had been in the Green Belt, it would have attracted 
a storm of criticism from more than just the local area. But the Green Belt is 
just a line on a map. It doesn’t tell you everything about the nature or 
importance of a site just because it is one side of the line or the other.  One of 
the aims of the Green Belt is to stop settlements coalescing. This site is all 
that stands between Horley and Gatwick Airport. It is seen by thousands of 
people every day as they arrive or leave the airport by car or from the railway 
line to the north of the airport. It has huge importance as a visual break, 
physical separation from the airport and a green lung for the town. 
 
6.3 Although the council have been prepared to ignore the designations of the 
HOR9 site, they were not so relaxed about a parcel of land about 200m away 
on the other side of the Balcombe Road, designated in exactly the dame way.  
They refused permission for housing on the site and when an appeal was 
successful, they took the Secretary of State to the High Court. They won the 
case and the appeal has now been withdrawn. I am enclosing a copy of the 
High Court Judgement 
 
6.4 The council argued that the Inspector did not give sufficient weight to the 
Development Plan, in particular saved policies Hr36 and Hr37 which relate to 
the Rural Surrounds of Horley.  Now this site is nothing like the size of the 
HOR9 site, nor does it play such an important role in separating the town from 
the airport (there being no airport development to the east of the Balcombe 
Road). And yet the council were prepared to go to court to protect it, while 
being happy to throw the self same policies in the bin for their own 
development. 



 
6.5  There is no way you can compare an open green space, as exists at 
present, with a business park with office blocks, car parks and access roads, 
even if it has a few trees and hedges left over and a bit of undeveloped land 
where it’s too wet or too noisy to build.  
 
Question 6 
 
7.1   I see the council have tried to change the site area as a “minor change”. I 
would have thought reducing the site area by two thirds was by no means 
minor, but that is for the Inspector to decide. They say it was a mistake and 
that 83 was the site are in acres. 83 acres is equal to 33.59 hectares, so if 
that’s the case, it’s still wrong. And it’s not only wrong in the policy itself. The 
Chilmark report also gives the site area as 83 hectares (SD23 (a), 1.7 and 
SD23 (c) page 4, 4th para). All right, it’s a mistake and you can see the site 
boundaries on the plan, but anyone trying to calculate site density or judge 
how much of the tree cover or hedgerows might be saved would have been 
seriously misled by this. 
 
7.2 The policy gives no indication of where the open space or sports fields will 
be, but the suspicion is that they will be on the land that can’t be developed 
anyway. There is no mention of when these areas will be laid out and, as half 
the site has been allocated for public open space for decades and it’s never 
been laid out as such, we have little confidence that it will happen at all.  
 
7.3 Furthermore, the report by GL Hearn commissioned by the LLP gives a 
glimpse of what is actually being planned.  
 
Conclusion 
 
10.1 This is an extraordinary proposal for a massive commercial development 
stuck like a huge triangular knife into the corner of a small town. As such, it 
needs extraordinary evidence to justify it.  If fact, the evidence is biased, 
selective and questionable. The council have made little or no attempt to 
balance the alleged benefits against of the scheme against the damage it will 
cause.  
 
10.2  Barely was the ink dry on the Core Strategy, before the council were 
commissioning a consultant to look into the possibility of the council providing 
strategic employment provision on a site outside the Green Belt, near the 
airport, near a motorway junction. Where was that going be, I wonder? 
 
10.3   As far as I know, that report was never made public. The council 
certainly didn’t consult the local people about it. The council have pursued the 
planning process as a formality that has be gone through, with no meaningful 
consideration of the issues.  
 
10.4 The scheme may satisfy the desires of a small group whose only goal is 
the expansion of business interests. They seem to have a vision of a sort of 
linear city stretching from London to Brighton, with not a patch of grass in 



sight. An international business location with a global future! I wonder how 
many residents share this vision.  
 
10.5 I want the borough to continue to have a prosperous economy but I don’t 
believe you have to destroy 31 hectares of countryside to achieve that. I’d 
also like to see our town centres improved, particularly Horley. I’d like to see 
everyone having access to good schools, healthcare and leisure facilities and 
the environment enhanced, pollution reduced and our green spaces 
protected. The scheme will only irreversibly damage those aspirations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


