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Nutfield Parish Council’s Consultation Response –  
Reigate and Banstead BC’s “Development Management Plan 2018-2027 
Proposed Submission Published for Representations”  
 
Nutfield Parish Council (the Parish Council) has not previously submitted responses to Reigate and 
Banstead BC’s (the Borough Council) Local Plan making documentation, because to date none of its 
proposals have had adverse implications for its residents, local businesses and its rural environment. 
 
This representation only relates to one matter, namely the Borough Council’s  proposal to safeguard Green 
Belt land on the Parish’s western boundary for future development post 2027 (SAS1). The proposed 
safeguarded land includes that part of Redhill Aerodrome (an operational general aviation facility) which is 
within the Borough Council’s boundary with the remainder coming under Tandridge DC’s administrative 
control. 
 
Tandridge DC has already undertaken a Regulation 18 consultation (Local Plan: Garden Village1) on the 
Aerodrome’s suitability as a potential location for residential development.  In its response to this document 
the Parish Council identified 50 reasons why this location was not suitable for a Garden Village, and this 
part of the Parish Council’s response is attached for information (Appendix 1). 
 

Introduction  
 
Nutfield Parish Council is a largely rural parish located within Tandridge DC’s administrative boundary, but 
adjacent to the district council’s western boundary with Reigate and Banstead BC.  Situated between the 
town of Redhill to the west and Godstone to the east, all of the Parish lies within the Green Belt and part is 
within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  All three of its settlements are “washed over” by the Green 
Belt.   

 
Although the Parish Council has a limited remit in respect of planning issues, it has developed an 

acknowledged expertise on planning matters.  It has played a significant role in opposing previous planning 

applications made by the owners of Redhill Aerodrome (part of SAS1, the proposed site for safeguarding), 

and is playing an active role in responding to Tandridge DC’s emerging Local Plan.   

The Parish Council has been engaged in Tandridge DC’s plan making process from the initial stages. It is 

producing regular updates for its Parishioners, taking up opportunities to represent the interests of its local 

businesses, residents and those working in the Parish, and making substantive comments on all three of 

Tandridge DC’s Regulation 18 Local Plan consultations. All of the Parish Councillors have attended 

briefings on the Local Plan process, and Councillors meet with Tandridge DC’s Leader, representatives 

from its Planning Committee and the Local Plan Manager as issues arise. 

The Parish Council’s Representation   
 
Until the publication of this Regulation 19 document the Borough Council’s search for locations suitable for 

an urban extension to the east of Redhill did not extend south of the Redhill to Tonbridge railway line.  In its 

adopted Core Strategy2, its Regulation 18 Development Management Consultation3 and this document4 the 

search area still remains north of the railway.  Also SAS1 inclusion is not listed in the Borough Council’s 

“Summary of changes between Regulation 18 and Regulation 19”.   

SAS1’s late inclusion has meant that the many significant issues, which the Parish Council and its 

Parishioners would have raised about its suitability for safeguarding at a Regulation 18 consultation, are not 

appropriate at this stage in the plan making process. It is also unfortunate that the Borough Council has 

failed to take into account its own Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment of SAS15.              

                                                             
1 
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%

20plan%202033/Garden%20Villages%20Consultation%20documents/Local-Plan-GV-document.pdf 
2 Figure 11, page 44 
3 Page 118 http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4031/dmp_reg19_consultation_final_jan2018_web 
4 Figure 3, page 93 
5 Site EW08,  pages 12 – 14, Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 
Appendix 2.2a: Sites Promoted for Housing Area 2a, January 2018 
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This assessment highlights a number of policy and other constraints to its development. Its concluding 

statement set out in its Summary is that “There is a reasonable prospect that the site would be made 

available for housing development and that development would be achievable. However, the site is not 

considered to be suitable for housing development. The site is therefore not currently considered to be 

developable. Overcoming constraints: assembly; strategic policy change; contamination; access; heritage 

impact; archaeological impact; facilities/ services; public transport accessibility; flood risk/ mitigation”.   

The Parish Council also finds it misleading to label SAS1 as “Redhill Aerodrome”.  The proposed area for 

safeguarding is far more extensive than its curtilage and adjoins existing built up areas.  For this reason the 

proposed safeguarded location will be referred to as SAS1 throughout this representation.   

Having reviewed the relevant sections of the adopted Core Strategy, the Regulation 19 Development 

Management Plan and Borough Council’s supporting evidence, the Parish Council has reached the 

conclusion that the decision to safeguard SAS1 is not consistent with national policy and the adopted Core 

Strategy and/or is not evidenced and justified on the following six grounds:  

Ground 1 - Safeguarding SAS1 is not consistent with the Borough Council’s Core Strategy. 
 
Ground 2 - Safeguarding SAS1 land is not consistent with existing planning and other advice for general 
aviation facilities and fails to consider possible amendments to the NPPF.  
 
Ground 3 - There is no necessity for the Borough Council to safeguard SAS1 now.  

Ground 4 - The assessment process is not evidenced and justified.   

 
Ground 5 - The safeguarding site selection process is not evidenced and justified. 
 
Ground 6 - SAS1 is not genuinely available for development. 

For each ground the Parish Council outlines the reasons why it believes that the Borough Council is in 
contravention of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and /or its own Core Strategy and/or 
relevant planning advice and/or case law.  
 

Ground 1 - Safeguarding SAS1 is not consistent with the Borough Council’s Core Strategy 

 
A Development Management Plan should not over-ride any principles laid down in an adopted Core 

Strategy.  This is acknowledged in this document “The overall scale of growth has already been set through 

the Core Strategy and is not being revisited, nor are the general spatial principles of where new 

development will be located”6, yet this Development Management Plan is attempting to do so. 

In the Parish Council’s view SAS1 should not be safeguarded for future development as it not consistent 
with the approved Core Strategy for the reasons set out below.   
 
1.1 Developing a new stand-alone settlement within the Metropolitan Green Belt is not an option that is 
consistent with Policy CS6 (Allocation of Land for Development) “urban area first” approach.   
 
SAS1’s selection as a safeguarded site demonstrates a new policy approach which is not consistent with the 
Borough Council’s approved Core Strategy 2012 – 2027.  
 
At the Core Strategy’s examination there was a discussion about a potential longer- term growth 
opportunity (“East of Salfords”).  The Planning Inspector reached the conclusion that “…because a large 
scale of development would be necessary, and because East of Salfords does not adjoin a main urban 
area, its identification at present would not be consistent with the overall spatial strategy of medium-size 
extensions to established urban areas”7 . In the Parish Council’s opinion the Planning Inspector’s 
recommendation is still valid and applies equally to SAS1. 
 
 

                                                             
6 Page 1, Report to Reigate & Banstead Borough Council by Martin Pike BA MA MRTPI,  31st January 2014 
7 Paragraph 58, page 16 ibid  
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1.2 There is no evidence or justification for SAS1’s removal from the Green Belt as required by Policy CS3 
(Green Belt). 
 
Paragraph 3 of this policy sets out the circumstances under which “In exceptional circumstances land may 

be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for development through the plan making process”.  In the 

Parish Council’s view the Borough Council has failed to provide robust evidence that there are “exceptional 

circumstances” to warrant its removal. 

This was also an issue that was debated during the Core Strategy’s examination.  The Planning Inspector 

concluded that “…the exceptional circumstances justifying Green Belt release through the plan-making 

process would only exist if there is an overriding need for the development to achieve the strategic 

objectives and policies of the Core Strategy, and either (i) all possible options for development outside the 

Green Belt have been exhausted, or (ii) the development would represent a significantly more sustainable 

option than development on non-Green Belt land.8”.  As the Borough Council has identified sufficient 

housing allocations, including reserves, for the entire life of the adopted Core Strategy, the removal of 

SAS1 Green Belt status is not required now.     

Also the Borough Council commissioned Ove Arup and Partners (Arup) to produce an advice note on 

”exceptional circumstances”, but it has failed to follow Arup’s recommendation to produce a topic paper “To 

help in matters of soundness… One common theme that has emerged is that the evidence, justification, 

rationale and overall case needs to be specific to each local planning authority, and that there is no one-

size-fits-all method or standard solution that can be prescribed”9.  

As the Arup’s Report highlights “The review of policy, case law, and good practice shows that there is no 

formal methodology to follow in order to demonstrate exceptional circumstances. However, it is clear that 

significant justification will need to be set out, which showcases the unique and particular aspects that face 

the local planning authority considering altering Green Belt boundaries”10.  

Unlike other local planning authorities the Borough Council has failed to produce documented evidence and 

consequently has failed to provide the necessary evidence, rationale and justification for SAS1’s removal 

from the Green Belt.   

1.3 Safeguarding SAS1 is not consistent with Policy CS10 (Sustainable development). 
 
In the Parish Council’s view the Borough Council’s safeguarding of SAS1 is not consistent either NPPF 
Paragraph 84 which states that “When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 
authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development”, or Policy 
CS10 (Sustainable Development).  
 
In his examination of the Core Strategy the Planning Inspector also highlighted that in justifying the release 
of Green Belt land “…there should be either no conflict with the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt or, 
at worst, limited conflict. Because sustainable development lies at the heart of the Core Strategy, its 
promotion is implicit in the need to achieve the Plan’s strategic objectives”11 
 
The Borough’s decision making process through which development of SAS1 is deemed to be a 
sustainable pattern is not robust and defensible for the reasons set out below: 
 
1.3.1 The findings of the Borough Council’s “Sustainability Appraisal” differ significantly from Tandridge 
DC’s. 
 
Both the Borough Council and Tandridge DC have used the same Sustainability Appraisal matrix to assess 
the sustainability of developing their respective portions of this cross boundary site. These assessments 
differ significantly with the Borough Council’s12 being significantly more positive than Tandridge DC’s which 
was independently verified (attached as Appendix 2 to this Representation)13.  
 

                                                             
8 Page 14, Report to Reigate & Banstead Borough Council by Martin Pike BA MA MRTPI,  31st January 2014 
9 Section 5, page 5, Appendix 2, Safeguarded Land Report 
10 Section 4.1, 1st paragraph, ibid 
11 ibid 
12 Appendix 6, page 332. Safeguarded Land Report 
13 Sustainability Appraisal for Tandridge District Council Regulation 18 - Potential Garden Village Locations August 2017  
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In its response to Tandridge DC’s Garden Village consultation the Parish Council highlighted that “A 
“garden village” at this location would not meet the “sustainable development” requirements that 
fundamentally underpin the NPPF. Tandridge DC’s Sustainability Appraisal (August 2017) demonstrates 
that….  Of the four potential locations [for a garden village] it has the fewest “green lights” (demonstrating a 
positive effect)… Even if all of Tandridge DC’s “garden village” objectives… were delivered, the Aerodrome 
remains the location where their mitigating effects are least successful in improving its sustainability”.   
 
1.3.2 Transport issues seriously undermine SAS1’s sustainability. 
 
The major drawback with the development of SAS1 is its distance from existing transport hubs and the 
inadequacy of the existing rural road network. 
 
The Borough Council’s Sustainability Appraisal highlights that “However, public transport remains a 
concern - there is no nearby train station, and the closest buses currently pass 0.4km away from the site 
and run only once per hour, although the size of the site may justify improvements to the public transport 
network in the area. This may counteract the distance from existing services. Access is through Mason's 
Bridge Road and Kings Mill Road, neither of which currently have pedestrian pavements”14. As such it fails 
the Borough Council’s Sustainable Development Walking Accessibility test as the location is in excess of 
20 minutes walking distance to Redhill Town centre and the Railway Station15.   
 
Even if the road network were to be improved this would still undermine the sustainability of a residential 
development at this location.  In response to Tandridge DC’s Regulation 18 “Local Plan: Garden Village” 
consultation Nutfield Conservation Society’s Highways Consultant submitted a detailed technical analysis 
of the highways and transport implications of development at Redhill Aerodrome (attached as Appendix 3 
to this representation).  
 
Her conclusions were that “In the absence of any substantive technical evidence supporting the master 
plan and the site representations, the Nutfield Conservation Society objects to the Garden Village proposal 
at Redhill Aerodrome particularly on grounds of:  
 

 Highways impact – the development will impose a very high volume of traffic onto local roads and will 
have a severe impact on the operation of those roads, both during initial phases of development, and with 
any M23 link road in place. There is no evidence provided that adequate measures could be taken to 
ensure no significant impact is borne by local residents and communities as a result of the development. In 
addition, the absence of a Strategic Traffic Model means that the impact on the strategic road network and 
the effects of traffic reassignment are unknown and unevidenced.  
 

 Road safety – the alignment and geometry of local roads, as well as the absence of any opportunity to 
significant add improve those roads will, when combined with the increase in traffic along those roads, 
exacerbate local road safety issues, particularly in relation to pedestrian and cyclist safety;  
 

 Environmental Impact – noise and air quality will be significantly impacted due to this development, 
particularly with the elevated nature of the link road over the roads in South Nutfield, and the overwhelming 
increase in road traffic that can be anticipated as a result of the development”.  
 
1.3.3 The assessment process lacks clarity, is inconsistent and there is a lack of rigour throughout the 
process. 
 
In the Parish Council’s view the assessment process is seriously flawed.  There is inconsistency across the 
different assessments, these unconnected assessments are then consolidated without any consideration 
that some were undertaken at a spatial level and others at an individual site level, and then each site is 
allocated an overall grading by a scoring process that is neither adequately explained nor independently 
verified16.    
 
 
 
 

                                                             
14 Indicator 4, page 911, Sustainability Appraisal Report October 2017 
15 Pages 205 and 206, Regulation 18 Development Management Plan consultation 
16 Appendix 7, Safeguarded Land Report 
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1.4 This location is not in accordance with Policy CS4 
 
The Borough Council’s own Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment for Redhill Aerodrome 
(EW09) highlights that “The site does not lie within a location contemplated for housing development 
through Policy CS4 of the Core Strategy”17. 
 

Ground 2 - Safeguarding SAS1 land is not consistent with existing planning and other 
advice for general aviation facilities and fails to consider possible amendments to the 
NPPF.  
 
The Government is currently showing an increased interest in general aviation matters.  The influential All-
Party Group on General Aviation has been in correspondence with the Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government highlighting their concerns about the number of general aviation 
airfields and aerodromes under threat of closure.   
 
In response the Secretary of State has asked his officials to review the existing NPPF policy guidelines for 
general aviation facilities in consultation with their colleagues in the Department of Transport.   Also the 
Secretary of State for Transport has recently appointed for the first time a General Aviation Champion. 
 
In its assessment and selection of SAS1 for safeguarding the Borough Council has failed to pay any regard 
to existing planning and other advice for general aviation facilities or to consider the impact of possible 
changes to the NPPF due to be announced this Spring (2018).   
 

Existing Planning Advice 
 
2.1 The Borough Council has failed to take into account national planning policy in safeguarding SAS1. 
 
In the Parish Council’s opinion safeguarding SAS1 is not currently consistent with national planning and 
other advice.  In the absence of a Core Strategy policy in respect of Redhill Aerodrome (a general aviation 
airfield) national planning policy applies.  The Secretary of State’s letter dated 9 October 2017 summarises 
the relevant planning advice that should be followed, namely that “When assessing any planning proposal 
involving an airfield the local authority will need to take into account its plan policies, as well as national 
policy on airfields protection set out in the Framework18.”  
 
Also the Department of Transport’s Aviation Policy Framework (2013) states that “In preparing their local 
plans, local authorities are required to have regard to policies and advice issued by the Secretary of State. 
This includes the Aviation Policy Framework, to the extent it is relevant to a particular local authority area, 
along with other relevant planning policy and guidance”19. 
 
2.2 The Borough Council is failing to safeguard SAS1 for aviation use. 
 
The Borough Council has failed to pay regard to the Aviation Policy Framework in selecting SAS1 for 
safeguarding.  This Framework highlights that “The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes 
clear that local planning authorities should ‘identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and 
routes which could be critical in developing infrastructure to widen choice’. This could apply to airport 
infrastructure”20.    
 
With all of the general aviation airfields in Surrey threatened with closure, Redhill Aerodrome is becoming 
an increasingly important part of Surrey’s infrastructure.  The Aerodrome is already the home to the Surrey 
Police helicopter, the most up to date helicopter operated by Surrey Sussex and Kent Ambulance Service,   
and the BBC News and SKY News helicopters.  It also plays an important role by providing both fixed wing 
and helicopter training facilities for new pilots.   
 

                                                             
17 Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) Appendix 2.2a: Sites Promoted 
for Housing Area 2a January 2018 

 
18 http://www.generalaviationappg.uk/all-party-group-on-general-aviation-calls-on-local-government-department-to-take-urgent-action/ 
19 Paragraph 5.6, page 74 - https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/153776/aviation-policy-framework.pdf 
20 Paragraph 5.8, page 74 - ibid 
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This training activity is likely to increase with Biggin Hill Airport’s recent announcement that it is “…no 
longer suitable for high volume low cost light aviation, in particular ab-initio training…We have spoken to 
Redhill and understand from them that they would be pleased to offer space to any owners seeking to 
relocate” (full text of letter reproduced in Appendix 4 of this representation).   
 
2.3 Redhill Aerodrome plays a role in the local and regional economy  
 
The Borough Council has failed to assess the economic benefits that Redhill Aerodrome brings to the local 
and regional economy in selecting SAS1 for safeguarding.   
 
In his letter dated 9 October 2017 the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government 
highlights that a local planning authority “…should also have regard to the Aviation Policy Framework which 
makes clear that maintaining a national network of airfields is vital to the success of the sector and sets out 
Government Policies to allow aviation to continue making a significant contribution to the economy”21. 
 
As the Aviation Policy Framework also highlights “The business and general aviation (GA) is important to 
the UK. Its contribution to the economy has been estimated at £1.4 billion per annum. The sector delivers 
vital services, including search and rescue, mail delivery, life-saving (organ) transport, law enforcement, 
aerial survey and environmental protection flights, as well as underpinning the training of future pilots,  
ground-based aircraft engineers and technicians….[a] strategic review of the sector has acknowledged its 
growing economic importance, particularly for the British and European manufacturing industry”22. 

 
Possible amendments to the NPPF 
 
2.3 It is anticipated that the revised and updated NPPF due to published this Spring (2018) may set out a 
new planning policy approach in respect of general aviation airfields.   
 
The influential All-Party Group on Parliamentary Group on General Aviation has been in correspondence 
with the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government seeking a review of the 
Government’s planning policy on general aviation airports and airfields on the grounds that it “…does not 
believe that a national network of airfield can be maintained through a series of disconnected, disjointed 
local planning decisions”.   
 
It has asked that the NPPF be amended to “strengthen protection for airfields alongside the need to build 
more homes across the country, and specifically it “has proposed amendments to Paragraphs 33 and 41 of 
the existing framework, as well as Annex 2, to specifically state that ports, airports and airfields should be 
preserved and not lost to other forms of development”23   
 
The Secretary of State has now asked his officials to review the existing planning policy on general aviation 
airfields and aerodromes in liaison with their counterparts in the Department of Transport24.  
 

Ground 3 -There is no necessity for the Borough Council to safeguard SAS1 now.  
 
The Parish Council is aware that there is an absence of guidance “on how to interpret the national policy on 
safeguarded land, nor any consistent pattern discernible from Local Plan examinations”25 leaving planning 
authorities with a relatively high degree of discretion in making judgements.  Nonetheless in the Parish 
Council’s opinion the Borough Council does not need to safeguard any land at this time for the following 
reasons.   
 
All references in Grounds 3 - 5 that follow relate to the Borough Council’s Development Management Plan 
(Regulation 19) evidence document “Safeguarded land for development beyond the plan period” unless 
otherwise stated. 

 

                                                             
21 http://www.generalaviationappg.uk/all-party-group-on-general-aviation-calls-on-local-government-department-to-take-urgent-action/ 
22 Paragraph 1.12, page 18 - https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/153776/aviation-policy-framework.pdf 
23 http://www.generalaviationappg.uk/all-party-group-on-general-aviation-calls-on-local-government-department-to-take-urgent-action 
24 http://www.generalaviationappg.uk/all-party-group-welcomes-communities-secretarys-pledge-to-look-again-at-issues-facing-general-aviation/ 
25 Planning Advisory Service’s advice note ‘The Big Issues – Green Belt’ - Update February 2015 



Nutfield Parish Council – Response to Regulation 19 DMP   7 of 13 
 

3.1 The Borough Council is not under a statutory requirement to identify safeguarded land. 

There is ministerial guidance confirming that there is no requirement for a local planning authority to 

safeguard land for a period beyond the life of its Core Strategy. 

In October 2013 the Planning Minister confirmed in response to a concern raised regarding the City of 
York’s proposed safeguarding of land that “there is nothing in the Localism Act 2011, in the NPPF or in any 
aspect of Government planning policy that requires someone to plan beyond 15 years. So, anybody who is 
suggesting that there is any requirement to safeguard land or wrap it up in wrapping paper and ribbons for 
the future development between 2030 and 2050 is getting it wrong. There is no reason for it and my hon. 
Friend can knock that suggestion straight back to wherever it came from.”26  

3.2 The Borough is not under an obligation to identify any safeguarded land as it does not meet the “where 
necessary” criteria27. 

The Development Management Plan confirms that the Borough Council has identified sufficient land to 
meet its agreed housing requirement for the period 2012 – 2027, and that it has also identified reserve 
urban extension developments that “…will be needed as development opportunities in the existing urban 
areas start to become more limited. Their development will be triggered if the Council is unable to 
demonstrate that it has a five year supply of housing land available”28.   

Other planning authorities in a similar position have chosen not to safeguard any land to meet housing 

needs beyond their plan period, an approach which has not been questioned by Planning Inspectors. 

3.3 The imminent publication of revised and updated NPPF is likely to provide additional guidance on 

safeguarding. 

In the Parish Council’s view the Borough Council should not safeguard SAS1 until it is known whether the 

imminent updated and revised NPPF will have made any changes to the safeguarding terminology 

In May 2014 the Planning Minister confirmed that when the NPPF is reviewed the wording and terminology 

used in the NPPF’s provisions on safeguarding land for future development would be reviewed to see if “we 

can better clarify that wording29.   

3.4 The Development Management Plan demonstrates that the Borough Council meets the only statutory 

requirement. 

The Borough Council is required to always have a five year supply of housing allocations, and it has 
confirmed that it “….currently meets its target for a five year housing land supply.  This Development 
Management Plan also allocates sites that in the Council’s opinion will continue to achieve this target for 

the duration of the current plan period”30. 

The Borough Council recognises that “beyond the Plan period there is a probability that Green Belt land will 
be required in order to achieve some additional housing to meet local need”31 .  Should SAS1 be required 

then the Borough Council has until 2022 to safeguard it. It does not need to do so now. 

Doing so now blights the safeguarded land for the next 15 years resulting in uncertainty for its occupiers, 
owners and businesses.  Also a series of recent planning appeals have demonstrated that removing land 
from the Green Belt so far ahead of any prospect of its development, has enabled developers to put 
pressure on local planning authorities to release it earlier than scheduled. 
 
 

 

                                                             
26 Official Report, 24 October 2013; Vol. 569, c. 193WH –

(https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm140513/halltext/140513h0002.htm#14051374000002)  
27 NPPF Paragraph 85, bullet point 3 
28 Page 5 
29 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm140513/halltext/140513h0002.htm#14051374000002 
30 Paragraph 4.5, page 7 
31 Paragraph 4.5, page 7 
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Ground 4 - The assessment process is not evidenced and justified. 
 
The Borough Council’s assessment process is seriously undermined as it is limited only to land within its 
boundary.  Specifically this incomplete analysis has not taken account of the impact of such a large 
settlement on the neighbouring communities, has ignored Redhill Aerodrome’s planning history, has under-
estimated this location’s contribution to Green Belt purposes and the impact upon on the location’s 
landscape and countryside. 
 
4.1 The impact upon neighbouring communities has not adequately been taken into account. 
 
Developing a stand-alone settlement at this location will be hugely detrimental for the nearby settlements 
and the retained areas of Green Belt land. 
 
As the Borough Council’s Green Belt review of sites highlights “The parcel lies within the gap between the 
built-up areas of Earlswood/Salfords in the borough of Reigate & Banstead and the village settlement of 
South Nutfield in the district of Tandridge. The existing settlement gap is approximately 1.95km.  
Release of the parcel would introduce a new urban area between these existing settlements/ villages. The 
settlement gap would be eroded by this development32.    
Allowing residential development on SAS1, together with the extensive land required  within Tandridge DC, 
would create an urban town commensurate in size with Horley (2011 Census Data), and effectively merge 
Nutfield, Redhill, Salfords, South Earlswood and Whitebushes into an urban sprawl with limited areas of 
physical separation. 
 
4.2 No regard has been paid to Redhill Aerodrome’s recent history of refused planning applications 

confirming its Green Belt status. 

The Parish Council has been unable to find any evidence that the Aerodrome’s planning history has been 

taken into account in assessing SAS1 under the Borough Council’s Green Belt review.  In the Parish 

Council’s opinion this is a significant oversight. 

On 16 October 2017 the Borough Council refused a retrospective planning application for “Engineering 

works to resurface, straighten and widen Taxiway C/D”.  One of the two grounds was “The proposal, by 

virtue of the extensive additional hard surfacing, constitutes inappropriate development within the 

Metropolitan Green Belt which would erode the openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the purposes 

thereof. The considerations in favour of the proposal are insufficient to clearly outweigh the harm to the 

Green Belt and any other harm, including the detriment to neighbour amenity from additional noise and 

disturbance due to loss of natural winter respite from flying, so as to constitute very special circumstances. 

As such, the proposal would be contrary to policy Co1 of the Reigate and Banstead Borough Local Plan 

2005, CS1 and CS3 of the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy and the provisions of the National 

Planning Policy Framework”33. 

Prior to this decision in 2014 the Aerodrome’s Green Belt status was tested in the Court of Appeal (Civil 
Division) on appeal from the High Court of Justice, Queens Bench Division Planning Court 
(CO/1361/2014).  This ruling confirmed the Aerodrome’s Green Belt purposes and also set precedent for 
subsequent legal cases in relation to the interpretation of “any other harm” in NPPF Paragraph 88. 

 
4.3 Safeguarding SAS1 may compromise the Metropolitan Green Belt boundary. 

 

The Parish Council has been unable to ascertain from the evidence documents where the boundary for any 
retained Metropolitan Green Belt east of Redhill, if there is any, would be drawn.   National Planning Policy 
requires Green Belt boundaries to be defined “clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable 
and likely to be permanent” and “capable of enduring beyond the plan period”34.  It is unclear whether Part 
of SAS1 is located in or near to the area where the Green Belt to the east of Redhill closely adjoins the 
Borough Council’s boundary and is at narrowest.   

 
 

                                                             
32 Page 262, Appendix 5 “Green Belt Review of Sites” 
33 Application Reference: 16/01043/F -  https://bdsdocs.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/Planning/StreamDocPage/obj?DocNo=3503970&content=obj.pdf 
34 NPPF Paragraph 85 
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4.4 The Borough Council’s assessment of SAS1’s contribution to Green Belt purposes is flawed35. 
 
Had the entire proposed location for a stand-alone settlement been assessed, then in the Parish Council’s 
opinion the Borough Council’s assessment of the importance of this location in meeting the five Green Belt 
Purposes would have been higher:   
 
Purpose 1 is “To check the unrestricted sprawl of a large built-up area” which is assessed as of “moderate 
importance”.  It is the Parish Council’s view that had the entire area been assessed, then it would have 
been rated as “high” as highlighted in paragraph 4.1. 
    
Tandridge DC’s SWOT analysis of the suitability of this location for a Garden Village confirms the important 
role that SAS1’s Green Belt status plays.  One of the threats highlighted is “Coalescence with Redhill, 
Reigate and South Nutfield”36 and it highlights that the Aerodrome’s Green Belt status prevents the merging 
of the settlements of Earlswood, Salfords, South Nutfield and Whitebushes.   
 
4.5 The full impact on the location’s landscape and countryside has not been adequately assessed. 
 
One of the 12 principles set out in NPPF Paragraph 17 is that planning should “… take account of the 
different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the 
Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside”.   
 
The Borough Council’s Sustainability Appraisal concludes that the impact on this location’s “…landscape 
character is likely to be negative due to the size of such a site in a currently undeveloped area [SAS1]”37.  
Given that SAS1 only comprises approximately 40% of the land required for the development of a stand-
alone settlement, the sheer volume of the development would be more than negative. 
 
In addition the land that would be required for a stand-alone settlement within Tandridge DC’s boundary 
contains the following:  

 Ancient Woodland – there are small parcels of Ancient Woodland within the Aerodrome location and 
immediately adjacent to its perimeter, and Furzefield Wood which is a potential Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (SNCI) would be harmed if this location was selected. The existence of such 
woodland was identified as a “weakness” in Tandridge DC’s SWOT analysis of this location (Spatial 
Approaches Topic Paper: Garden Village Consultation, August 2017), and its “Sustainability Appraisal” 
highlights that “Given the scale of development at the potential Garden Village location, there is the 
potential for these areas of Ancient Woodland to be adversely effected through increased recreational 
pressure, reduced air quality and loss of supporting habitat” (page 49). 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) – development at the Aerodrome would adversely impact 
upon the setting and views from the proposed extension of the Surrey Hills AONB.   Both the Borough 
Council and Tandridge DC in their assessments of the suitability of this have failed to take this into 
account. In its response to Tandridge DC’s Garden Village Consultation the Parish Council highlighted 
this mistake by pointing out that “Tandridge District Landscape and Visual Assessment” (August 2017)38 
acknowledges that “The outlook from the Greensand Way and the setting to a candidate area of the 
AONB, to the north, is a constraint to development. Views from the Greensand Way above the village of 
South Nutfield include the north facing fields close to Staplehurst Farm which are prominent and 
unrelated to the airfield. The aerodrome buildings are noticeable in the view as are the central and 
southern areas of the airfield; the northern extents of the airfield are partially screened by the intervening 
trees and hedgerows.  These are middle distance views from the Greensand Way, where the potential 
development area is open to view and would be seen in conjunction with South Nutfield leading to visual 
coalescence.     The combination of South Nutfield and the new settlement is likely to have a significant 
impact on the rural outlook of the Greensand Way and the candidate area for the AONB”.  

 
 Also the promoter’s current master plan is proposing to screen development at this location using trees.  

In the Parish Council’s view as the Aerodrome is effectively located in a “bowl” surrounded by ridges, not 
just the from the Greensand Way as noted above, it will not be possible to fully screen a “garden village” 
from these viewpoints and the issue of visual coalescence would seem to be unresolvable.   

                                                             
35 Page 261 – 263,  Appendix 5 “Green Belt Review of Sites”  
36 Spatial Approaches Topic Paper: Garden Village Consultation August 2017 
37 Pages 914 – 915, Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Sustainability Appraisal Report October 2017 
38Local Plan: Garden Villages Consultation (Regulation 18) - 
http://consult.tandridge.gov.uk/portal/planning_policy/gv/gv?pointId=4625105#document-4625105 
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 Listed buildings – across the boundary in Tandridge DC selecting this location would have a detrimental 
effect on the setting of a significant number of listed buildings. Tandridge DC’s Sustainability Appraisal 
only focused on the land within the Aerodrome’s existing boundary, but it noted that “there are ten Grade 
II Listed Buildings within 100m of the edge of the perimeter” and that the “setting of these buildings may 
be adversely affected by development of this potential Garden Village location” (paragraph 3.5.3). 

 Low Weald Farmland - there would be a loss of high grade farmland. Tandridge DC’s Sustainability 
Appraisal identifies that this location contains “…approximately 50% Grade 3 agricultural land and 50% 
Grade 4…..It is anticipated that some of the best and most versatile agricultural land may be lost” if this 
location was developed39. Furthermore its loss would be contrary to the development guidance for Low 
Weald Farmland (Surrey Landscape Character Assessment: Tandridge District 2015).  Tandridge DC’s 
“Sustainability Appraisal” (August 2017) highlights the development guidance for such land includes 
policies to “Conserve the rural, largely, unsettled landscape….Conserve the pattern and character of 
existing settlements, resisting spread and coalescence of settlement…Conserve and enhance the 
landscape setting to villages and edge of settlement”40. 

 NPPF paragraph 110 states that “Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or amenity 
value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework”, and paragraph 112 establishes a 
sequential test requiring that “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of 
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of 
poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality”. There is no evidence that this sequential test 
has been applied in the Borough Council’s assessment process.  

 Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation – development would have an impact on 
the Special Area of Conservation.  This has been highlighted by Tandridge DC, but it has not 
investigated the potential impact of development at this location from nitrogen deposition and 
recreational disturbance.  Clearly the issue of nitrogen deposition is particularly relevant to this location 
given the likely increase in traffic passing through the area, as nitrogen is produced by fossil fuel 
combustion. 

 

Ground 5 - The safeguarding site selection process is not evidenced and justified. 
 
The Borough Council commissioned Ove Arup and Partners (Arup) “…to prepare an advice note on Green 
Belt, and more specifically, on issues of ‘exceptional circumstances’ and ‘safeguarded land’. The rationale 
for providing an advice note is that RBBC is aware that the topics of exceptional circumstances and 
safeguarded land have become increasingly important as part of the overall narrative in justifying any 

alteration to Green Belt boundaries in a local authority area”41 .  The Borough Council’s evidence base does 

not include a topic paper on “exceptional circumstances”, so undermining its safeguarding assessment 
process as set out below. 

 
5.1 The assessment of “exceptional circumstances” is not in accordance with current case law. 

This site was initially identified for safeguarding in the Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) 

Green Belt Review published in October 2017, some two months before the Arup’s Advice Note and the 

Borough Council’s Safeguarding document was placed in the public domain.  In the Green Belt Review two 

criteria were used to reach the conclusion that there were “exceptional circumstances” for removing SAS1 

from the Green Belt42.  These criteria no longer meet the tests of soundness as they rely on the wording of 

Policy CS3 (Green Belt), which fails to reflect recent case law clarifying the definition of “exceptional 

circumstances”.   

The first assessment criteria, “Is there an overriding need for development to secure the delivery of the 

Core Strategy?” is no longer sound. As the Arup advice highlights “… the need for housing and economic 

development, as defined through an objective assessment of need, does not constitute exceptional 

circumstances”.   

                                                             
39 Paragraph 3.5.8, Sustainability Appraisal for Tandridge District Council Regulation 18, Potential Garden Village Locations,  August 2017 
40 Paragraph 3.5.12, Ibid  
41 Page 1, Appendix 2 
42 Paragraph 6.11, pages 38 -39 
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Arup’s advice then goes on to highlight that “…for avoidance of doubt this concept has been confirmed 

through an amendment to the PPG, which now clarifies that housing and economic needs do not override 

constraints on the use of land, such as Green Belt43.  

The second assessment criteria, “Would the removal of this area from the Green Belt seriously conflict with 
the purposes or integrity of the Green Belt?”,  is now too narrow an assessment in the context of achieving 
sustainable development.  As the Arup report states “…this means that the impact on, and wider objective 
for, achieving sustainable development must be had whilst considering a potential alteration to a Green Belt 
boundary”.44 As set out in Ground 1 paragraph 1.3 the Borough Council have failed to adequately evidence 
that SAS1 can be sustainably developed.  
 
5.2 There is no clear process demonstrating why and how SAS1 was selected over other locations. 
 
SAS1 is the only site to be safeguarded, but there were two other potential sites (BAN 5 and SAL1) 
identified that met the same overall criteria, “slightly positive”. 
 
The Borough Council’s reasoning is that “6.40 The requirement for identifying Safeguarded Land follows on 

from the Core Strategy but it is based on assumptions about future requirements for a period beyond the 

reach of current published official local demographic projections, which can reliably be used to be certain 

about future housing need beyond the plan period.  6.41 In such circumstances it is not considered 

necessary to identify all three sites and to safeguard such a wide extent of Metropolitan Green Belt as this 

would depart substantially from the adopted spatial strategy in the Core Strategy. Future options will stand 

for consideration in a future Local Plan review alongside the priority to maintain the Metropolitan Green 

Belt45.  

The penultimate sentence is incorrect.  Site BAN5 is categorised as suitable for a “medium urban 

extension” which is in line with existing Core Strategy Policy CS6. There is no justification on planning 

grounds for the selection of SAS1 over these two other potential sites. 

5.3 The rationale for taking SAS1 forward, namely that “there are potentially other planning related matters 

which have relevance” is unfounded.   

The only matter cited is the Government’s March 2016 “Locally-Led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities” 

prospectus with its time-limited offer of financial and other support.  This is not a planning document.  There 

is no national planning policy that impedes the development of a Garden Village, as the recently published 

TCPA guidance on “locating and consenting new garden cities”46 and new Garden settlements such as 

Derwenthorpe clearly demonstrate.      

5.4 In the absence of any robust justification SAS1 should not be safeguarded. 

The Borough Council acknowledges that “….the justification for identifying the area as Safeguarded Land is 

dependent upon a similar conclusion or an allocation being made in the forthcoming Tandridge Local Plan, 

currently at Reg 18 stage. This is also dependent upon suitable access being achieved within Tandridge 

District from the east via the M2347”. 

In light of this in the Parish Council’s opinion SAS1 should be treated in the same way as BAN5 and SAL1, 
namely “It is considered appropriate not to advance these two additional sites for consideration for 
removing from the Green Belt as Safeguarded Land options prior to a comprehensive review of the spatial 
strategy and other relevant elements in the next Local Plan48. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
43 Paragraph 2.2.2 (iii) page 3, Appendix 2 
44 Paragraph 2.2.2 (iv), pages 3-4 
45 Paragraphs 6.40 and 6.41 
46 TCPA , “guide 1 locating and consenting new garden cities”, November 2017 - 
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=7056094d-264e-4ac3-8d7c-53188c4f698d 
47 Paragraph 7.5, page 25 
48 Paragraph 6.44,  
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Ground 6 - SAS1 is not genuinely available for development. 
 
Where land is safeguarded there is a presumption that it can be developed and this is not the case for 

SAS1. The Arup report highlights the City of York’s legal opinion that it is important that such land is “… 

genuinely available and capable of development when needed, thus tying the process of identifying 

safeguarded land specifically to the site selection process”49.   

This view mirrors the now revoked PPG2 which stated that safeguarded land “… should be genuinely 

capable of development when needed”. This is not the case for SAS1 for the reasons set out below.  

6.1 Its availability depends upon Tandridge DC’s emerging Local Plan 

The Borough Council acknowledges that “In relation to SAS1; Redhill Aerodrome the justification for 

identifying the area as Safeguarded Land is dependent upon a similar conclusion or an allocation being 

made in the forthcoming Tandridge Local Plan, currently at Reg 18 stage”50.  

Given that Tandridge DC has still not confirmed that a stand-alone settlement will be a policy option in its 

emerging Local Plan 2013 – 2033, nor has it selected its preferred location for such a development, there 

must be some doubt about SAS1 deliverability. 

In the Parish Council’s view and in light of Tandridge DC’s recent statement regarding its progress in 

developing its Local Plan documentation it is the Parish Council’s view that it is highly unlikely that its 

Regulation 19 Consultation will be published before the Development Management Plan’s examination.  In 

light of this there seems no reason why SAS1’s safeguarding decision should not be deferred until the 

Borough Council has undertaken its comprehensive review of its spatial strategy. 

6.2 This location cannot be developed without the provision of a new junction on the M23.  
 
There is a consensus that SAS1 cannot be developed without the provision of a new M23 junction together 
with a new link road serving the settlement with a junction to the A23 at what is currently a traffic “hotspot”.  
This is also acknowledged by the Borough Council in its justification of selecting SAS1 which “is also 
dependent upon suitable access being achieved within Tandridge District from the east via the M23”51.  As 
highlighted in Ground 1 paragraph 1.3 this raises issues around the sustainability of development at this 
location. 
 
Construction of such a junction is not currently within Highways England’s plans.  Moreover, work is due to 
commence on upgrading the M23 (Smart Works junctions 8 - 10) in March 2018 with an expected 
completion date of 2020.  However, as Carillion was one of the appointed contractors, there may be a delay 
in their commencement.  Even if Highways England gave approval the earliest that work could start on this 
junction would be 2025/2026, as its policy is to minimise disruption by either ensuring “…that either all 
required works to our network take place in one short timeframe or they are done separately: say 5 years 
apart”52  
In correspondence with the Parish Council Highways England have also confirmed that “In accordance with 
NPPF and DfT C2/13 The Strategic Road Network and the delivery of sustainable development the 
promoters of the Redhill Aerodrome site will have to53 a) demonstrate a strategic case for a new junction 
(para 39, b) demonstrate that all that can reasonably and appropriately be done will be done to achieve 
modal shift and sustainable transport choices (e.g. bus/rail etc.); and c) demonstrate either no impact on 
the SRN [Strategic Road Network] or an ability to mitigate that impact (mitigation to meet required 
standards, be deliverable etc.)” 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
49 Page 10 
50 Paragraph 7.5, page 25 
51 ibid 
52 Page 70, Tandridge DC’s “Duty to Cooperate Statement Update”, August 2017 – https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning-and-building/Planning-
strategies-and-policies/Local-Plan-2033-emerging-planning-policies/Local-Plan-2033/Evidence-base-and-technical-studies.   
53 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/strategic-road-network-and-the-delivery-of-sustainable-development 
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6.3 Redhill Aerodrome has a history of refused planning applications on the grounds of its Green Belt 
status. 
 
On 16 October 2017 the Borough Council refused a retrospective planning application for “Engineering 
works to resurface, straighten and widen Taxiway C/D”.  One of the two grounds was “The proposal, by 
virtue of the extensive additional hard surfacing, constitutes inappropriate development within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt which would erode the openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the purposes 
thereof. The considerations in favour of the proposal are insufficient to clearly outweigh the harm to the 
Green Belt and any other harm… so as to constitute very special circumstances. As such, the proposal 
would be contrary to policy Co1 of the Reigate and Banstead Borough Local Plan 2005, CS1 and CS3 of 
the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy and the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework”54.   
 
In 2014 its Green Belt status was tested in the Court of Appeal (Civil Division) on appeal from the High 
Court of Justice, Queens Bench Division Planning Court (CO/1361/2014).  This ruling also set a precedent 
for subsequent legal cases and has not been superseded. 
  
6.4 SAS1’s promoter does not presently control all land within the proposed safeguarded area55. 
 
The land parcel within the Borough Council’s boundary is owned by a number of landowners, and the 
Borough Council acknowledges that there may be a need for it to use its Compulsory Purchase powers if 
owners are unwilling to sell the land needed for the link road.  The Parish Council also believes that the 
promoter of this site does not hold options on all of the land that would be required within Tandridge DC 
either.  If Compulsory Purchase powers need to be used, then this process will significantly delay the 
commencement of any development. 
 

Concluding comments 
 
Including SAS1 as a potential development site so late in the drafting of its Development Management Plan 
has seriously constrained the process and opportunities for communities in both local planning authorities 
(Reigate and Banstead BC and Tandridge DC) to make their views known as required by NPPF paragraph 
155.  It is not in the spirit of the plan making process to restrict public comment on any site, and perhaps 
even more so when it involves removing a significant area of land from the protection of the Green Belt. As 
the Planning Minister stressed, local authorities "must act carefully and with evidence" when safeguarding 
sites56.  In the Parish Council’s opinion the Borough Council has failed to meet both of these criteria.   

In this representation the Parish Council has provided evidence that demonstrates that the Borough 
Council’s selection of SAS1 for safeguarding is not consistent with national planning policy, its own Core 
Strategy, and relevant planning advice and case law.  Furthermore the process by which SAS1 was 
assessed for removal from the Green Belt and selected for safeguarding is not justified and evidenced.   

Lastly there is considerable uncertainty about whether the other land required (to enable SAS1’s to meet 
the Borough Council’s longer term housing needs) is / will be genuinely available for development. Taking 
all of these factors into account the Parish Council is perplexed about how the Borough Council has 
reached its decision to safeguard this site now to meet its housing needs post 2027.    

                                                             
54  Application Reference: 16/01043/F -  https://bdsdocs.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/Planning/StreamDocPage/obj?DocNo=3503970&content=obj.pdf 
55 Page 352 
56 http://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1294295/boles-defends-councils-making-painful-difficult-decisions-green-belt 


