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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Barton Willmore LLP is instructed by Gallagher Estates to submit this further written 

statement in response to the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions. These 

representations expand upon the representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher 

Estates at the earlier stages of the preparation of Reigate and Banstead Borough 

Council’s Development Management Plan (DMP). 

 

1.2 Gallagher Estates owns the Former Copyhold Works site located to the east of Redhill 

which is proposed to be allocated through Policy ERM2/3 of the DMP as a Sustainable 

Urban Extension (SUE).  

 

1.3 Our representations submitted in response to the Regulation 19 DMP consultation 

included a Vision Document which presents our client’s development proposals for the 

site. 
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RESPONSE TO MATTER 7 – POLICY GTT1 – GYPSIES, TRAVELLERS AND 

TRAVELLING SHOWPEOPLE 

 

Issue: Whether the approach to Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople’s 

provision is justified, effective, and consistent with national policy in both the 

NPPF and Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. 

 

7 .1  W hat  ev idence i s  there  tha t  the m ethodo logy  used  to  assess  the needs o f  

the borough  i s  appropr ia te , ob ject ive , cons is ten t  and just i f ied?  

 

7.1.1 No comments. 

 

7 .2  I s  the m ethodo logy  for  s i te  assessm ent , se lec t ion  and  re jec t ion , 

appropr ia te , ob jec t ive, cons is ten t  and jus t i f i ed  by  robust  ev idence?  

 

7.2.1 Our comments on the methodology for site assessment are set out in full in 

paragraphs 4.35-4.43 of our Regulation 19 representations. In summary, we have 

concerns that the Council has not adequately appraised all potential site options 

across the Borough. For example, we do not consider that G9a and G9b, where the 

planning history indicates a desire for the Traveller community to expand the site, 

has been thoroughly considered. In our view, therefore, the Council’s Traveller Site 

Land Availability Assessment is flawed. 

 

7 .3  I n  term s o f  the s i t es  a l l ocated , a re reasons fo r  a l locat ing  them  sound ly  

based?  A re  the s i t es  appropr ia te , su i tab le , ava i lab le , j us t i f ied , susta inab le , 

de l iverab le  and v iab le?  

 

7.3.1 With particular regard to pitches required to be provided with the Sustainable Urban 

Extensions (SUEs), we are concerned that the site selection process is not sound with 

pitches allocated on sites which have not been promoted for this use with limited 

consideration of the viability implications for development. 

 

7.3.2 Specifically in relation to Policy ERM2/3, as set out in paragraph 4.43 of our Regulation 

19 representations, we are seeking the deletion of the requirement for three pitches 

to be provided. The site is neither available for, nor being promoted for, this use. 

Furthermore, the requirement to deliver three pitches could impact the design and 

viability of the site notwithstanding the Council’s viability assessment, having regard 

to infrastructure requirements and abnormal costs.  
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7.3.3 As we explain in more detail below, based on the proposed phasing for the release of 

SUEs set out in Policy MLS1, the delivery of these pitches is also uncertain given that 

the release of several sites where pitches are to be required is not proposed within 

the plan period. The Council is, therefore, unable to ensure that the identified need 

will be met within the plan period. 

 

7 .4  I n  the con tex t  o f  the  Counc i l  fa i l ing  to  a l l ocate  su f f i c ien t  s i tes  to  m eet  the 

iden t i f ied  5  year  supp ly , have a l l  reasonab le and rea l i s t i c  a l t ernat ive s i tes , 

inc lud ing  non-Green  Be l t  s i tes  been  cons idered and  g iven  fu l l  reasons fo r  

se lect ion/ re ject ion?  

 

7.4.1 As outlined above and set out in full in our Regulation 19 representations, we consider 

that the Council has not adequately appraised all potential site options, including G9a 

and G9b, before reaching the conclusion that pitches should be provided on SUEs. 

 

7 .5  Does the DM P  c lear ly  iden t i fy  and  dem onst ra te the ex cep t iona l  

c i r cum stances necessary  to  jus t i fy  am end ing the Green  Be l t  boundar ies  and  

re leas ing  land f rom  the Green  Be l t ?  

 

7.5.1 No comments. 

 

7 .6  I s  p rov is ion  in tended  to  be w ho l ly  p r iva te or  i s  there som e pub l i c  p rov is ion . 

I f  so  how  w ou ld  th is  be prov ided, funded and m anaged?  

 

7.6.1 This is a matter for the Council to address. However, it is noted that as a result of 

the Examination of the Local Plan for Guildford Borough a Main Modification has 

been proposed which removes reference to pitches being provided ‘at nil cost’. 

 

7 .7  I n  te rm s o f  fu tu re  need, i s  i t  the  m ost  appropr ia te  s t ra tegy , w hen  

cons idered  aga inst  reasonab le  a l t erna t ives , to  requ i re  p i t ches  to  be set  

as ide  w i th in  the sus ta inab le  u rban  ex tens ions?  I n  par t i cu la r  w hat  cer ta in ty  

i s  there w i th  regard  to  de l iverab i l i t y  bear ing  in  m ind  the phas ing  o f  such  

s i t es?  Overa l l  a re these s i tes  su i tab le  and i s  p rov is ion  o f  s ing le  p i t ches 

appropr ia te to  m eet  the  needs  o f  ex tended fam i ly  g roups?  I s  the  po l i cy  

su f f i c ien t l y  c lea r  on  w ho i s  respons ib le  fo r  de l ivery  and the fund ing o f  

p i t ches?  

 



Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan Examination  
Gallagher Estates (ID: 0139)  Response to Matter 7 
 

22723/P6b/A5/EF/MK/dw Page 4 October 2018 

7.7.1 In our view, the unduly restrictive phasing of the release of SUEs proposed in Policy 

MLS1 risks the majority of pitches to be provided within SUEs not being delivered 

within the plan period.  

 
7.7.2 Policy GTT1 specifies that the provision of ten pitches is sought within the SUEs by 

the Council.  

 
7.7.3 Of these, three are to be provided at ERM2/3. On the basis of Section 5 of the 

Council’s ‘Sustainable Urban Extensions – Phasing’ report (SD45), which identifies no 

need to release ERM2/3 by 2027, there is no certainty that the pitches could be 

delivered within the plan period.  

 
7.7.4 Furthermore, the report identifies no need to release SSW2 prior to 2026/27; we, 

therefore, consider it to be highly unlikely that any of the three pitches to be provided 

at SSW2 will be delivered by the end of the plan period given likely timescales for 

submission and approval of a planning application for the site.  

 
7.7.5 As such, the delivery of at least six of the ten pitches proposed on SUEs within the 

plan period is highly uncertain.  

 
7.7.6 Consequently, there is no certainty that identified need for pitches will be met and, 

in our view, a high likelihood that there will be a significant shortfall in provision. On 

this basis, the Plan is unsound in relation to meeting the identified need for Traveller 

pitches. 

 
7.7.7 Taking the above into account, we recommend that alternative sites are identified to 

meet any identified need for travellers in the Borough.  

 




