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Our main concerns relate to the restrictive parking proposals and lack of resources to 
finance the infrastructure, particularly transport, to serve proposed development.  We are 
also concerned at the lack of information on such matters as affordable housing and the 
locations of green corridors, bur assume matters such as these will be included in the 
Regulation 19 stage document. 
In general, we welcome most of the proposed policies.  

 
Pages 7 – 10  Summary of proposals and options 
It would be helpful to have page numbers against the policies in the final draft. 
 
Theme 1. Growing a prosperous economy 
 
Section 1 Economic development 
 
Page 17   EMP 1.   
General comment 
Although we appreciate the need for more housing, we are concerned at the number of sites 
currently providing low cost accommodation for small firms which are proposed for residential 
development. How will existing and new businesses be accommodated in the borough, bearing 
in mind that these will be providing the jobs for tomorrow? The proposed business park south of  
Horley is remote from most of the Borough’s population and likely to be expensive for small and 
start-up businesses. 
We note that the Local Economic Needs assessment Update (2016) proposes a minimum of 
6,500sqm of additional industrial space and 11,000 sqm of additional storage and distribution 
space. It would appear that some of this will be located in the new site to the south of Horley 
but we assume much of this new business park will be developed for office use. It is not clear 
how much existing occupied commercial floorspace will have to be vacated in order to 
redevelop for housing and what will be the net loss of employment land. We query the need for 
additional floorspace on the Horley site bearing in mind the vacant floorspace which will be 
available on the legal and General site in Kingswood and the amount of existing employment 
land proposed for housing . 
 
We suggest that more existing locations are proposed as ‘principal’ or ‘local employment’ areas. 
We also suggest that article 4 directions are applied in order to ensure the land does not revert 
to housing. 
 
We support the approach of general design and transport policies (DES1` and TAP 1) rather 
than specific policies for each specific use. 
  
 



Page  19  EMP 2. 
 
As stated above in relation to the ‘principal  employment centres,’ we would like to see more 
existing industrial/ commercial estates, if environmentally satisfactory, to be reserved for 
employment purposes, and that permitted development rights for change of use to residential 
removed.. 
The reason is that low cost accommodation should be reserved for start ups and small firms in 
order to provide a choice of employment opportunities to local residents. There is a danger that 
the current balance of land uses will be lost to housing because of the higher land values 
residential development can attract.. 
 
With  the Pitwood Park Industrial Estate, we should like the Rogers building to be locally listed. 
The reason is the quality of the architecture by an internationally recognised architect. 
 
Page  19  EMP 3. 
We generally agree with this policy but are concerned that with ‘home working’ there are 
dangers of intensification of the use, particularly with uses such as car repairs. This could lead 
to future problems of enforcement. Perhaps an informative could be added in the reason that 
planning permission may be required if a use intensifies to the extent that it creates a nuisance 
to adjacent occupiers.  
We are also concerned about increased traffic generation and congestion and so suggest  an 
additional criterion on not having an unacceptable impact on traffic movement and highway and 
pedestrian safety. 
The reason for our concern is the potential harm to the amenities of local residents. 
 
Page  20  EMP 4. 
 
We suggest use of word ‘land’ instead of ‘development’ in the phrase ‘employment 
development’. 
We strongly object to the phrase in 1(a) in the ‘immediate or longer term’. The word 
‘immediate’ should be removed as is far too weak.  As land prices are higher for residential 
uses, it is essential that employment land remains in order to provide local jobs. The core 
strategy reference to the life of the plan is more acceptable, although this could present 
problems towards the end of the plan period.  The phrase ‘medium to long term would be more 
appropriate. 
We are also keen that the marketing of the site is carried out professionally, ensuring that prices 
and terms are reasonable and not just a ploy to get a quick change of use. Perhaps the Reason 
could include an explanation of what is considered to be an acceptable standard of marketing. 
 
The reason for our concerns is that employment land will be lost. We understand that the Legal 
and General site in Kingswood is being marketed at residential prices without first being 
advertised for employment purposes. We consider that this is totally unacceptable, hence the 
request to tighten this policy. We are concerned that if another large international company 
wishes to locate in the Borough, providing valuable high quality employment, the Council will be 
likely to allow development in the Green Belt if it has allowed all the large employment sites 
such as the one in Kingswood  to go for housing. 
(As it is contrary to current policy, we trust that the Council has not acquiesced with the 
marketing campaign on the Legal and General site. We assume they will have had discussions 
with Council officers which is very disconcerting.) 
 



Page 20/ 21  EMP 5 & 6 
Agreed 
 
Page 21  EMP 7. 
Minor point but 1) assumes that facilities exist in the highway. As service is poor in parts of the 
Borough, we suggest there be a policy to improve reception Borough wide. 
2)  We suggest  that there should be an additional point, 2c) referring to potential health 
impacts. 
The reason is that is it is recognised that proximity to some equipment can cause health 
problems. 
 
Page 22  EMP 8. 
We support the principle behind this policy, but foresee problems in administering an 
apprenticeship scheme of this type.  
What happens once the development is complete? Is it reasonable to expect a firm to 
continually take on more long term apprentices for each project? For example, with 
projects of say 25 units taking 18 months, an apprentice will not have completed his 
apprenticeship. Will he be kept on to work on another site even though the builder is 
required to take on more new apprentices? 
How will the policy be monitored, either on site or when the developers have moved on to 
another site? Will it be a matter of just a signed agreement? 
The reason for our comment is that the policy needs clarification on how it will operate. It 
has to be well understood by developers and capable of implementation. Presumably 
there may some impact on the viability of a scheme 
 
 
Section 2 Town and Local Centres 
 
General comments 
As the Retail Needs Assessment of 2016 considerably reduces the additional retail floor 
space likely to be required in the plan period, we are surprised that there have not been 
reductions to those targets set out in the core strategy. The lack of take up on sites in 
Redhill for example suggests over optimism at a time of changing shopping habits, 
particularly with the trend to on-line shopping.  
We also consider that it is inappropriate to propose more comparison floor space for 
Banstead, although the slight reduction on the Core Strategy target is welcomed. People 
tend to go  to Epsom, Sutton,  Kingston or Croydon for comparison shopping, or shop 
online.  
The reason for our concern is that will be more vacant shops and a loss of vitality if too 
much new floorspace is proposed. 
 
We consider that Banstead has the character more of a village than the town centres of 
Redhill, Reigate and Horley. We would like to see a separate category to cater for its 
special character, with separate policies relating to percentages of use etc. We, 
therefore, support the Banstead Village RA in its request that Banstead be separated 
from the larger urban town centres because of its more village-like character with small 
specialist shops. Consideration also needs to be given to better car parking facilities at 
the eastern end of the centre, ensuring any new development is provided with adequate 
car parking.  



The reason is that the residential environment is already suffering from on street parking 
related to the town centre activities. 
 
Page 26   RET 1. 
We support this policy but suggest a change to 1)b i– namely add at the end ‘in order to 
retain the vitality and viability of the centre’. 
The reason is to meet objectives and assist if there are planning appeals. 
We suggest that 2b)ii be modified to ensure the property is marketed at an acceptable  
price for the use. 
 
Pages  27/ 29  RET 2. 
Banstead Town Centre 
As stated above, we consider that Banstead Village should have its own designation and 
not be covered by the same policies as the larger, more urban centres because of its 
different character. 
 We suggest that it is incorrect to show The Orchard on the High Street as being within 
the town centre. It could lead to pressures to redevelop an important local open space. 
We are also concerned that land to the west of Bolters lane is inappropriate for town 
centre designation as there is unlikely to be any demand for, and it would be 
inappropriate, to put retail floor space on this side of Bolters Lane. We are not against 
growth of retailing in the area proposed for redevelopment on the High Street providing it 
is in keeping with the centre and existing occupiers are satisfactorily rehoused, as it is 
important that the centre retains its vitality.                                                               
We comment further on potential redevelopment sites in the site specific section. 
The reason is concern at probable lack of demand and dilution of the centre’s core. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
1b) We would have thought that the definition of over concentration of A3 units should be 
in the policy and not the reason section. 
The reason relates to court decisions where policy should not be in the justification. 
As stated under the employment policies, we consider it is important that applicants can 
show that premises have been adequately marketed on reasonable terms before a 
change of use is accepted. 
The reason is that there is a danger of more profitable uses taking precedence over retail 
activities. The marketing process must be transparent.  
2c) D1 uses should also be favourably considered as these are appropriate to town 
centre uses. 
The reason is that we consider leisure and gallery uses, for example, would be  
appropriate uses. 
 
In the case of Banstead, where we suggest a separate policy, 70% A1 frontage would be 
more appropriate than the 65% quoted in RET 2. We also suggest that there be a policy 
of encouraging small, independent shops, although we appreciate that this would be 
difficult to implement/ enforce.. 
The reason is to support the existing character. 
Because of the lack of public transport to the centre, we also suggest that there should 
be a more generous provision of public car parking, particularly at the eastern end, as 
few shoppers go to the centre by public transport and the existing car parks are 
sometimes full and there is a problem of parking in residential areas.. 
 
 



Page 31/ 37  RET 3. 
In Tadworth, we suggest that The High Street shopping area should be included in the 
Local Centre designations as the bakery and fish shop are important convenience outlets 
for the community and overall shopping provision for the area. (We appreciate that RET 4 
is also relevant and that this parade was not covered by the 2005 local parade 
designation but, nevertheless, we would prefer to see this parade designated as part of a 
local centre. It is unfortunate that there is no direct physical linkage.) 
Generally the other boundaries, as far as we are aware, appear reasonable. 
We suggest in paragraph 2) that use class A4 should also be included. 
 The reason is that  pubs and wine bars can make important contributions to local 
centres. (Kingswood for example). 
We suggest that 2b) makes reference after ‘for a shop and/ or community use’  to ‘at a 
reasonable market rent’. This is to ensure a shop in a key location does not change to 
residential use, for example, because of the higher land/ floorspace value. 
 
 
Page 37  RET 4. 
We support this policy but suggest the same insert on marketing be also added to this 
policy as well as RET2 and 3. 
 
Page 38  RET 5. 
We support this policy. As elsewhere, we consider it essential that there has been a 
proper marketing exercise and that inflated rent levels are not quoted. 
 
Page 38   RET 6. 
3a and b) We strongly support thresholds for impact assessments although would prefer 
3b) to be reduced in local centres. 
The reason is that the viability of existing outlets can be threatened in smaller centres.  
However, we are unclear what  the ‘other retail uses’ comprise and therefore what their 
impact will be. The wording needs to be clarified. 
 
Page 40  RET 7. 
We support this policy. 
2d)  We suggest that there should be a cross reference to EMP 4 where the proposed 
retail warehouse site is in a designated  employment area, otherwise we support this 
policy. 
 
 
Theme 2 Building self reliant communities 
 
Section 1 Design, character and amenity 
 
General comment 
There is nothing about proportion of right to buy and affordable/ social housing. 
Will this be included once government guidance is clearer? There should be something in 
the DMP especially as the core strategy is now out of date. Also we expected to see 
more about catering for the increasing proportion of elderly – for example sheltered 
housing and possibly bungalows. These are major shortcomings of the Plan. 
 



Page 46  DES 1. 
1c) We would like to see a reference to soft landscaping added to this sentence as it is 
as important to the character of an area as the built structures. (This is slightly different 
from the requirements of 1g).  
1d) We suggest an addition to 1d) ‘Particular account will be taken of the cumulative 
impact of several developments in a residential area and their impact on existing 
residents.’ 
In 1h) ‘where applicable’ should be deleted as the text already refers to ‘appropriate’. 
1g) We suggest an additional point  1g)iv  which states ‘ providing street trees where 
appropriate and making a contribution to their future management’.  
The reason is that Surrey County Council no longer provides new or replacement street 
trees when the existing trees die and our townscape is gradually becoming less green for 
this reason, coupled with more parking in front gardens. New development provides an 
opportunity to provide replacement street trees. 
1i) We support this policy but strongly object to the parking requirements of annex 4 
relating to TAP1. We are also concerned that as there is more infill in residential areas 
and existing dwellings are being enlarged, the amount of on-street space for visitor 
parking and servicing vehicles is being diminished. We also note the tendency to bring  
vans and other work vehicles home, leading to less space for parking. Stronger 
management of the overall parking situation is required. 
The ongoing management of private car parks and parking areas should also be 
required, possibly by a separate agreement at the time of any planning permission, as 
they sometimes are not implemented or subsequently built over. 
We suggest that there is specific reference to ‘visitors parking’ in addition to ‘parking’ as 
this need is frequently ignored by developers. 
1)n We suggest an additional point, ‘1n), Development should taper on the Green Belt 
boundary to provide an appropriate transition’. Alternatively 1) h) could be expanded. 
The reason is to protect the openness of the Green Belt.. 
 
Page 48  DES 2. 
Backland  development is a problem in many areas and so although welcoming the 
policy, we feel it could be strengthened. 
Minor point 1b) ‘siting’ instead of site, 
1 d) is weak by stating ‘where possible’. So we suggest omitting this phrase. 
The reason is to retain as much of the biodiversity of a redevelopment site as possible. 
We support 2) but wonder if the policy can be strengthened by adding ‘strongly’ in the 
first sentence so it reads ‘..through the existing street frontage will be strongly resisted’ or 
changing the wording to read ‘ ...street frontage will be refused.’.   
The second sentence would be better if the phrase ‘seek to’ is omitted so the policy 
reads ‘Back garden development should protect, and  ...’  
Perhaps consideration could be given to referring to percentages or length of run 
between accesses so that there is clearer guidance for potential developers. 
The reason is that the character of some areas is being destroyed by back land 
development . Nork is an example. 
. 
Page 49 DES 3. 
We strongly support this policy. 
In Tadworth, we support the new Tadorne Road designation and The Avenue extension, 
although we suggest that this be extended into Downsway, particularly on the western 
side of the road. We would have liked the more rural part of Epsom Lane South to also 



be designated as a RASC in order to retain its character of a leafy lane. However, we 
appreciate that it may be more appropriate to include it in an Area of Special Townscape 
Importance and so we strongly support introducing this new designation. 
The other areas proposed seem appropriate. 
We support other RAs where a case has been made for new RASCs or possibly areas of 
Special Townscape Importance. It is important to retain the most important areas which 
form attractive cohesive enclaves with  distinctive character. 
There have been concerns in Walton on the Hill that buildings which are perhaps one of 
several by the same architect have been demolished. An additional point is therefore 
proposed. ‘10) Buildings of local architectural or historic interest which are not locally 
listed but which contribute to the areas heritage will not be demolished or significantly 
modified unless there is strong justification.’ 
 
Page 57 Areas of Special Townscape Importance 
We strongly support this suggestion. 
We would have liked Epsom Lane South to have been designated as a RASC but 
appreciate that, as it is of different character to RASCs, it may be more appropriate to 
have another designation and so request that it be included in an ‘Area of Special 
Townscape Importance’. We consider that there are probably also other areas of the 
borough which would benefit from this designation and so support this suggestion. There 
would need to be a short explanation in the policy on what townscape characteristics are 
important and need protection so the designation can be defended on appeal. 
 
Page 58   DES 4. 
We support this policy. (Presumably if the government proposals for higher buildings are 
introduced as permitted development, article 4 directions can be introduced where 
appropriate.  
 
Page 60  DES 5. 
We strongly support this policy of mixed developments although there could be conflict 
between 1b) and other parts of the policy.  For example1c). 
There is concern in places like Banstead that an increase in the number of small units 
without adequate parking will exacerbate the existing parking problems in the 
surrounding residential areas.  
In addition to size of unit, there should be policies on type of tenure and consideration of 
accommodation for the elderly. 
We have referred above to the lack of policy on affordable housing. As the core strategy 
polices are likely to be out of date on such matters as first time buyers, self build and 
possibly starter homes, there should be a policy in the DMP which provides some 
flexibility but indicates the Council’s priorities. 
 We note that some authorities are requiring contributions towards affordable housing on 
developments of less than 10 houses where a case can be made, despite the recent 
Government victory in the Courts. As much of the new development in the northern part 
of the Borough is for less than 10 units, we request a policy is included in this section 
which states that the Council considers it appropriate for affordable housing contributions 
on all developments, including those of less than 10 units. This should help in the 
provision of more affordable housing and assist in appeals. 
 
Page 61  DES 6. 
We support this policy in principle. 



1c) We suggest that this policy should include disturbance from visual intrusion.   
1f)   Where balconies and roof terraces are the only private outdoor amenity space 
account should also be taken of noise and overlooking etc. 
1g) It is unclear how the water efficiency standards will be met. 
2a) and b). These requirements seem very low when we should be planning for life time 
use and taking into account the increasing number of elderly. Should there be reference 
to Lifetime Homes standards? 
Should the policy also refer to mobility access requirements in retail, community and 
business premises? 
  
Page 62  DES 7 
We support this proposed policy on self build homes, but think  it should be widened to 
include starter homes guidance based on government policy and, as stated above, more 
specific policies on social/ affordable homes. 
In the case of self build homes, as they can take many years to build, often at unsocial 
hours, there should be some safeguards for neighbours.  
 
Page 64  DES 8. 
We welcome this policy although there are concerns about the ability and / or willingness 
of the Council to see it is enforced.. 
We would like 1) to state the Council ‘will’ rather than ‘may’... 
We would like 2) to be expanded to include reference to hours when bonfires are 
acceptable during demolition works and also a requirement for contractors, or sub 
contractors, to notify the Council of where off site waste is to be deposited, in order to 
reduce fly tipping. 
We suggest there should be a requirement for a ‘good practice’ site notice to be erected 
with contact numbers in case of problems. 
 
Page 65  DES 9. 
3) We understand that other noise contour definitions are sometimes used in preference 
to 57dB LAeq and so suggest that this policy is qualified by a phrase such as ‘or other 
nationally accepted standards’.  
We suggest that there should there also be a similar policy relating to noise from Redhill 
Airport. 
The reason is to protect the surrounding areas from noise as far as possible. There is an 
outstanding planning application at Redhill which if granted approval will increase the 
number of flights. As there are already noise problems, we request that the policy also 
extends to Redhill Aerodrome. 
 
Page 66  DES 10. 
3)  we suggest the policy be terminated after ‘ ...inappropriate’ as these adverts can be 
disturbing in  residential areas particularly at night. 
The reason is to protect residential amenities. 
 
 
Section 2 Open space and recreation 
 
General  
There is nothing about informal recreation and the value of protecting and enhancing 
parks and common land. 



We note that most school sites and some recreation sites are not designated as Urban 
Open Spaces. We would prefer some to keep this designation as they are in areas of 
local park deficiency and should a school or sports facility  close there may be a case for 
retaining some of the site as UOS.                                                  
 
 Page 69  OSR1. 
Support 
Comments on the Urban Open Space sites  Area 1 
Banstead Village ward 
 We object to the deletion of Wellesford Close as anUOS (site 4). An appeal was 
dismissed on this site and the Inspector supported its designation as Urban Open Space 
(APP/L3625/A/09/2106564. This is an important gap between Banstead and Burgh 
Heath. Alternatively, and probably preferably, it should be designated as Green Belt. 
We are also concerned at the possible loss of UOS in the Horseshoe (site 22) without a 
detailed assessment of the value of the green corridor and mature trees compared with 
the development potential. 
We object to the deletion of UOS in the Horseshoe area. It should be retained until the 
development proposals are available for comment and htere has been an assessment of 
need. 
 
Preston Ward 
The plan to the south of the new leisure centre is completely wrong (site 46). Much of the 
open space is being developed for housing despite the objective of urban regeneration. 
The remaining small copse should be designated as UOS and we suggest that there 
should be efforts to create a green corridor from Burgh Heath via the new housing 
development to the pond (site189) through site 46  and 45 to site 35 and Linden Close. 
Some very small areas of open space are being designated elsewhere, yet in Preston 
most open areas are not shown as Urban Open Space. We request that this area is 
looked at again, although we support the new area around the pond. Also the Fleetwood 
Close open areas are an integral part of the design of the estate and at least some of 
these spaces should be designated as UOS. 
 
Tadworth and Walton 
We support the areas shown including the new designation 42,  the Breech Lane playing 
fields. In the case of site 51 we wonder if it can be extended to include .Gun Island’. It is 
not clear if the recreation ground at Howards Close is included. If not we suggest it be 
added to the list unless it is considered that the Green Belt designation is sufficient 
safeguard.. 
We suggest that Shelvers Green and the open area in front of the Grumpy Mole on the 
Dorking Road, which was formerly common land, also be designated as UOS. 
 
Page 69 OSR 1  
We support the policy but suggest that applicants must be able to show that they have 
tried to seek uses compatible with 1) before seeking a form of development which will 
lead to loss of UOS, as set out in 2a). For example, there are no allotments in Tadworth 
and Walton for which there is a local demand. Elsewhere there are deficiencies in the 
provision of playing fields. 
 
 
 



Page 70  OSR 2. 
It is unclear what will be the situation if recreation land is lost in development areas, 
especially as some areas in the Borough are already deficient in recreation facilities. 
1) we are aware of locations where local play areas have gone out of use. If part of a 
planning permission, a maintenance agreement should be part of the planning 
permission to ensure amenity space is retained. 
4) It is hoped that in the case of urban extensions, there will be a master plan showing 
recreation, and other biodiversity requirements/ green corridors, so that provision is not 
on a site by site or case by case basis. We object to this part of the policy as worded.  
 
Page 71 OSR 3. 
We support this policy although suggest there is also a reference to noise in 2) and that 
visual intrusion also covers lighting. 
The reason is to protect the neighbours’ amenities. 
 
Section 3 Transport, access and parking 
 
General Comment 
We appreciate that urban extensions may be required during the plan period, but it is 
unclear how the highway network will accommodate the additional traffic. For example, at 
Woodhatch there are junction capacity problems as well as severe congestion on the 
A217 into Reigate which itself is often  grid locked. The Surrey County Council 
infrastructure study showed a large deficit in funding to provide the necessary 
infrastructure, including public transport and highway capacity. 
The transport study which provides supporting evidence to the DMP also shows that 
several roads are at capacity and junction delays will increase, yet there are no proposals 
to mitigate the problems arising from new development. 
 
Page 74  TAP 1. 
1 a) We strongly support this policy but are concerned that the Council will not be 
prepared to implement it and refuse applications which are harmful to an area if Surrey 
County Council, as Highway Authority makes no objections. It is unsatisfactory that 
Surrey County Council, in its role as Highway Authority, does not take into account 
cumulative impact or the impact on residential amenity. 
1 b)i. At the end of the first sentence, add ‘, although taking into account exceptional 
circumstances’. The reason for this insert is a current case where the sight lines just 
about meet the standard guidance but take no account of proximity to a busy highway 
and high speeds, leading to highway safety concerns. 
1 c) There is concern that the parking standards in annex 4 are inadequate, taking into 
account modern layouts which frequently do not provide space for visitors parking, the 
trend to bring work vehicles home, including sizeable vans, higher car ownership rates 
per family and increasingly inadequate public transport. A problem is experienced in Nork 
where the access roads to backland development are used for parking, thus preventing 
emergency vehicles and refuse vehicles gaining access. This highlights the need to 
consider both parking and road widths when considering new developments. 
 The whole basis of the accessibility calculations is spurious. Please see the comments 
below relating to annex 4. 
2) we suggest that there should be an addition to the  policy which states – ‘and this will 
be regularly monitored and updated if necessary, with clear indications of who is 
responsible for ensuring compliance’. 



The reason for the insert is to ensure that when the measures are adopted they will 
continue until circumstances change.  
We suggest another policy ‘The Council reserves the right to override the Highway 
Authority’s advice when it considers appropriate, appointing its own highway consultants 
if required’.  We appreciate that this may not be an acceptable policy but something 
needs to be done to address the situation whereby the highway authority fails to object to 
planning applications despite problems of safety and severe congestion. This is a 
problem across the county. 
. 
Page 75  TAP 2. 
We support this policy. 
 
Section 4 Climate change resilience and flooding 
 
Page 78  CCF 1. 
We support this approach 
Page 79 CCF 2. 
We support this policy but would have expected some reference to advice from the 
Environment Agency on development in flood zones. 
 
Section 5. Protecting the natural and historic environment 
 
General Comment 
We are concerned that a green infrastructure plan showing protected areas and green 
corridors/ wedges  together with action proposals is not included in the DMP. This is 
necessary to help determine areas for development and should have been available to 
guide the current development proposals. We request it be included in the revised DMP. 
 
Page 83  NHE 1 
We support this policy but have a number of suggestions. 
1) We would like to see reference to the Surrey Hills AONB Master Plan policies being 
applied in the Reigate and Banstead AONB and also confirmation that equal weight will 
be given to the AGLV as the AONB until such time as the boundary is revised. 
 
We would like to see reference in a policy to new landscape designations. This option  
was included in the CS as a possibility and we would like to see the concept included as 
policy in the DMP. So we suggest 
6) ‘Once the AONB boundary review has been complete, the Council will introduce local 
landscape designations to protect areas of high quality countryside which could be at 
risk. .’  
The reason is that there some attractive landscapes, for example  to the west of the A217 
south of Reigate, as well as areas covered by the current  AGLV, which would benefit 
from additional protection. 
 
Page 84   NHE 2 
We support this policy but have a few suggestions; 
1a) We suggest ‘Development which is in or adjacent to the SAC and likely...’ as adjacent 
development can have a harmful effect. (Does the legislation refer to 0.5 km?) 
3a) ii We suggest insert ‘significantly ‘ prior to ‘outweigh the impacts’. 
4b)  We suggest also insert ’appropriate planting’ in the brackets. 



4b)  We suggest add at the end ‘or planning permission will be refused’. 
 
Page 85  NHE 3 
We support this policy but have a number of suggestions; 
2) Greater protection should be given to ancient woodland than other woodland areas. 
We suggest a separate, stronger, policy for ancient woodlands, together with the 
recommended guidance on distance of development from ancient woodland boundaries. 
4) We strongly support the policy of requesting replacement trees where appropriate. 
We suggest an additional policy of encouraging developers to provide street trees where 
appropriate, together with a financial payment to cover maintenance by the county 
council. 
We would like to see an additional policy which proposes the preparation of an easily 
accessible and regularly updated document listing all trees covered by TPOs so local 
residents can monitor if unauthorised works are taking place. The current system is 
difficult to use and many of the TPOs are out of date. 
Perhaps consideration could be given, perhaps in the justification, to indicating that the 
Council will take landowners who damage or fell protected trees to court with the 
prospect of heavy fines. 
 
Page 86  NHE 4. 
As referred to above, we feel strongly that this document should include a plan showing 
the existing green infrastructure and proposed important green corridors/ wedges/ links 
together with a list of actions to improve the green network. It should have been used 
when determining areas for development but in any event should be included in the 
revised DMP. It is our understanding that Surrey County Council and the Surrey Wildlife 
Trust have already done work on this. 
In addition to identifying existing corridors and sites where there is potential for providing 
useful links in rural areas, we would like to see the same concept applied to urban areas 
such as parallel with Bolters Lane in Banstead and through the Preston estate.  
We support the principles behind this policy. 
 
Page 88   NHE 5. 
We support this policy but have a few minor comments. 
There is confusion in the numbering system. 
Although perhaps repeating what is in the CS, there should be a reference to preserving 
openness and functions of the Green Belt. 
We strongly support the continuing treatment of the reserve sites as if in the Green Belt 
until required for development.  
For clarity reasons, we suggest that the note in italics be slightly modified to read ’these 
policy approaches will ‘also’ be applied...’ 
The policy should also refer to structures, in order to ensure the impact on openness is 
kept to a minimum. This could include equipment required for solar farms for example. 
We strongly support the emphasis in 2), at the end of the policy, to resist changes from 
commercial uses to residential and trust this will be applied to the Legal and General site 
in Kingswood. 
 
Page 90   NHE 6. 
1b) We would like to see this policy modified to include light pollution as ménage areas 
often include flood lighting. 
 



Page 92  NHE 7. 
We support this policy 
 
Page 92   NHE 8. 
We suggest 3) is amended to include the phrase ‘...providing any associated 
development is acceptable in terms of its relationship to the listed building, and character 
of the surrounding area.’’ as often the conservation of protected buildings is accompanied 
by enabling development. 
 
Page 93   NHE 9. 
We support this policy. 
 
Page 94   NHE 10. 
We support this policy but suggest that when a field evaluation is carried out there should 
be a requirement that the results are written up within a reasonable time frame. 
 
 
Theme 3 Place Shaping 
 
Section 1 Gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople 
 
Page 98   GTT1 
Page 99 Table on potential sources of traveller accommodation 
2nd point  We support authorisation of currently unauthorised sites where they meet the 
Council requirements on accessibility, appearance and there are no adverse affects on 
the surrounding community. We do not consider that, if the location is acceptable, this 
option should be dismissed on the grounds that it sets a precedent. 
3rd point   We welcome limited extensions of existing sites where there will be no impact 
on the surrounding community or surrounding area. 
5th point  We support provision as part of urban extensions as the sites can be properly 
planned with good access, screening and limited impact on the surrounding population. 
1st and 4th points  We feel it is unlikely that sites will be found in the urban area and we 
are strongly against new sites in the Green Belt. 
We do not understand why provision is being made for travellers who do not meet the 
new definition. 
 
Section 2  Cemetery and crematorium provision. 
 
Page 101   CEM 1 
We support this policy but would prefer there to be an additional point in 1) stating that 
‘There is demonstration of need’. This is because it is recognised that neither new 
cemeteries nor crematoriums are likely to be sited in urban areas. Even if the proposal is 
in countryside not covered by Green Belt designation, there will still be an impact on the 
landscape and probable loss of agricultural land. 
 
 
 
 
 



Section 3 Potential development sites 
 
General comment 
We do not have the detailed information to make reasoned comments on most of the 
sites proposed but remain concerned at the lack of infrastructure and services to support 
the proposed new communities in the urban extensions. We also have reservations on 
the redevelopment of so many small commercial sites with a range of manufacturing, 
service and community functions. 
 
3A Area 1 The North Downs 
We support the Banstead Village R A in their comments on whether there is a need for 
additional retail areas in The Horseshoe in view of changing shopping habits, particularly 
with regard to comparison shopping.  
 
Page 110  BAN 1  
We have reservations on this proposal as it is unlikely that there is sufficient demand for 
additional retail floor space in this location. We are also concerned at the loss of useful 
community and service facilities, and query where these will be relocated. Relocation 
could also affect their viability. There may be a case for piecemeal development of the 
area as small, independent shops could be in character with the rest of the centre.  
 
Page 111 BAN 2 
We object to the extension of the town centre to the west of Bolters Lane. There is no 
justification for this in retail and locational terms. 
We are concerned at the potential loss of community facilities, including the day centre, 
and possible reduction in size of the library and  public car park.  There is also concern at 
the potential loss of mature trees and much of the Urban Open Space which currently 
forms part of an important green corridor through the area. 
We can see that there is development potential, particularly following the move of the 
ambulance station and possible new fire brigade site, but having seen the scale of 
residential development on Surrey CC land at Preston, with little public open space, we 
have concerns on the eventual form of development.  
It is, therefore, difficult to comment constructively without further information on the scale 
of development proposed. We hope that our concerns will be reflected in the final 
proposals. 
 
Page 113  KBH 1 
We accept the intention to develop this site for housing but consider that 35 dwellings is 
excessive bearing in mind that car parking will be required as public transport is poor, 
other than the single railway route, and access to the south, northwest  and west is bad 
apart from by car.  
 
Page 114 BAN 3 
We object to the possible loss or reduction in size of this well used community centre and 
associated parking area. A rebuild is not likely to be viable if financing is dependent on15 
new dwellings. 
We accept that the layout could be more efficient but part of its open setting is necessary 
to provide the setting for Castleton House listed building and link with the Urban Open 
Space to the rear. It should retain its UOS designation.  



We commend the desirability of a public car park serving the eastern part of the centre 
which could include parts of this site, Chucks Meadow and the Woolpack car park, with 
pedestrian links to the High Street. 
 
Page 115  BAN 4 
We agree that it is sensible to omit Netherne from the Green Belt 
 
Page 116  BAN 5 
We strongly support including Babylon Lane/ Lovelands Lane in the Green Belt. The 
original omission was an anomaly. Without protection, the character of this area and 
adjacent countryside could be threatened and encroached on.  
 
Page 27 The Orchard, Banstead High Street 
As stated above, we object to the portion of The Orchard fronting onto Banstead High 
Street being included in the Primary Shopping Frontage with potential development 
pressures at some future date. It is an important part of the green setting for the church 
and is well used for community purposes. It should remain as Urban Open Space. 
 
Page 117  Section 3B  Area 2a Wealden Greensand Ridge Redhill and Merstham 
 
General comment 
We are concerned at the loss of so many small industrial units and  sites containing 
community facilities, without guarantee that alternative locations can be found. We also 
have reservations on the loss of part of the public car park at Gloucester Road which is 
conveniently located. Otherwise, most of the site proposals appear to be acceptable.  
We assume that consideration will be given to locating a travellers’ site in the urban 
extension as it should be possible to identify a site which is sustainable and does not 
harm the surrounding landscape and amenities of local residents. 
 
Page 133 RED 9 
It seems reasonable to remove the hospital from the Green belt providing there are 
adequate safeguards. 
 
Page 134  ERM1 - 5 
We are unable to comment on the urban extension proposals as we have insufficient 
local knowledge but, assuming the land may have to be developed in the plan period, 
which we hope will not be the case, we accept the CS general locations. 
We have concerns of distant views and impact on views from the AONB, including 
Gatton Park. We also have concerns about the impact on the highway system as the A25 
is already heavily congested at peak periods and whether sufficient account has been 
taken of the other infrastructure and service requirements. 
 
We note that there is a requirement in the CS for 500 -700 dwellings yet the 5 sites yield 
only 455 so question whether there is much flexibility even though we are informed that 
no decision has been made on which sites the Council will progress. Perhaps this is 
because sufficient brown field land is identified for development? 
 
It is essential that there is a clear sequence of programmed development and 
infrastructure, with back ground work on the early sites sufficiently advanced to be 
brought forward quickly if required and other Green Belt sites are not to be lost.. 



Page 150  Section 3C Area 2b Wealden Greensand Ridge - Reigate  
 
General comment 
Again we concerned at the loss of small employment areas without replacement 
proposals and the viability of replacing some community facilities/ library.  
We assume that there will be consideration of a potential travellers site in SSW2 as there 
is scope to provide a sustainable site which will not harm the landscape or local 
residents’ amenities. 
 
Page 151  REI 1 
We are concerned about viability if 25 dwellings are to finance a replacement library. 
 
Pages 155 – 183  SSW2, 7, 9 
We do not have the detailed knowledge to comment however are concerned at the 
impact on the capacity of the A217 between south of Woodhatch and Reigate town 
centre which already suffers from severe congestion. 
As for the Merstham/ Redhill extension proposals, we hope that it will be possible to 
reach the housing targets by developing brownfield sites so it will be unnecessary to 
develop these areas in the plan period. However, we note that although no decision has 
yet been taken by the Council, it appears to us that there is little flexibility as the 3 sites 
only give 380 dwellings compared to the 500 -700 stated in the Core Strategy. 
 
Page 164  Section 3D The Low Weald 
 
General comment 
Most proposals seem acceptable subject to overcoming flooding.  
We would have liked to have seen a statement against both a second Gatwick runway 
and the expansion of Redhill aerodrome.in this draft document.. 
 
Page 170  HOR 5 
We are concerned  that 35 new dwellings will not be sufficient to finance a replacement 
library and community facilities with adequate parking. 
 
Page 175  - 180  NWH1 and NWH 2 
Local widening of the river corridor is essential to create a varied green ecological and 
recreational environment. There is a danger that the concept of the river corridor will be 
compromised by promoting too much development. Flooding concerns remain. 
 
Page 184  HOR 9  
There is no explanation of why only the western area is being progressed when 
agreement has been made to investigate the development of land to the east also. We 
wonder if the eastern part is a long term objective or whether the demand does not exist? 
In our opinion, despite pressures from the LEP, we query the demand for a business park 
of this size, bearing in mind vacant floorspace on existing industrial estates in Crawley 
and proposals for new business parks in Horsham and Burgess Hill. The large Legal and 
General site in Kingswood is also shortly to be vacated. 
 
 If it progresses, we welcome the intention to provide an open corridor separating 
Gatwick and Horley and for an area of public open space presumably at the northern end 



of the site. However, without a diagram showing the disposition of land uses it is difficult 
to comment. 
We support a balance of uses including warehousing and small industrial units rather 
than just offices, although doubt that the displaced businesses from elsewhere would be 
able to afford new units of accommodation. 
Presumably there will be less demand for commercial floor space if a second runway at 
Gatwick does not progress. 
We are asked whether the proposal should be explored further, but already the Council 
has commissioned consultants for further work and it would appear that the decision has 
been made. We understand that Surrey County Council has land interests in the area 
and that the Borough council needs to find alternative streams of funding as government 
grants reduce. 
 As there is already a very low local unemployment rate, it would appear that many of the 
workers on the site will be commuting from elsewhere, adding to the already congested 
highway network. So the development would have to be supported by an improved 
highway  infrastructure. There will also be pressure for more housing for employees, 
bearing in mind the existing low unemployment rates, which will put yet further pressure 
on the Green Belt and local countryside. 
 It would also appear that the proposal is, in part, to offset the development of several 
small industrial estates, most of which are some distance from this proposed business 
park. We consider it may be unreasonable to assume they will all be able to relocate to 
this location because of distances and costs involved so request measures will be in 
place to assist successful relocation. 
We also request that should this site be allocated in part for a business park, there will be 
no releases of Green Belt land elsewhere in the Borough for large employers and that 
important employment sites like that of Legal and General in Kingswood will remain in 
employment use. Should this latter site go for housing, we question the Council’s case on 
need for commercial floorspace. 
 
To conclude, in the absence of detailed plans, and more conclusive evidence on 
demand, we have reservations on this proposal. 
 
  HOR 10  
We welcome the suggestion of including the Rural Surrounds of Horley into the Green 
Belt. This would prevent pressures from further encroachment and increased sprawl at 
some future date. We therefore support further exploration of this issue. 
 
Section 4 Infrastructure to support growth 
 
Page 188  INF 1 
It is unfortunate that the information is not yet available in the DMP on how the 
infrastructure will be funded. Surrey County Council’s consultants showed a significant 
shortfall across the county, including Reigate and Banstead.  
We are very sceptical on how health, education and particularly transport capacity can be 
provided for the new development now proposed when there is already a shortfall. For 
example, there is already congestion on the A217 south of Reigate and on the A25 to the 
east of Redhill and this will be exacerbated with the proposed urban extensions.  
 
It is unrealistic to rely on public transport serving the urban extensions and shopping 
areas such as Banstead 



Section 5  Managing land supply 
 
We support MLS 1 but consider that first there should be a new policy confirming the 
emphasis in the CS for developing brown field land first. 
 
Page 191  MLS 1 
We strongly support a policy on phasing the urban extension sites and in the meantime 
treating the land as Green Belt. However, it is disappointing that the policy is not yet 
available for comment. 
 
Page 192  MLS 2 
We appreciate that the Council has to consider the situation beyond the plan period. 
However, already a significant area of Green Belt is likely to be lost. Reigate and 
Banstead is a small authority but has the highest population of all 11 boroughs. The 
infrastructure is likely to be unable to cope with the number of units planned to 2027. 
The Government should be pressured to accommodate the next level of growth outside 
the congested South East. 
If more land is safeguarded it will undoubtedly be developed. It may be a ‘head in the 
sands’ approach, but we consider that no more additional Green Belt land should be 
safeguarded for development. We are already losing too much. 
 
Page 202  Annex 4 Parking Standards 
 
We strongly object to this annex. Parking issues are already a major problem throughout 
the Borough and we consider the proposed standards will increase congestion through 
increased  on-street parking. We welcome the fact that more work is being done on the 
subject and hope that the current proposals will be replaced by a more realistic approach. 
 
There should be  recognition that adequate visitors’ parking should be provided in all new 
developments. We also request that when considering parking availability on new 
housing developments, care should be taken when counting a drive as one unit when it 
also serves a garage. Not only are many garages used for storage, but if access is 
required to the garage, the car in the drive will tend to be parked on the street. 
Research needs to look at how people live and, with the decline in public transport, the 
increased dependency on the car. 
 
Page 202   Residential standards 
We consider that at a time of rising car ownership levels, more children having their own 
vehicles,  and falling public transport services, particularly buses, it is essential that the 
standards are realistic. It is no good stating they are minimum standards. Developers will 
work towards these standards and object to anything higher. There should also be the 
additional requirement for developers to provide visitors parking and take into account 
the increasing trend for workers’ vans to be brought back home. An evening visit to the 
Preston estate illustrates the point. 
For example, it should be assumed that in 2 and 3 bed dwellings there will be a 
requirement for at least 2 parking spaces. With 4 – 5+ bed units the ratio should take into 
account children’s parking requirements. This is regardless of the accessibility 
assessments and need for visitors parking. To suggest that 2 – 2.5 spaces are adequate 
for medium and low accessibility 5 bed plus dwellings is unrealistic. It is also difficult to 
understand   why flats have a lower requirement than houses..                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 



All these standards will also require an additional requirement for visitors parking. Our 
roads are already far too cluttered because of parked cars leading to access problems for 
emergency vehicles.   
We therefore welcome the proposal to do more research on these parking requirements. 
 
Page 203  Accessibility assessment 
We suggest that although it is desirable to use public transport, this approach is 
unrealistic  in areas where services are poor and getting worse. 
 For walkers, proximity to a bus stop is meaningless if the bus only goes once an hour 
on a single route. 5 points for a site within 200m of such a stop takes little account of the 
number of journeys and range of destinations the average household makes. The same 
applies to proximity to the nearest railway station. Tadworth for example is on a single 
route with poor frequency so it is misleading to award high accessibility points for 
residents living within 400m of the station. In the case of Banstead, no account would 
seem to have been taken of delays in crossing the A217 to reach the poorly located 
station. As a general comment, the walking times appear optimistic. 
Similar arguments can be made against the logic of the public transport standards. 
We support the inclusion of frequency of services but with the train service, there is no 
reference to the range of destinations. Tadworth is on the Tattenham Corner line but not 
only is the service very unreliable but it goes only to south London. Trips in many other 
direction cannot be done by rail or will entail several changes. 
 
The Plan on page 206 suggests that most of the settled parts of northern part of Reigate 
and Banstead have good accessibility to train services. However, as stated above, 
there is little account of the problems in reaching  the railway stations, and no account is 
taken of the limited destinations and poor frequency of services of many of the stations.  
 
Although we support the principles of sustainability, there has to be a good public 
transport system. As it is unlikely that there will improvements, particularly with the bus 
servies declining, we would like to see higher parking standards in residential areas and 
on sites near or involving  town centre development. Not only will low standards result in 
more parking in the surrounding residential streets, adversely affecting their environment 
but the vitality and viability of a centre may be adversely affected if there is inadequate 
parking provision. 
 
Page 207 – 209 Non-residential standards 
We strongly object to these being maximum standards with no account being taken of the 
availability of public transport.  
 
Residential institutions 
There are parking problems with many buildings of this type because insufficient account 
is taken of staff parking, servicing needs and visitors parking. The proposed standards 
are too low, particularly as no account is taken of the lack of public transport availability 
and need to work unsocial hours. At the very least, there should be a minimum 
requirement and we suggest that the requirement be similar to that of hospitals.  
 
Other uses 
No account is taken of the location of the facilities. For example dwellings with up to 6 
young professional or student occupiers will require more spaces than proposed if there 
is no public transport. The same applies to churches where there is poor public transport, 



field sports normally require 1 space per playing participant plus spectator parking if 
appropriate, and the golf course standard seems low, taking no account use of the club 
house and longer stays on site.   
We request that there needs to be more flexibility with these standards which takes into 
account the location and the availability of parking in the vicinity of the site and public 
transport services. We are concerned that developers will rely on these maximum 
standards even if they are totally unrealistic in particular locations.  
 
In conclusion, although it appears fine on paper to calculate accessibility levels and from 
that calculate residential car parking requirements, in practice it oversimplifies the 
complexity of travel patterns and the dependence on the private car. Similarly the non-
residential standards need further consideration, especially as with these standards  no 
account is taken of accessibility and public transport.  
 
We request that all these standards are re-examined and tested on some recent 
developments. 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
There is much we like in the draft DMP document and we support many of the new 
policies and policy changes proposed in order to overcome problems arising from the 
2005 Local Plan. .  
 
It is difficult to comment on some topics as the policies have yet to be published.  
Our main concerns relate to the lack of infrastructure to support the new development 
and the inadequacies of the parking standards. 
We objected strongly to the housing targets and loss of large areas of Green Belt at the 
time the Core Strategy was being prepared. However, we have to accept that there will 
be losses in the urban extension areas if the 5 year target cannot be met. 
 
We hope that many of our concerns and recommendations can be accommodated in the 
Section 19 deposit version of the Plan. 
 
 
 


