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Bletchingley Road, Merstham 
rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

1. Introduction 

1.1. This Statement has been prepared by Indigo Planning on behalf of The School Government 

Publishing Company Ltd in response to the Inspector’s Schedule of Matters, Issues and 

Questions published as part of the Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan 

(DMP) Examination.  

1.2. The School Government Publishing Company Ltd owns the land to the south of the former 

Darby House. This has been promoted throughout the DMP process.  The site has been 

identified as a proposed sustainable urban extension site by the Council and is identified as 

Site ERM4b in the DMP.  

1.3. This Statement has been submitted alongside other Statements submitted in respect of 

Matters 4 and 9. 
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Bletchingley Road, Merstham 
rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

2. Matter 5a: Question 1 

2.1. Against the adopted Core Strategy target of 460dpa, the Council appears to have identified 

sufficient sites to meet its adopted housing needs for the remainder of the adopted Core 

Strategy Plan Period. 

2.2. However, paragraph 33 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) confirms that 

adopted Plans should be reviewed at least once every five years if their housing need figure 

has changed significantly.  The Council’s Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014 as such it 

will be due for review in Summer 2019, at the latest. As such, the Council should now be 

considering how it will address the OAN figure set by DCLG, given the timeline for a Core 

Strategy review. 

2.3. Further, paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that: 

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific 

deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their 

housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need 

where the strategic policies are more than five years old”. 

2.4. On this basis, the new OAN figure will be brought into force in July 2019 once the Core 

Strategy becomes five years old. 

2.5. The DCLG published its consultation document “Planning for the right homes in the right 

places” in September 2017.  This consultation provided a standardised methodology for 

calculating OAN. The published documentation identified that the Council’s OAN would rise 

to 644 dpa for the period 2016-2026.  

2.6. Since then, the 2016 based household projections have been published.  Once the latest 

projections and the 2018 affordability ratio for Reigate and Banstead has been taken into 

account, the Council’s OAN increases to 799dpa, although this would be capped at 759dpa 

(40% above the average household growth over 10 years).  The guidance set out in the 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) further states that if the cap is applied the Council’s 

strategic policies “may require an early review and updating”, if it is not sufficient to plan to 

deliver the capped level.  The Government is currently reviewing the OAN methodology in 

light of the recent reduction in household projections.  It is probable that the OAN 

methodology will be revised to increase housing numbers so the recent figures of 799dpa 

and 759dpa are likely to increase even further.  

2.7. Our assessment of the Council’s supply provided in Appendix 1 demonstrates that, once 

the new OAN comes into force in July 2019 (ie once the Core Strategy is five years old), the 

Council will not be able to meet the housing requirements of the Borough based on the sites 

identified in the DMP. 

2.8. This new and more up to date OAN figure acts as a clear indication that housing need in the 

borough will continue to rise significantly over and above the housing target identified in the 

Core Strategy.  

2.9. Whilst we acknowledge it is not the place for the DMP to revisit the Council’s overall housing 

number, the new OAN is directly relevant given that it will become a fundamental part of the 

calculation of the five year requirement and the assessment of five year housing land supply 

in July 2019.  This in turn, under the currently wording of policy MLS1, will determine when 

the SUE sites will be released. 

2.10. We do not consider that the Council will be able to demonstrate a five year housing supply 
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rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

on annual basis over the next five years without releasing all of the MLS1 sites outright now.  

2.11. In light of the above, it is clear that the DMP is being prepared in the context of a rising 

housing need and is being brought forward in accordance with a Core Strategy which did not 

meet its full OAN.  Accordingly, the Council needs to be proactive and positive in their 

approach to housing delivery, building flexibility into their plan, and allowing allocated sites to 

come forward in the short term, regardless of their former Green Belt status.  This approach 

would seek to address the rising housing need as best is possible and be in full compliance 

with the NPPF which seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing.  

2.12. There is sufficient flexibility in Core Strategy Policy CS13 to allow the DMP to come forward 

in this manner as the housing target is proceeded by the words “at least”. 

2.13. Allowing sustainable and deliverable allocated sites to come forward now will bolster the 

Council’s five year housing land supply position which will inevitably come under pressure in 

the context of a rising housing demand. 

Oversupply  

2.14. The Housing Trajectory at Annex 7 of the DMP and the supporting Housing Trajectory 

Position at 30 June 2018 (August 2018) (the Council’s latest trajectory) suggests that the 

Council’s identified supply can meet the Core Strategy housing target by 2023/24, three 

years before the end of the plan period.  However, as noted above and presented in our 

assessment at Appendix 1, the Council’s supply would not meet the OAN proposed by the 

DCLG’s standardised methodology.  

2.15. Our assessment provided in Appendix 1 demonstrates that a significant shortfall in the 

Council’s supply will arise as early as 2019/20 once the new OAN figure is brought into force 

in July 2019. 

Spatial Distribution 

2.16. The DMP accords with the Core Strategy spatial strategy in that it complies with the ‘urban 

first’ approach set out at point 2 of Policy CS6.  However, there are significant discrepancies 

between the DMP and Policy CS6 in respect of the phased released of Sustainable Urban 

Extension (SUE) sites.  

2.17. Part 3 of Policy CS6 establishes the three broad areas of search for SUE sites (on a priority 

basis).  As set out in our answers to the question under Matter 5b, Policy MLS 1 seeks to 

release SUE sites on a sequential basis that does not conform with the approach set out at 

part 3 of Policy CS6.  We also have fundamental concerns over the Council’s assessment of 

site ERM4b which has not been assessed on an individual basis. 
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rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

3. Matter 5a: Question 2 

3.1. The DMP proposes to allocate a range of sites across the Borough to meet the housing 

needs of the Borough as defined by the Core Strategy.  However, the majority of sites in the 

urban area will be flatted with limited scope to deliver family sized homes.  The choice of 

dwelling types will only be expanded if/when the SUE sites are released. 

3.2. To increase the flexibility in supply and boost significantly the supply of housing all SUE sites 

proposed for allocation through the DMP should be allowed to come forward for delivery 

now.   

 

 

 

  



Page 5 
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rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

4. Matter 5a: Question 3 

4.1. The Council has undertaken a detailed and extensive site selection process, in line with the 

methodology of the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), in order to make robust 

allocations through the DMP to meet the Core Strategy housing target.  

4.2. The HELAA and associated ‘Call for Sites’ exercises have been extensive and were updated 

in January 2018. As such the Council has identified all potential brownfield sites in its supply. 
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Bletchingley Road, Merstham 
rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

5. Matter 5a: Question 4 and 5 

5.1. Table 14 suggests that SUE sites will be required to come forward at the latter end of the 

plan period for the Council to demonstrate a five-year supply against the adopted Core 

Strategy target.  

5.2. However, the housing trajectory is based on the Core Strategy housing requirement of 

460dpa.  As demonstrated by the standardised methodology it is highly likely that the 

Council’s OAN will rise significantly as part of any review of the Core Strategy.  This review 

should commence as soon as possible and be complete by July 2019 for the Council to 

adhere with the policies of the NPPF. 

5.3. Irrespective of the Council’s review of its Core Strategy, the new OAN figure will come into 

force in July 2019 in accordance with paragraph 73 of the NPPF. 

5.4. Whilst we recognise that it is not the role of the DMP to reassess the housing requirement, it 

is the role of the DMP to ensure that sufficient sites are available to meet housing 

needs and for the DMP to be flexible and adaptable to change.  It needs to be fit for 

purpose and remain up-to-date and relevant until the Council completes its review of the 

Core Strategy or prepares a new Local Plan. 

5.5. We do not consider that the Council’s identified supply is robust and sufficient to 

accommodate the impending increase in the Borough’s OAN.  Once the new OAN comes 

into force in July 2019, the Council’s five year housing land supply will be assessed against 

the new figure and not the adopted Core Strategy requirement of 460dpa.  This will result in a 

significant shortfall in housing land supply and will require all of the SUE sites to come 

forward for development immediately to ensure that a five year supply can be demonstrated 

and maintained. 

5.6. Our assessment of the Council five year supply position provided at Appendix 1 

demonstrates this. 

5.7. We consider that flexibility should be built-in to the DMP by releasing the MLS1 sites for 

development now. 
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Bletchingley Road, Merstham 
rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

6. Matter 5a: Question 6 

6.1. We do not consider that windfalls should be included within the first two years of the supply 

calculation on the basis that it is highly unlikely that sites (previously unknow to the Council) 

will come forward as part of a planning application, determined and fully delivered within a 

two-year period. 

6.2. At the very least windfalls should not be included in year one of the five year period. 
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7. Matter 5a: Question 7 

7.1. Proposed site allocation ERM4b is allocated for “approximately 20 new homes”.  However, as 

outlined in our Statement on Matter 4, we do not consider that the site capacity of the 

proposed allocations have been appropriately assessed. 

7.2. Our Statement on Matter 4 provides clear and demonstrable evidence that the site can 

provide up to 32 dwellings.  This is supported by the formal pre-application advice received 

from the Council which confirms that the site can accommodate significantly more than 20 

homes. 
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rpt.016.GS.21390001  
Indigo on behalf of The School Government Publishing Company Ltd 

8. Matter 5a: Question 8 

8.1. Table 5 of the Council’s latest housing trajectory shows that on average 54.3% of housing 

sites permitted since the start of the Core Strategy plan period have been implemented.  

Table 6 confirms that, of the sites not yet implemented, on average 24.5% of planning 

permissions have expired.  These figures indicate that significant non-implementation occurs 

in the Borough. 

8.2. Based on the Council’s own evidence and the common challenges developers / applicants / 

land owners face in turning a planning permission into houses on site, it would be appropriate 

for the Council to apply a non-implementation rate to the DMP housing trajectory.  

8.3. There is clearly a history of non-implementation in the Borough and regardless of the 

Council’s research into site deliverability, it would seem inevitable that further non-

implementation will take place in the future.  

8.4. On this basis we consider that a non-implementation rate of at least 10% is applied to the 

Council’s housing trajectory. 
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9. Matter 5a: Question 9 

9.1. The SHMA update 2012 provides the housing need evidence underpinning the adopted Core 

Strategy.  As such, the DMP has come forward in accordance with the Core Strategy in 

respect of meeting the adopted housing growth target.  However, it was recognised by the 

Core Strategy Inspector that the Core Strategy target failed to meet the objectively assessed 

housing need identified in the SHMA. 

9.2. However, the findings of the SHMA are now out-of-date and defunct.  We consider that the 

standardised methodology figures published by the DCLG indicate that the housing target of 

the Core Strategy is insufficient to meet the rising demands in the Borough.  As such, the 

Core Strategy and its housing target should be subject to immediate review.  

9.3. The new OAN figures will result in a significant increase in housing need in the Borough once 

the Core Strategy becomes five years old in July 2019. 
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10. Matter 5b: Question 1 

10.1. The principle of allowing the allocation of SUE sites, such as ERM4b, through the DMP was 

established by policies CS3, CS6 and CS13 of the Core Strategy.  These policies accept the 

need to release land required for development from the Green Belt, where exceptional 

circumstances can be demonstrated, in order to meet the minimum Core Strategy housing 

target and maintain a robust five year land supply across the plan period.  

10.2. Our Statement on Matter 4 sets out how we consider exceptional circumstance exist in the 

Borough to release Green Belt land for development. 

10.3. The Core Strategy was adopted in 2014 and identified a housing requirement which failed to 

meet the Borough’s full OAN.  Since 2014, housing need in the Borough has continued to 

rise, far beyond that set out for delivery in the Core Strategy.  This is reflected in the DCLG’s 

assessment of the Borough’s OAN which reflects a rise from 460 dpa to 644 dpa. Against the 

latest household projections published in September 2018, this figure rises to 799dpa, 

capped at 759dpa. 

10.4. Policy MLS 1 seeks to release SUEs in a set priority order as and when a five year housing 

land supply deficit is identified through the Council’s annual monitoring process.  The phasing 

approach promoted in the Core Strategy and Policy MLS1 is not consistent with NPPF, which 

seeks to significantly boost housing supply and in the context of the DCLG OAN figure can 

no longer be justified as an appropriate strategy to deliver the housing the Borough requires. 

10.5. We consider that the phased approach to delivery promoted by the Core Strategy and Policy 

MLS1 has been overtaken by events in terms of the Borough’s clear rising housing need.  By 

phasing the delivery of SUE sites, the DMP will unnecessarily restrict the supply of housing 

and ultimately negate the Council’s ability to fend off speculative residential planning 

applications, in less sustainable locations, which will challenge the Core Strategy housing 

requirement and the housing trajectory of the DMP. 

10.6. Once the new OAN figure is introduced in July 2019 (ie five years after the Core Strategy was 

adopted), the Council will be unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply without 

the SUEs being fully released and allowed to come forward for new housing.  This is 

demonstrated in our assessment provided at Appendix 1. 

10.7. The DMP should be fit for purpose, flexible and able to adapt to changing 

circumstances.  We consider that the MLS1 sites should be released outright now to ensure 

that the DMP is robust and is up-to-date beyond July 2019.  This will be particularly important 

given that the Council is yet to commence work on a new Local Plan. 
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11. Matter 5b: Question 2 

11.1. Notwithstanding are objections to the proposed phased approach to releasing SUE sites, we 

have significant concerns regarding the priority of listed in Policy MLS1. 

11.2. We have previously requested details of the phasing evidence paper back in February 2018.  

However, at the time we were told that the evidence paper no longer formed part of the 

evidence base. We are disappointed that the Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing paper 

has only just been provided (in August 2018) to post rationalise the phasing order of the 

Policy MLS1 sites.  No opportunity has been provided to consult on this important piece of 

evidence.  

11.3. We have provided an overview of our critical assessment of the ranking of MLS1 sites in 

Appendix 2.  This refers to our previous submissions made at the Regulation 18 and 19 

consultation stages and considers the Council’s new evidence set out in the Sustainable 

Urban Extensions – Phasing paper. 

11.4. When taking into account our critical assessment of the Council’s evidence base, our revised 

scoring of the site specific Green Belt and SA assessments (which failed to assess site 

ERM4b in isolation); and the need for the release of sites to accord with the broad areas 

outlined in the Core Strategy, Policy MLS1 should be revised in accordance with Table 1 

below.   

Table 1: Revised ranking of MLS1 sites  

Proposed Site Ranking for Policy MLS 1 

1.  SEH4 and NWH2 

2. NWH1 

3. ERM 4b 

4. ERM 5 

5. ERM 4a 

6. ERM 2/3 

7. ERM 1 

8. SSW6 

9. SSW7 

10. SSW2 

11. SSW9 

 

11.5. As currently drafted, Policy MLS1 is not an effective policy.  The suggested amendments 

above will render this element of policy sound should the Inspector accept the Council’s 

phased approach to releasing SUE sites. 
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12. Matter 5b: Questions 3 and 4 

12.1. Notwithstanding our other concerns over Policy MLS1, we do not consider Policy MLS1 is fit 

for purpose in regard to its effectiveness to remedy any five year land supply shortfall.  Policy 

MLS1 does not make any allowances for the delay between a site being released by the 

Council and new homes being delivered.  

12.2. Part 4a of Policy MLS1 is not effective in that the DMP provides no explanation as to the 

evidence the Council would require to render a site not deliverable in a five-year period.  

Such information is unlikely to be volunteered by any landowner or developer in the event a 

site is undeliverable as they would to seek to protect the value of their land and their position 

in the priority list should a change of circumstance arise whereby their site could come 

forward in the short term.  

12.3. Also, some sites are under multiple ownership, adding significant complexity and therefore 

extending the timeframes for delivery. 

12.4. Fundamentally, sites should not be allocated as SUEs in the DMP if the evidence to support 

their deliverability is not robust.  In order for the MLS1 to be a sound policy tool the 

deliverability of SUE sites should be established now.  Unless there is further clarification 

from the Council as to how the mechanisms underpinning part 4a of the policy would be 

monitored and implemented we fail to see how this element of the policy can be effective and 

thus sound.  

12.5. Policy MLS1 unnecessarily restricts the supply of deliverable housing sites and is not fit for 

purpose in what it is aiming to achieve in terms of immediately meeting an identified shortfall 

in housing supply.  
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Appendix 1: Reigate and Banstead five year housing 
land supply  

1. This appendix sets out our assessment of Reigate and Banstead Borough Council’s five year 

housing land supply position and is prepared in support of our response to Matter 5. 

2. It assesses the Council’s latest five year housing land supply position as presented in the 

Housing Trajectory Position at 31 June 2018 published by the Council in August 2018. 

Reigate and Banstead’s Position 

3. The Council’s latest five year supply position states that since the 2018 Housing Monitor was 

published in June 2018, the Council has received further building control information with regards 

to the status of a number of sites.  This includes completions since the beginning of the Core 

Strategy in 2012.  

4. Table 1 of the latest Housing Trajectory reports that an additional 414 homes have been added 

to the Council’s completions.  The document now reports that since the reporting year 2012/13, a 

total of 3,298 homes have been completed.  This compares to the 2,884 homes that were 

previously reported in the 2018 Housing Monitor.  

5. Table 2 of the same document then assesses the Council’s five year supply position.  This 

assesses the Council’s supply against the Core Strategy (2014) target of 460dpa and takes into 

account new completions figure of 3,298 homes.  

6. The Council now reports a supply of 8.44 years. 

7. The Council has produced two housing trajectories within the document. 

1. Trajectory without Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs): showing how the Council will meet 

its adopted housing target of at least 460 net units per annum over the Core Strategy plan 

period without the release of SUEs; and 

 

2. A five year supply trajectory: showing how the Council will be able to demonstrate a five 

year supply at any point over the Core Strategy monitoring plan period, assuming the 

required housing number remains at 460 net units per annum. 

8. In terms of the former, the Council considers that the trajectory shows how the Council will 

deliver the adopted Core Strategy housing requirement of at least 6,900 dwellings over the 

period 01/04/2012-31/03/2027 without the inclusion of SUEs.  It shows that the Council will be 

able to meet its housing delivery target by 2023/24 without the need for the SUEs. 

9. The latter trajectory assumes a housing requirement of 460 net dwellings per annum for the 

remainder of the plan period and beyond and shows that the Council is unable to rely purely on 

sites within the urban area to maintain a five year supply from 2024/25.  The Council then 

proposes to release the SUEs in a phased manner in line with policy MLS1. 

10. However, we have fundamental concerns with the Council’s assessment of its supply position 

which we consider is: 

1. Based on unreliable data in terms of reported completions;  

 

2. Fails to consider the wider implications of the new OAN methodology which will be used to 
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assess the Council’s five year supply position from July 2019 onwards.  This is directly 

relevant for the implementation of Policy MLS1; and 

 

3. Fails to acknowledge the need for the SUE sites to be released for development now so that 

they can assist the Council in meeting its five year supply requirements against the new 

OAN target which will come into force in July 2019. 

11. Our assessment of the Council’s five year supply position is set out below.  

RBBC reported completions 

12. As noted above, we have concerns over the reliability of the completion data put forward by the 

Council in its latest statement.  The Council has recently reported that an additional 414 homes 

have been completed when compared with the 2018 Housing Monitor.  

13. We do not consider that sufficient evidence has been provided by the Council to substantiate this 

increase which has a significant impact on its reported supply position. 

14. There are also significant discrepancies between the housing completion figures being quoted in 

different sources of information which undermines the reliability of the housing completion data.  

15. We have reviewed the following sources of information on completion data that should report 

very similar, if not identical figures on completions: 

• 2018 Housing Monitor and accompanying housing trajectory; 

 

• Housing Trajectory at 31 June 2018 (August 2018); 

 

• UK Government live tables of dwellings completed in Reigate and Banstead (figures which 

have been provided by the Council to the Government on completions); and 

 

• Net additions made to the Council’s Council Tax register. 

16. In terms of the latter, the net additions to the Council Tax register should be a definitive guide to 

how many new homes have been completed in the Borough as every new housing completion 

should be registered with the Council Tax authority (ie the Council). 

17. We have submitted a Freedom of Information (FOI) request to the Council requesting details of 

how many homes are on the Council Tax register for every year since 2012/13 and the details 

received are included in Table 1 below. 

18. Table 1 below provides a comparative assessment of the number of house completions / net 

additions to the Council Tax register from the documents listed above. 

  



3 
 

Table 1:  Comparison of housing completion data 

Year 

Number of dwellings completed 

2018 Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor at 31 

March 2018 

2018 Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor 

(Trajectory 

Report 2018) 

Housing 

Trajectory at 31 

June 2018 

(August 2018) 

UK Gov Live Table 

of dwellings 

completed in 

RBBC 

Council Tax 

households 

(FOI request 

response) 

2012/13 469 469 518 440 474 

2013/14 433 433 485 500 384 

2014/15 194 420 488 370 441 

2015/16 760 535 644 410 621 

2016/17 561 517 590 420 574 

2017/18 510 510 573 440 590 

Total 2,927 2,884 3,298 2,580 3,084 

 

19. Table 1 above demonstrates that there are significant discrepancies between the reported 

figures.  The latest figures of 3,298 homes (reported in the Council’s latest trajectory) are: 

• 414 homes higher than those reported in the 2018 Housing Monitor in June 2018; 

• 718 homes higher than the figures provided by the Council to the government for inclusion in 

the live tables; and 

• 214 homes higher than the number of net additions to the Council Tax records.  

20. This suggests that either the latest reported completions are incorrect, or 214 of the newly 

completed homes have not yet been registered for Council Tax. 

21. We question how the Council has managed to find an additional 414 homes that have reportedly 

been completed since 2012/13 a matter of months before the DMP is to be scrutinised by an 

Inspector and only 2 months after reporting the lower figure 

22. In response to our FOI request for documentation to support the restating of the last 6 years’ 

housing figures the Council responded that it “only received updated information in relation to 

dwelling completions since October 2017”.  If that is the case, why did they amend all the figures 

going back to 2012? And what was the source relied upon for the adjustments? (We were 

provided with spreadsheets documenting completions between October 2017 and June 2018.) 

23. It is important that the correct figures are used as this has a direct impact on the Council’s supply 

position.  The difference this makes to the Council’s reported position, adopting the Council’s 

method of calculating the five year requirement, is set out in Table 2 below. 
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Table 2: RBBC five year supply based on RBBC method of addressing surplus 

 

24. Table 2 demonstrates the difference that the new housing completion data makes to the 

Council’s reported supply position.  Depending on which figures are used, the Council’s five year 

position ranges from 6.11 years to 8.44 years.  

25. Given the significant differences identified above, and the fact that the Council has been unable 

to provide any evidence to support most of these new reported completions, we consider that the 

Council should revert to the completion data reported in its 2018 Housing Monitor. 

RBBC’s method of calculating the five year requirement  

26. Notwithstanding the Council’s assessment of its five year supply position as set out in Table 1 of 

this report, we do not agree with the Council’s approach used in calculating its five year 

requirement.  This relates to way the Council has addressed the past surplus in delivery in its 

calculation and applied the 5% buffer. 

27. The Council has taken the housing target of 460dpa as a starting point.  It has then added the 

5% buffer against its adopted target (equating to 23dpa).  The Council then subtracts the surplus 

housing delivered to date from its five year requirement which has the impact on significantly 

lowering its five year requirement. 

28. The government’s aspiration for boosting housing delivery in the short term has been made 

perfectly clear.  Council’s should seek to meet their housing targets at the earliest opportunity. 

29. Paragraph 73 of the NPPF (July 2018) states that: 

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of 

specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ 

worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted 

strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic 

policies are more than five years old. The supply of specific deliverable 

sites should in addition include a buffer (moved forward from later in the 

  

2018 

Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor at 

31 March 

2018 

2018 Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor 

(Trajectory 

Report 2018) 

Housing 

Trajectory at 

31 June 

2018 

(August 

2018) 

UK Gov Live 

Table of 

dwellings 

completed in 

RBBC 

Council 

Tax 

households 

(FOI 

request 

response) 

Annual requirement  460 460 460 460 460 

Housing requirement 2012/13 - 
2017/18 2,760 2,760 2,760 2,760 2,760 

Completions 2012/13 - 2017/18 2,927 2,884 3,298 2,580 3,084 

Surplus / shortfall 2012/13 - 
2017/18 167 124 538 -180 324 

5% buffer 23 23 23 23 23 

Annual requirement 2018/19 - 
2022/23 (annual requirement + 
buffer - (surplus/5) 

450 458 375 519 418 

Requirement inclusive of 5% 

buffer 2018/19 - 2022/23 
2,248 2,291 1,877 2,595 2,091 

Reported supply 2018/19 - 
2022/23 3,169 3,169 3,169 3,169 3,169 

Five year supply position  7.05 6.92 8.44 6.11 7.58 
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plan period)” 

30. By seeking to reduce its five year requirement by subtracting the surplus delivered to date, the 

Council is effectively undermining its recent good performance in delivering new housing and 

actively seeking to slow down housing delivery which is in direct contrast to the government’s 

aim to boosting housing delivery. 

31. In terms of the application of the buffer, it is best practice to apply the buffer to the residual 

requirement once any surplus or shortfall has been taken into account. 

32. We outline in Table 3 below the correct method for calculating the five year requirement which 

accommodates the surplus across the remaining years of the plan period and applies the 5% 

buffer to the residual requirement. 

Table 3: RBBC five year supply based on Indigo method of addressing surplus 

  

2018 Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor at 31 

March 2018 

2018 Housing 

Delivery 

Monitor 

(Trajectory 

Report 2018) 

Housing 

Trajectory at 

31 June 2018 

(August 

2018) 

UK Gov Live 

Table of 

dwellings 

completed in 

RBBC 

Council 

Tax 

households 

(FOI 

request 

response) 

Annual requirement  460 460 460 460 460 

Requirement 2012/13 - 2026/27 6,900 6,900 6,900 6,900 6,900 

Housing requirement 2012/13 - 
2017/18 2,760 2,760 2,760 2,760 2,760 

Completions 2012/13 - 2017/18 2,927 2,884 3,298 2,580 3,084 

Surplus / shortfall 2012/13 - 
2017/18 167 124 538 -180 324 

Residual Requirement 2018/19 - 
2026/27 3,973 4,016 3,602 4,320 3,816 

Requirement 2018/19 - 2022/23 2,207 2,231 2,001 2,480 2,120 

Annual requirement 2018/19 - 
2022/23 441 446 400 496 424 

5% buffer 110 112 100 124 106 

Requirement inclusive of 5% 

buffer 2018/19 - 2022/23 
2,318 2,343 2,101 2,604 2,226 

Annual requirement inclusive 

of 5% buffer (2018/19-2022/23) 
464 469 420 521 445 

Reported supply 2018/19 - 
2022/23 3,169 3,169 3,169 3,169 3,169 

Five year supply position  6.84 6.76 7.54 6.08 7.12 

 

33. Based on what we consider to be the correct approach to calculating the five year requirement, 

as set out in Table 3 above, the Council’s position ranges from 6.08 years to 7.54 years 

depending on which data source for completions is used. 

34. Notably, this reduces the Council’s five year position from 8.44 years to 7.54 years if the most 

recently reported completion data is used. 

Implications of new OAN methodology  

35. Whilst we acknowledge it is not the place for the DMP to revisit the Council’s overall housing 

number, the new standardised approach to calculating objectively assessed housing needs and 

the housing number which this generates for the Borough is directly relevant. This is because it 

will become a fundamental part of the calculation of the five year requirement and the 
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assessment of five year housing land supply in July 2019. This in turn, under the currently 

wording of policy MLS1, will determine when the SUE sites will be released. 

36. The DCLG published its consultation document “Planning for the right homes in the right places” 

in September 2017. This consultation provided a standardised methodology for calculating OAN. 

The published documentation identifies that the Council’s OAN will rise to 644 dpa for the period 

2016-2026.  

37. Since then, the 2016 based household projections have been published. Once the latest 

projections and the 2018 affordability ratio for Reigate and Banstead has been taken into 

account, the Council’s OAN increases to 799dpa, capped at 759dpa. 

38. This new and more up to date OAN figure acts as a clear indication that housing need in the 

borough will continue to rise significantly over and above the housing target identified in the Core 

Strategy.  

39. Paragraph 33 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) confirms that adopted Plans 

should be reviewed at least once every five years if their housing need figure has changed 

significantly.  The Council’s Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014 as such it will be due for 

review in Summer 2019, at the latest.  As such, the Council should by now have started to 

address the OAN figure set by DCLG. 

40. Further, paragraph 73 of the NPPF states that: 

“Local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of 
specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ 
worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted 
strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic 
policies are more than five years old”. 

41. On this basis, the new OAN figure will be brought into force in July 2019 once the Core Strategy 

becomes five years old. 

42. Will the 2019 Housing Monitor use the new OAN figures for the five year supply calculation? If 

this forecast has any value surely it must.  If so, once it is published (in June 2019) it will report a 

five year supply shortfall if the SUE sites are not included (there may even be a shortfall if they 

are, depending on timing of delivery). 

43. It is therefore entirely appropriate for the DMP, in the absence of a new Local Plan, to take into 

account the new OAN figure as this will become the housing requirement used for the purpose of 

calculating the five year requirement and subsequent five year supply position from July 2019 

onwards. 

44. The Inspector for the DMP examination will need to be satisfied that that the DMP is fit for 

purpose and is capable of remaining relevant until the new Local Plan is prepared and adopted.  

The DMP should therefore remain enforceable at least until a new Local Plan is prepared and 

adopted.  

45. We have undertaken an assessment of the Council’s supply position in July 2019 once the new 

OAN is introduced.  We have assessed the Council’s position against the 2017 OAN of 644dpa 

and the 2018 OAN of 759dpa.  Whilst the new OAN methodology is subject to review in light of 

the recent fall in household projections, this review will result in increases to the OAN as the 

Government seeks to meet its pledge of meeting its national target of providing 300,000 homes a 

year. 

46. We have assessed the Council’s housing supply position for the period 2019/20 – 2023/24 and 

taken the housing supply figure of 3,042 dwellings for this period from the Council’s trajectory 

outlined in Table 13 of its Housing Trajectory at 31 June 2018 (August 2018). 
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47. Our assessment is provided in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Assessment of RBBC supply against new OAN 

 New OAN 2017 New OAN 2018 

Annual requirement 2019 onwards 644 759 

Five year requirement  3,220 3,795 

5% buffer 161 190 

Requirement inclusive of 5% buffer 

2019/20 - 2023/24 
3,381 3,985 

Reported supply 2019/20 - 2023/24 3,042 3,042 

Five year supply position  4.50 3.82 

 

48. Table 4 shows that against an OAN of 644dpa, the Council will only be able to demonstrate a five 

year supply of 4.5 years from July 2019. If the 2018 OAN figure of 759dpa is used, the Council’s 

supply position will fall to 3.82 years. 

49. It is worth noting that the above assessment does not take into account any potential under 

delivery against these OAN targets incurred in the year 2018/19. It also assumes that all sites 

included in the supply are deliverable which is unlikely to be the case. The position presented 

above therefore constitutes a best-case scenario for the Council. 

50. However, the 644dpa is probably now redundant given that the latest household projections have 

been published. However, it does show that, even at the bottom end of the range of the potential 

OAN, the Council will still not be able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply in July 

2019. 

51. Based on the above assessment it is clear that the Council will need to identify additional sites 

now to ensure that it can maintain a five year housing land supply once the new OAN target is 

introduced. 

52. As it stands, the Council will be unable to demonstrate a five year supply from July 2019 onwards 

and therefore the provisions of Policy MLS1 will be triggered in less than 9 months from the date 

of the DMP examination. 

53. To ensure that the DMP remains relevant, we consider that the SUE sites need to be released 

for development now so that the Council has a chance to include at least some of them in its five 

years supply calculation from next July (or in the March 2019 Housing Monitor) to help maintain a 

robust five year housing land supply for at least the next three years. 

The need for the SUEs to be released for housing now 

54. Based on our assessment of the Council’s supply position against the new OAN set out in Table 

4 of this report, we consider that there will be a shortfall of: 

• 339 dwellings in the supply in July 2019 against an OAN of 644dpa; and 

• 943 dwellings in the supply in July 2019 against an OAN of 759dpa. 

55. The Council sets out its proposed phasing of the SUE sites in Section 5 of the Housing 

Trajectory at 31 June 2018 (August 2018). This sets out the following phasing of sites. 

56. In 2024/25, the following sites are expected to be released: 
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• SEH4: Land off The Close and Haroldslea Drive: 40 units; 

• NWH1: Land at Meath Green Lane: 75 units; and 

• NWH2: Land at Bonehurst Lane: 40 units. 

57. In 2025/26, the following sites are expected to be released: 

• ERM1: Land at Hillsbrow: 100 units; 

• SSW6: Land west of Castle Drive: 10 units; 

• SSW7: Hartswood Nursery: 25 units; and 

• ERM5: Oakley Farm off Bletchingley Road: 95 units. 

58. In 2026/27, the following sites are expected to be released: 

• ERM4a: 164 Bletchingley Road: 30 units; 

• ERM4b: Land South of Bletchingley Road: 20 units; and 

• SSW2: Land at Sandcross Lane: 260 units. 

59. The Council suggests that there would be no need to release proposed SUEs:  

• SSW9: Land at Dovers Farm: 100 units; and 

•  ERM2/3: Land west of Copyhold Works and Former Copyhold Works: 210 units. 

60. Based on our assessment of the Council’s supply against an OAN of 644dpa from July 2019 

onwards, we consider that in order to address the potential shortfall of 339 dwellings, the first two 

phases of SUEs will need to be released now (ie the sites identified for release in 2024/25 and 

2025/26).  These sites total 385 dwellings and will be needed to address a shortfall of 339 

dwellings. 

61. However, from July 2019 the new OAN figure will be at least 759dpa (and potentially higher). 

This would result in a potential shortfall of 943 dwellings. 

62. The total number of houses proposed on the SUE sites equates to 1,005 homes.  This includes 

the two SUEs identified as no longer being required in the latest Trajectory (SSW9 and ERM2/3). 

63. In order to ensure that the Council can maintain a five year supply in July 2019 when an OAN of 

759dpa or higher is introduced, all of the SUEs (including SSW9 and ERM2/3) will need to be 

released outright now. 

64. To put this into context we have revised the Council’s Table 13 (of the latest housing trajectory), 

to show what impact the inclusion of all the SUE sites would have on the five year housing land 

supply position if released for development now.  This is shown in Tables 5 and 6 below. 

65. Table 5 below outlines the Council’s five year housing land supply position based on an OAN of 

759 and using the Council’s own trajectory figures (including the introduction of the SUE sites 

from 2024/25 onwards in accordance with the phasing outlined in the Council’s latest trajectory. 
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Table 5: RBBC supply based on OAN of 759dpa with RBBC trajectory  

Supply 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 

Planning permissions 613 640 331 281 230 172 0 0 

Windfalls 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 

Town Centre allocations 32 52 35 35 50 50 25 0 

Rest urban area allocations 0 15 25 110 140 55 40 70 

HELAA sites 0 8 25 21 0 0 25 27 

Other permissions from 
June 2018 

9 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUE sites  0 0 0 0 0 155 230 310 

Total supply per annum 729 805 491 522 495 507 395 482 

Cumulative total housing 

supply 
729 1,534 2,025 2,547 3,042 3,549 3,944 4,426 

Five year supply position                  

Annual target 759 759 759 759 759 759 759 759 

Annual Shortfall 0 68 6 307         

Reported five year supply 3,042 2,820 2,410 2,401         

Five year requirement  3,985 4,056 3,991 4,307         

Five year requirement 
(annual) 797 811 798 861         

Five year supply position 3.82 3.48 3.02 2.79         

Shortfall No. of homes 943 1,236 1,581 1,906         

 

66. Table 5 identifies that based on an OAN of 759dpa, the Council will be unable to demonstrate a 

five year housing land supply from 2019/20 onwards. 

67.  It shows that from next July (2019), the Council will have a shortfall of 943 dwellings in its five 

year housing land supply and will only be able to demonstrate a 3.82 year supply.  This is 

consistent with our assessment in Table 4 above. 

68. It is also worth noting that the Council’s five year supply position gradually worsens over the 

following three years with the Council’s position falling to 2.79 years by 2022/23.  

69. Table 6 below identifies what the Council’s five year housing land supply position would be 

should all 1,005 homes on the SUEs be brought forward now.  Given the lead in times 

associated with the schemes, we have estimated that new homes on the sites could be delivered 

from 2021/22 onwards if the sites were released outright in the adopted DMP during 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10 
 

Table 6: RBBC supply based on OAN of 759dpa with SUE sites brought forward  

Supply 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 

Planning permissions 
613 640 331 281 230 172 0 0 

Windfalls 
75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 

Town Centre allocations 
32 52 35 35 50 50 25 0 

Rest urban area allocations 
0 15 25 110 140 55 40 70 

HELAA sites 
0 8 25 21 0 0 25 27 

Other permissions from June 

2018 
9 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SUEs (completions delivered 2021 

to 2025) 
0 0 

255 250 250 250 
0 0 

Total supply per annum 
729 805 746 772 745 602 165 172 

Cumulative total housing supply 
729 1,534 2,280 3,052 3,797 4,399 4,564 4,736 

5 year supply position                  

Annual target 759 759 759 759 759 759 759 759 

Annual Shortfall 0 68 6 52         

Reported five year supply 3,797 3,670 3,030 2,456         

Five year requirement  3,985 4,056 3,991 4,040         

Five year requirement (annual) 797 811 798 808         

Five year supply position 4.76 4.52 3.80 3.04         

Shortfall No. of homes 188 386 961 1,584         

 

70. Table 6 above demonstrates that even if the SUE sites are brought forward now, the Council will 

still be unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply in July 2019 once the new OAN is 

introduced.  

71. This also assumes that all of the SUEs will be delivered within six years which is unlikely.  Given 

the scale of some of the proposed SUEs, there is no certainty that all of the SUEs will be 

delivered, as the larger schemes, particularly those of 200 homes or more, will take longer than 

six years from a standing start to be delivered in full. 

72. In light of the above it is clear that the DMP is being prepared in the context of a rising housing 

need and is being brought forward in accordance with a Core Strategy which did not meet its full 

OAN.  Accordingly, the Council needs to be proactive and positive in their approach to housing 

delivery and allow allocated sites to come forward in the short term, regardless of their former 

Green Belt status.  This approach would seek to address the rising housing need as best is 

possible and be in full compliance with the NPPF which seeks to significantly boost the supply of 

housing.  

73. Allowing sustainable and deliverable allocated sites to come forward now will bolster the Council 

housing supply and safeguard their housing land supply position which will inevitably come under 
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pressure in the context of a rising housing demand. 
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Appendix 2: Assessment of proposed ranking of MLS1 
sites  

1. This appendix sets out our assessment of Reigate and Banstead Borough Council’s 

proposed ranking of the sites included in Policy MLS1. 

2. Notwithstanding our objections to the proposed phased approach to releasing SUE sites, we 

have significant concerns regarding the priority of sites listed in Policy MLS1. 

3. We have previously requested details of the phasing evidence paper back in February 2018. 

However, at the time we were told that the evidence paper no longer formed part of the 

evidence base. We are disappointed that the Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing paper 

has only just been provided (in August 2018) to post rationalise the phasing order of the 

Policy MLS1 sites. No opportunity has been provided to consult on this important piece of 

evidence 

Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing (August 2018) 

4. The Council has recently published its Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing (August 

2018) background paper to provide the background justification for the proposed phasing of 

the sites listed in Policy MLS1. We have the following over-arching concerns with this recent 

paper which are set out below. 

Policy context  

5. The paper sets out the policy context for the paper and the approach taken in the phasing of 

sites. However, the paper refers to paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) (March 2012). As the Inspector will know, the NPPF was revised and the new 

version published in July 2018. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF as listed in the background paper 

is no longer relevant. 

6. The NPPF (July 2018) introduces some key changes. Many of which have already been 

identified in this statement. The changes relevant to proposed Policy MLS1 are as follows: 

• Paragraph 59: reiterates the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply 

of homes and states that it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can 

come forward where it is needed. 

• Paragraph 60: states that in order to determine the minimum number of homes needed, 

strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted 

using the standard method in national planning guidance. 

• Paragraph 73: local planning authorities should identify and update annually a supply of 

specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing 

against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their 

local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old. 

• Paragraph 76: sets out ways that Council’s can ensure that housing developments are 

implemented in a timely manner and to expedite housing delivery. 

7. The key points to note from the above are: 

• The NPPF (and the Government’s) aim is to boost housing delivery and to expedite the 
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delivery of new homes. Policy MLS1 is in direct conflict with this aim as it introduces 

barriers to prevent suitable sites which the Council has identified as being suitable for 

development from coming forward; and 

• The NPPF clearly states that five year housing land supply will be assessed against 

housing need established in the standardised method where housing policies are five 

years out-of-date. The DMP and the support housing evidence is completely silent on 

this fact. In July 2019 the Council’s five year supply will need to be assessed against 

housing need, not the Core Strategy target. The DMP is fundamentally flawed in its lack 

of acknowledgement of this requirement and its continued reliance on Core Strategy 

policies that are soon to become out-of-date and redundant. 

8. Given the background paper (and by consequence the DMP) has been prepared against the 

backdrop of now superseded policy, it should be brought up-to-date to accord with the NPPF 

(July 2018). 

Conformity with the Core Strategy 

9. Core Strategy Policy CS13 outlines the Council’s housing target and the strategy proposed 

to meet these needs, which includes the requirement for phasing of Sustainable Urban 

Extensions (SUEs) in the DMP. 

10. Policy CS13 states that the Council will plan for delivery of at least 6,900 homes between 

2012 and 2027, and identifies where housing will be delivered as follows:  

a) At least 5,800 homes within existing urban areas; and 

b) The remainder to be provided in sustainable urban extensions in the locations set out in 

policy CS6.  

11. Policy CS13 states that the Council will identify and allocate in the DMP the necessary sites 

to deliver these homes in accordance with the policies in the Core Strategy. Part 4 of the 

policy states that: 

‘Sites for sustainable urban extensions within the broad areas of search set 

out in policy CS6 will be released when such action is necessary to 

maintain a five year supply of specific deliverable sites (based on the 

residual annual housing requirement).’ 

12. Supporting paragraph 7.4.4 states that the DMP will identify and allocate sufficient land to 

ensure that there is a continued supply of housing sites to deliver this figure in line with 

national guidance. This process will reflect the order of priority set out in policy CS6. 

13. Paragraph 7.4.7 states that the DMP will take account of site specific factors in allocating 

and phasing sustainable urban extension sites for development. Given its location in the 

supporting text, following paragraph 7.4.4 above, it is reasonable to conclude that the 

intention here is for the further site analysis to take place after the CS6 prioritisation has 

been applied. It does not offer the opportunity to deviate from the identified priority order. 

14. Policy CS6 identifies three broad areas of search based on the following priority order: 

a) Countryside beyond the Green Belt adjoining the urban area of Horley 

b) East of Redhill and East of Merstham 

c) South and South West of Reigate 

15. The sites listed for release in Policy MLS1 do not reflect the priority order specified in Policy 
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CS6 above and the aims of Policy CS13. As such the policy is neither justified or effective in 

its approach to delivering housing. As it stands the order of sites set out in Policy MLS1 

appears to completely ignore the CS6 prioritisation. 

16. In the DMP explanatory notes for Managing Land Supply (para 4.10.7), the Council appears 

to have cherry picked Policy CS13 para 7.4.7 to justify ignoring the CS6 order, but have 

conveniently overlooked CS13 para 7.4.4 and the wording in CS6 itself. Policy CS6 would 

not have included the words “in order of priority” without good reason, being based on 

extensive spatial strategy work. Conversely no good reason or coherent argument has been 

provided in the DMP for departing from Policy CS6 (although it has been retrospectively 

provided in the Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing background paper (August 2018)). 

17. Table 1 below shows the Council’s proposed ranking of MLS1 sites and the broad area in 

which they are located. It also shows a revised ranking compliant with the Core Strategy’s 

broad areas of search. 

Table 1: Comparison of MLS1 site ranking 

RBBC Ranking of 

MLS1 sites 

Broad Area Revised Ranking to 

reflect to priority of broad 

areas 

1. Site SEH4 and 

NWH2 

Both sites adjoin the urban area 

of Horley 

1.  SEH4 and NWH2 

2. NWH1 Adjoins the urban area of Horley 2. NWH1 

3. ERM1 East of Redhill and East of 

Merstham 

3. ERM 1 

4. SSW6 South and South West of 

Reigate 

4. ERM 5 

5. SSW7 South and South West of 

Reigate 

5. ERM 4a 

6. ERM5 East of Redhill and East of 

Merstham 

6. ERM 4b 

7. ERM4a East of Redhill and East of 

Merstham 

7. ERM 2/3 

8. ERM4b East of Redhill and East of 

Merstham 

8. SSW6 

9. SSW2 South and South West of 

Reigate 

9. SSW7 

10. SSW9 South and South West of 

Reigate 

10. SSW2 

11. ERM2/3 East of Redhill and East of 

Merstham 

11. SSW9 

 

18. As a minimum, Policy MLS 1 should be amended in accordance with the right-hand column 
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of Table 1 above to conform with the requirements of Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy (which 

is also reflected in Policies CS3 and CS13).  

Assessment of Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs) 

19. Paragraph 3.3 of the Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing (August 2018) background 

paper states that 12 SUEs have been included as site allocations in the DMP, informed by 

the Sustainable Urban Extensions (Stage 2) Site Specific Technical Report. Although 12 

SUEs are now identified (as per the main modifications but forward by the Council in 

advance of the examination), only 11 SUEs were assessed in the supporting technical 

reports. 

20. Sites ERM4a and ERM4b were assessed as a single site (Ref: ERM4) in the following 

supporting documents: 

• Sustainability Appraisal (May 2018); 

• Green Belt Review (October 2017); and 

• Sustainable Urban Extensions (Stage 2) Site Specific Technical Report (June 2016). 

21. In terms of the Green Belt Review, the site ERM4 also included a third site located to the 

east of ERM4a (which is no longer being considered by the Council in Policy MLS1). 

22. Despite this combined assessment of the ERM4 sites, the Council attempts to justify the 

proposed order of Policy MLS1 sites by reference to these supporting documents in the 

background paper. 

23. Step 2 of the ranking of sites within the background paper, and the subsequent ranking of 

MLS1 sites, is therefore fundamentally flawed as the Council relies on an assessment of two 

(and in the case of the Green Belt Review – three) completely separate sites with differing 

characteristics. Site ERM4b has not been assessed independently and therefore the Council 

has no evidence to support is justification for ranking the site below any other sites within the 

East Redhill / East of Merstham broad location. 

Assessment of site ERM4b  

24. Whilst we welcome and endorse the proposed minor modifications to the DMP published in 

August 2018 which now lists SUE sites ERM4a and ERM4b as separate sites in Policy 

MLS1, we do not agree with the ranking of ERM4b due to the reasons set out above. 

25. We have made a number of representations to the Council at Regulation 18 and 19 stage 

setting out our assessment of the site but this has been ignored until the main modifications 

were published. By which point the ranking of sites had already been predetermined. 

Site Assessment  

26. Paragraphs 4.10.12 – 4.10.13 of the DMP identifies that the release of SUE allocations will 

be prioritised on their relative sustainability, contribution to Green Belt purposes and any site-

specific constraints or infrastructure requirements. The Sustainability Assessment and the 

site-specific sustainability appraisals within the document have informed the phased release 

of each SUE site as set out in Policy MLS1.  

Sustainability Appraisal 

27. Despite our previous representations at both the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 

consultations, the submitted Sustainability Appraisal (updated May 2018) still assesses 

proposed SUE allocation ERM4a and ERM4b in a combination as site ERM4. This is not 



5 
 

consistent with the DMP in that ERM4a and ERM4b are rightly afforded separate policies. 

We consider that if ERM4b had been assessed separately it would have score more 

favourably than site ERM4a and other SUE site sites located in the East of Redhill and East 

of Merstham broad area.  

28. Our representations submitted in response to the Regulation 19 consultation provided an 

assessment of sites ERM4a and ERM4b as separate sites and identified inaccuracies in the 

Sustainability Appraisal of other sites in the East of Redhill and East of Merstham broad 

area. The information provided demonstrated that site ERM4b is the most sustainable site in 

the East of Redhill and East of Merstham broad area and as such should be highest ranked 

site in the area. 

Green Belt Review 

29. The Green Belt Review also assesses allocations ERM4a and ERM4b as a single ERM4 

site. Again, this is not consistent with policies set out in the DMP or the previous evidence we 

have submitted to the Council. However, the individual characteristics of the two sites are to 

some extent recognised within Appendix 1 of the Review. For example, the site assessment 

states that the western boundary of the site “feels part of the urban fabric” and that 10% of 

the site boundary is contiguous with the built-up area of Merstham (this 10% is all located 

within site ERM4b). 

30. We consider that there are clear inconsistencies in the Council’s assessment of sites against 

Green Belt purposes and that these inconsistencies have had a demonstrable impact on the 

ranking of SUEs in terms of their release via Policy MLS1. The inconsistencies and our 

subsequent reassessment of sites, set out in our Matter 4 Statement, indicate that Site 

ERM4b should be ranked higher than the neighbouring ERM4a site and all other SUE 

allocations in the East of Redhill and East of Merstham broad area by virtue of its lesser 

impact on Green Belt purposes.  

Infrastructure  

31. Paragraph 4.16 of the Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing background paper states 

that, in Merstham, there has been a recent planning permission granted for a temporary 

school facility (Ref: 17/02891/F) to accommodate children whilst a permanent school is built 

(planning permission is currently pending for the permanent school - Ref: 17/02890/OUT). 

The Council states that it is envisaged to reach full capacity by September 2025.  

32. The Council suggests that the timing of release and staggering of the Merstham sites would 

allow the new school to bed in and impacts to be better understood. 

33. We are surprised by this approach which highlights the lack of evidence prepared by the 

Council. Paragraph 6.2.9 of the Core Strategy stated that the DMP and Policies Map will 

allocate sites for development within these areas of search. It noted that further technical 

work and testing will be undertaken, and this would include a detailed assessment of the 

infrastructure and service requirements resulting from new development. 

34. No such evidence has been undertaken and the DMP and the proposed phasing within 

highlights the lack of justification the Council has for proposed phasing of MLS1 sites. 

35. The Council appears to use the school applications as appropriate justification to support its 

ranking and phasing of Policy MLS1 sites in the East of Merstham area. 

36. However, the Council published its ranking of Policy MLS1 sites in the DMP Regulation 19 

consultation document as part of its committee papers in November 2017. 

37. The planning applications for the school were validated on 11 December 2017 with 

application reference 17/02891/F for the temporary school only being approved on 15 June 
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2018. 

38. The Council had clearly already determined the ranking order of sites even before a planning 

application for the school was submitted so we do not consider it to be appropriate to use the 

school application to retrospectively support the ranking exercise which should be based on 

robust and reliable evidence. 

39. It is quite clear from the application that the infrastructure implications of the school had not 

been previously assessed and determined by the Council prior to the application being 

submitted as this was the main reason why an application for a temporary use took 6 months 

to determine. 

40. Notwithstanding the above, we have received pre-application advice from the Highways 

Authority (Surrey County Council) that the development of ERM4b would not adversely 

impact on highways in Merstham, even when allowing of the new school to be at capacity. 

Policy considerations and conclusions  

The Council concludes its background paper states at paragraph 5.1 that, in the event that 

the Council’s Authority’s Housing monitor identifies that the Council does not have a five year 

supply of housing (based on the residual annual housing requirement), the Housing monitor 

will also identify which allocated urban extension sites will be released for development. 

41. As previously noted, this fails to recognise the realities that the Council is now faced with in 

terms of the new NPPF. 

42. Whether the Council accepts it or not, the fact is that in July 2019, the Council’s five year 

housing land supply position will not be based on the residual annual housing requirement as 

set out in the Core Strategy. It will be based on a much higher standard OAN which will 

result in the Council being unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, and as a 

consequence, a development plan that fails to plan appropriately to meet the housing needs 

of the Borough. 

Summary of Ranking 

43. When taking into account our critical assessment of the Council’s evidence base, our revised 

scoring of the site specific Green Belt and SA assessments; and the need for the release of 

sites to accord with the broad areas outlined in the Core Strategy, Policy MLS1 should be 

revised in accordance with Table 2 below.   
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Table 2: Revised ranking of MLS1 sites  

Proposed Site Ranking for Policy MLS 1 

1.  SEH4 and NWH2 

2. NWH1 

3. ERM 4b 

4. ERM 5 

5. ERM 4a 

6. ERM 2/3 

7. ERM 1 

8. SSW6 

9. SSW7 

10. SSW2 

11. SSW9 

 

44. As currently drafted, Policy MLS1 is not an effective policy. The suggested amendments will 

render this element of policy sound should the Inspector accept the Council’s phased 

approach to releasing SUE sites. 
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