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1.  Introduction 
 

1.1. This Examination Statement is submitted on behalf of Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes in response to 

the Inspector’s questions in relation to Matter 5 Housing Land Supply and Delivery in the Examination of 

the Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (“RBBC”) Development Management Plan (“DMP”). These 

developers have option agreements on the Land at Sandcross Lane, South Park, Reigate (“the Site”), which 

is allocated as a Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) in Policy SSW2. A Location Plan is provided at 

Appendix 1. 

1.2. This Statement responds to the Inspector’s Questions and follows representations submitted in October 

2016 to the Regulation 18 stage and in February 2018 to the Regulation 19 consultation of the DMP.  
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2. 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 

Q1.  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? 

2.1. The Core Strategy (CS) policy CS13(1) identifies a need for the delivery of at least 6,900 homes over a 15 

year period, equating to an annualised minimum average of 460 dwellings per annum. This represents a 

minimum target with “no upper limit being defined in the Plan1”. The DMP provides sufficient deliverable 

housing sites to meet the housing requirements identified within the adopted CS. 

2.2. Delivery beyond the minimum housing requirement provides RBBC sufficient flexibility to help meet 

objectively assessed needs (as determined by the SHMA 2012) and adapt to rapid change, as required by 

the NPPF (2012). 

2.3. The allocation of sites does accord with CS Policy CS6 and Policies CS8 Area 1, Area 2a, Area 2b and 

Area 3, with priority being given to urban areas, and then SUEs. The phasing of Policy MSL1 is largely in 

accordance with CS policy CS6(3), albeit Land West of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works is the 

final SUE listed due to the existing operations at Patteson Court landfill site.   

2.4. The DMP has allocated a number of SUEs to be released upon an identified deficit in the borough’s Five 

Year Housing Land Supply. This is congruent with the strategic housing policy set out in Policy CS13(4) of 

the Core Strategy. 

 

                                                      
1 Paragraph 64 - Examination into Reigate & Banstead Core Strategy Local Plan (2014) 
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2.5. Summary 

 The CS identifies a minimum requirement, with no upper limit being defined. The DMP  

 provides sufficient deliverable housing sites to meet housing requirements, with  

 SUEs being released where a shortfall in the Five Year Housing Land Supply is  

 identified. 

 Allocation and distribution of sites accords with CS, except where there is clear  

 justification for a deviation to this approach (i.e. Land West of Copyhold Works where  

 there is an existing landfill site adjacent). 

 The DMP builds in flexibility to help meet objectively assessed needs. 

 

 

Q2.  Does the DMP provide sufficient choice and flexibility of sites to meet current and future housing 

needs? 

2.6. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF 2012 requires local authorities to produce Local Plans capable of meeting 

objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. Furthermore, paragraph 47 

requires local authorities to accommodate an additional 5% buffer on the total housing supply to ensure 

choice and competition in the market for land. 

2.7. Within the CS, Reigate is identified as a Town Centre, and alongside Redhill is a prime focus for large scale 

leisure, culture and retail developments. However, if the SUEs were excluded from the trajectory (DMP, 

Annex 7) only 762 dwellings would be provided in Reigate (11%) of the total housing requirement. This will 

not provide sufficient choice in Reigate. 

2.8. Furthermore CS policy CS15(1) sets a target of 1,500 gross new affordable dwellings over the plan period, 

this equates to 100 dwellings per annum. Since the beginning of the plan period RBBC have delivered 537 

affordable dwellings (see Table 1 below). This further demonstrates the importance of flexibility within the 

DMP to ensure sufficient affordable housing delivered over the plan period.  
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Table 1: Affordable Housing Delivery 

Year Number of Affordable Units % Affordable Target 

2012 53 11.6% 100dpa 

2013 74 15.7% 100dpa 

2014 102 23.5% 100dpa 

2015 129 30.7% 100dpa 

2016 89 16.6% 100dpa 

2017 90 17.4% 100dpa 

Total 537 19% 600dpa 

Source: RBBC Annual Monitoring Reports 

2.9. The inclusion of the SUEs, as well as ensuring a rolling five year housing land supply, also builds in the 

required flexibility to ensure the DMP (and ultimately the CS) is effective over the plan period. This is 

particularly important given the housing requirement is significantly less than the OAN (between 22 – 28% 

less). Next year (when the CS is 5 years old), the standard method figure could rise to 759 dwellings per 

annum (40% cap of 2016-household projections). Demonstrating further the importance of flexibility within 

the DMP. 

2.10. Summary 

 The SUEs provide the DMP with sufficient choice and flexibility, notably in Reigate  

 where housing delivery would be limited otherwise.  

 

Q3.  Does the DMP take sufficient amount 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.  

2.11. Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy prioritises the allocation and delivery of land for development in sustainable 

locations in the urban area. The priority of sites is as follows: 

2a) The priority locations for growth and regeneration: 

 Redhill town centre 

 Horley town centre 

 Horley North East and North West sectors 
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 Preston regeneration area 

 Merstham regeneration area 

 Other regeneration areas as identified by the Council and its partners 

2b) Built up areas of Redhill, Reigate, Horley and Banstead 

2c) Other sustainable sites in the existing urban area 

3a) Countryside beyond the Green Belt adjoining the urban area of Horley 

3b) East of Redhill and East of Merstham 

3c) South and South West of Reigate  

2.12. The Inspector, undertaking the examination into the CS, identified that Countryside beyond the Green Belt 

adjoining the urban area of Horley (Area 3a) faced limitations to development. Whilst it remains a policy of 

the CS to prioritise sites beyond the Green Belt, the Inspector’s Report accepted that a number of factors 

mitigated against a higher yield from Horley. Significant areas of the rural surrounds to Horley are in flood 

zones 2 and 3, and therefore at risk of flooding, whilst the southernmost area is part of a strategic gap 

separating Horley and Gatwick. In addition, nearly 30% of the proposed 6,900 dwellings are planned for 

two major sites at Horley; the North East and North West sectors. This has impacts upon the capacity of 

Horley to absorb additional housing over the Plan period. On the basis of these factors, the Inspector 

determined the Council’s decision to limit additional urban extensions at Horley to 200 dwellings was sound.  

2.13. As both urban sites and sites within the Countryside are unable to provide sufficient flexibility to the DMP 

and maintain a rolling five year housing land supply, Policy CS6(3) facilitates the release of Green Belt sites 

through a phasing policy within the DMP (now DMP Policy MLS1). 

2.14. This strategic policy has already been the subject of an Examination in Public and was found sound by a 

Planning Inspector. The Inspector’s Report into the CS concluded that “in light of compelling evidence that 

the Council has done all it can at present to meet its housing needs, the scale and broad location of housing 

provision in the RBCS is sound”. 
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2.15. The DMP is supported by a robust evidence base which includes a published brownfield register (most 

recently updated in January 2018), and a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (December 

2017). The latter is an exhaustive process which assesses all sites across the Borough for their 

development capacity, including brownfield sites. This has determined that there are no further deliverable 

sites within urban areas and the countryside, and that it is necessary to release sustainable sites from the 

Green Belt. 

2.16. Summary  

 The DMP is supported by robust evidence that there are no further deliverable sites  

 within urban areas and the Inspector in the examination of the CS found the strategy  

 sound to limit development in Horley.  

 Policy CS6(3) facilitates the release of Green Belt sites where there is a need for  

 development. 

 

Q.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? 

2.17. Table 13 ‘Trajectory without SUEs’ demonstrates that RBBC are able to exceed the Core Strategy housing 

target of 6,900 dwellings by 751 units. Table 14 ‘5 Year Land Supply Trajectory’, however, illustrates that 

RBBC are unable to maintain a five year housing land supply in the final three years of the Plan period. 

The supply of housing dramatically falls away from 2024/25, and it is therefore necessary to release Green 

Belt sites over this period to meet housing needs. 

2.18. The annualised over / under delivery figure on Table 14 is a cumulative figure which runs back to the 

beginning of the Plan period. The cumulative shortfall figure is the product of the difference between the 

unbuffered cumulative housing requirement and the cumulative total supply figure (displayed in Table 13). 

The resulting figure shows that Reigate and Banstead has a housing surplus against the minimum 6,900 

figure over the life of the plan.  
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2.19. The housing land supply position becomes confused from 2023/24 as this includes supply data from beyond 

the Plan period which has not been disclosed. It is also not clear what the imposed annualised housing 

requirement is in the years beyond 2026/27, and thus how the Housing Land Supply Position has been 

calculated. As a result of the standard methodology, which will form the basis of future calculations into the 

borough’s objectively assessed housing needs, the housing requirement in Reigate and Banstead beyond 

the Plan period will be approximately 759dpa (based upon 2016 household projections). This is a 

considerable increase over the adopted housing requirement, and thus RBBC will have greater reliance 

upon the release of Green Belt sites to maintain a 5 Year Housing Land Supply if these figures are used.  

2.20. Summary 

 Table 14 illustrates that RBBC are unable to maintain a five year housing land supply  

 in the final three years of the Plan period; 

 The standard methodology figure will increase housing needs significantly in the  

 Borough and therefore flexibility within the DMP is vital. 

 

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

available evidence? 

2.21. We are of the view that the assumptions used in the housing trajectory are reasonable, subject to further 

clarification on how the annualised over/under delivery and the anticipated shortfall in supply has been 

derived.  

Q.6  How are windfall sites defined? Is the windfall allowance included in the supply trajectory 

appropriate for having regard to the historic rate of windfall delivery in the borough? Should 

windfalls be included in first 2-years of the supply calculation?  
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2.22. The CS included a windfall allowance of 50 dwellings a year. The Inspector’s Report described this as 

“conservative” and anticipated that “provision will soon overtake the anticipated supply”. The Inspector 

was also of the view that office to residential [permitted development rights] would add significantly to 

windfall supply. The proposed windfall allowance in the DMP is only 50% greater than the allowance 

within the Core Strategy, and so is a reasonable estimate.  

 

Q.7  How have site densities been determined? Are they reasonably accurate? How does the DMP set 

out the Council’s approach to housing density reflect local circumstances? Is there a need for 

separate policy guidance on density? 

2.23. Savills are not providing any comments on densities. 

 

Q.8  The Council does not apply a non-implementation rate. Based on available evidence is one 

appropriate and if so, what level should it be set? 

2.24. RBBC has not included a non-implementation rate in their housing supply projections. Flexibility, 

however, has been provided from the overprovision of dwellings over the Plan period. This provides a 

sufficient buffer should allocated sites or otherwise fail to deliver the advertised quantum of development. 

On this basis, it would not be appropriate to enforce a non-implementation rate.  

 

Q.9  Is the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) sufficiently up-to-date to provide an 

appropriate robust evidence base? 

2.25. Savills are not providing any comment on the SHMA. 

 

 

5b) Delivery  

 

Policy MLS1 – Phasing of sustainable urban extension sites 

 

Q.1  What evidence is there that this policy is effective, justified and consistent with national policy? 
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2.26. It is acknowledged that the CS envisages that the DMP will phase the SUEs (CS policy CS13(4)) and define 

a trigger for their release. However the mechanism proposed in policy MLS1 is not sound, as: 

(a) It is not positively prepared 

(b) It is not effective 

 

2.27. Policy MLS1 as it is currently drafted is not positively prepared or effective as the ‘trigger’ relied upon is the 

identification of a five year housing land supply shortfall in the Council’s annual monitoring report (“AMR”).  

2.28. The purpose of the trigger is to allow land which has been identified in the plan to be released in order to 

meet a need. If the policy is to allow land to be released in time to meet the need, the operation of the 

trigger should not be dependent upon some further process or action which is neither transparent or open 

to scrutiny. 

2.29. The operation of the policy is dependent upon the production of an AMR by the Council, and following that, 

the securing of planning permission and delivery of homes. There can be a time delay between release of 

the land and the delivery of homes (as shown in Table 2 below), and it is therefore important that the trigger 

mechanism does not build in further delay. 

2.30. The purpose of the policy is to enable release of land when a shortfall is identified. The purpose will be 

frustrated if the trigger is based upon the production of an AMR. If, in any particular year,  no AMR is 

produced, or if an AMR is produced at some time after the end of the monitoring year, the policy will not be 

effective as there will be considerable uncertainty and a delay (in an average year of at least 8 months2), 

and the land will not be released in time to meet the need.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
2 The average elapse of time between the end of the monitoring year and production of the AMR 
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Table 2 – Time Taken to deliver first units on SUEs 

 

Action/Process Time (since 5-year housing land supply shortfall identified) 

Publication of annual monitoring report 8-months 

Preparation of Outline application 9-12 months 

Determination of Outline application 6-months 

Preparation of Reserved Matters application 6-months 

Determination of Reserved Matters 3-6-months 

Site Preparation/Clear Conditions 3- 6-months 

Total  3-3.5 years 

 

 

2.31. Ultimately, the reactionary nature of the policy means that it could take up to 3.5 years to deliver a house 

on Land at Sandcross Lane from the point that the Council identify a housing supply deficit. This is a best-

case scenario which assumes developer-interest in a site. The majority of sites listed within policy MLS1 

do not have developer partners, and are likely to take longer to deliver. 

2.32. Policy MLS1 needs to be amended to be more positive and effective. The trigger should be when the 

Council is first aware that the five year housing land supply will not be met. This will allow the Council to 

approach landowners prior to the release of the Annual Monitoring Report and will remove 8-months from 

the anticipated timetable set out in Table 2 ensuring delivery of the majority of units on any SUE site within 

5-years. At present, the policy creates uncertainty for developers as to when sites under their control could 

reasonably be expected to come forward.  

2.33. Our view is that in order for Policy MLS1 to be effective it should be amended to: 

'1. The release of urban extensions for development will be determined through the Council’s 

annual monitoring process.  

2. Where a five year supply shortfall is identified through this monitoring process, the Council will 

release urban extension site for development permission will be granted, for sustainable 

extension sites:  
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a. With no impediment to delivery  and with sufficient capacity to address the identified five year 

supply shortfall plus a margin of 5% within the five year period 

b. in the following order:  

i. SEH4 and NWH2  

ii. NWH1(subject to access through the North West sector)  

iii. ERM1 - Hillsbrow  

iv. SSW6 - Land west of Castle Drive  

v. SSW7 - Hartswood Nursery  

vi. ERM5 - Oakley Farm  

vii. ERM4a – 164  Bletchingley Road  

viii. ERM4b – Land south of Bletchingley Road, Merstham 

ix. SSW2 - Land at Sandcross Lane  

x. SSW9 - Dovers Farm  

xi. ERM2/3 –Land west of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works 

c. Which adhere to all other relevant policies  

3. Planning permission will not be granted for any proposals which would prejudice or compromise 

the long- term comprehensive development of an urban extension allocation.  

4. Planning permission will only be granted for the development of an urban extension site where 

this is not in accordance with the phasing in (2), where:  

a) Evidence demonstrates that higher priority sites are not deliverable within a timescale which 

would address the five year supply shortfall; and  

b) It can be demonstrated that any site-specific constraints or infrastructure requirements 

associated with the site can be adequately addressed prior to, or in the early stages of, 

development  

5. The Council will encourage Developers to enter into a Planning Performance Agreement. 
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2.34. Summary:  

 Policy MLS1 as currently drafted is not effective, nor positively prepared.  

 Suggested wording ensuring the policy is sound  

 

Q 2. How has the order in which sites should come forward been decided? What factors were taken into 

account? 

2.35. The order of sites within Policy MLS1 largely accords with CS policy CS6(3), albeit the other Reigate sites 

do not perform as well as Sandcross Lane in the Green Belt Review in terms of their priority for protection. 

In this respect, Land at Sandcross Lane should be higher up the phased release of urban extension sites. 

The site is identified as a lower priority for protection in the Green Belt Review in terms of its contribution 

to the NPPF’s five Green Belt purposes. 

2.36. Summary  

 The order is largely reflective of CS policy CS6.  

 SSW2 is identified as a lower priority for protection compared to other Reigate sites 

and in this regard should come ahead of other sites. 

 

Q 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. 

2.37. In order for part 4 to more effective, a monitoring report should identify which sites have developer interest, 

this would help identify which sites may potentially be slower coming forward if a shortfall is identified. As 

noted above, the purpose of the SUEs is to ensure a 5-year housing supply is maintained, however as 

identified in Table 2 this would take a minimum of 3 – 3.5-years for a site with developer interest to begin 

to deliver units, and could take a further 6 -12 months where there is no developer interest due to the legal 

process for the option/promotion agreement.  Therefore it will be vital RBBC understand any delays in 

deliverability of the SUEs. 
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2.38. Summary  

 RBBC should identify in their monitoring report where sites have developer interest  

 or where they may be delays in a sites delivery through discussions with  

 landowners/developers to ensure sites contribute to any shortfall within five years. 

 

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

2.39. As identified above, it is acknowledged that the CS policy CS6(3) confirms that sites beyond the urban area 

will be released in accordance with CS13 and detailed phasing policies. We have suggested wording above 

to ensure the policy is effective, which incorporates an element of flexibility to enable sites to come forward 

when a five year housing land supply shortfall is identified, and the trigger should not be based on the 

annual monitoring process. 
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3. Conclusion  
 

3.1. The CS identifies a need for the delivery of at least 6,900 dwellings (equating to a minimum of 460dpa).  

The Inspector examining the CS confirmed that “The important point is that 6,900 dwellings is  

consistency referenced as a minimum target (“at least…., with no upper limit being defined in the Plan”  

(paragraph 64). The SUEs build in the necessary flexibility to ensure the DMP is able to adapt to rapid  

change (NPPF 2012) which is particularly important given that the minimum figures are some way short of 

addressing either the OAN or standard method figures.  

3.2. As currently drafted Policy MLS1 is not sound. In order for the policy to be effective and ensure dwellings 

are delivered in the five year period when the shortfall is identified, it is suggested that the trigger is when 

the Council is first aware of the shortfall, rather than through the annual monitoring process. Suggested 

amendments to Policy MLS1 have been put forward in this statement to ensure a sound policy. 

3.3. Sandcross Lane is identified in the lowest priority for protection in the Green Belt Review, and therefore 

arguably should come ahead of other sites in the broad area of South and South-West Reigate. This is 

particularly key given Sandcross Lane will also provide gypsy and travellers sites and land for a medical 

centre for which there is a need. The need for these uses is detailed in our Matter 9 Statement.  
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