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Development Management Plan ‘Regulation 18 Consultation’  

                                                       August 2016                

 

We write on behalf of the Kingswood Residents’ Association and would comment 

on the above draft as follows. 

General. 

Firstly, we recognise the document scope and content including back-up papers, is 

not easily commented upon by the lay person. Also it encompasses far more than 

the Borough Local Plan 2005. Whilst we agree with much of the content known to 

us, especially relating to Kingswood, there are sections concerning the likes of 

Redhill, Merstham, Horley, Reigate etc. on which it is not appropriate for us to 

comment. 

In addition it is likely that the current draft DMP could be significantly changed by 

further government amendments to the NPPF following a recent consultation on 

that document.  

Conclusion.   

The data for housing figures etc. promoted by government and now set in the Core 

Strategy and the content of this draft, have all been prepared before the Brexit 

decision which may influence housing density etc. in the South East of England. 

In general we support the content and aims of the draft DMP so far, subject to the 

comments below. 

Detail Comment. 

P19 EMP3. Employment. With the need to facilitate people working from home, it 

is viewed that the policy could result in less desirable business activities taking 

place without ongoing control. In addition, while a start-up may not be a problem 

initially, it could be a problem if it became too large or changed direction. It is 

therefore our view that for this policy to succeed there is a need for robust 

guidelines and parameters to be established in respect of business activities in 

residential premises. We would propose that these parameters are used as criteria 

for both the initial assessment of business proposals and for the ongoing monitoring 

of such activities, with a commitment to firm enforcement where activities deviate 

from agreed guidelines.  

P20 EMP4. Guidelines for potential loss of employment land to residential use 

needs to be robust. In para 1(a) the term ‘immediate or longer term’ is used as a 

way of determining whether an existing commercial site has viability. Such 

decisions should not be influenced by short term economic cycles and we propose 

that the word ‘immediate’ should be deleted and the wording ‘long term’ used. The 
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methodology by which commercial land is assessed for long term viability needs to 

be established as does the visibility and transparency of the process and outcome of 

any such assessment. We are mindful of how the application of this policy would 

impact on future development proposals similar to those being currently proposed 

for Kingswood Railway Station (KBH1). Likewise the possible application of this 

policy is important in respect of possible residential development on sites similar to 

the Kingswood Legal & General site that sits within the Metropolitan Green Belt.  

P22 EMP8. Requiring apprenticeships to be offered on sites of 25 units or more is 

seen as being positive. However, the implementation of this, the overall duration of 

the apprenticeship and the adequacy of the on-site and off-site experience offered, 

would need to be carefully defined, controlled and monitored through the associated 

Training & Employment Plan. Of particular concern would be what happens to the 

apprentices when the developer moves on to another site and is required to recruit 

new apprentices? Or whether the experience and skills gained working on a single 

site are enough to create a well-rounded craftsman. 

P23 Section 2. Town & Local Centres. It seems inappropriate to classify the 

recognised village of Banstead in the same category as Redhill, Reigate and Horley 

in respect of retail, parking etc. We understand and support this view from Banstead 

Village RA as many Kingswood residents shop in Banstead. An increase in car park 

space is required to meet demand and reduce residential street parking. Future 

development of the Community Hall area and the Horseshoe would indicate a 

further loss of car park space for housing gain at a time of increasing demand for 

parking. Given poor public transport links from areas like Kingswood, taking a bus 

is not an option so one must question where people will park. The failure to address 

this issue will have an adverse impact on the vibrancy of the village, as some people 

will go elsewhere, while others will park in residential areas. 

P35 RET3. We agree with the Waterhouse Lane, Kingswood local centre 

boundary. 

P46 DES1.The Design of New Development  

1) Generally we support this policy but have major concerns over the adequacy 

of the proposed parking provision as defined in TAP1 (p74) & Annex 4. 

With more infill and back-land development coupled with extensions to 

existing properties the pressure for parking is ever increasing. In this respect 

the proposals of TAP1 would seem to contribute to the worsening of the 

problem rather than helping to solve it. We would also suggest that para h) 

should be amended to include the requirement to reduce density and visual 

impact of development close to the Green Belt boundary. 

2) The cumulative effect of development is a major problem given the resulting 

impact on traffic, demand on medical services and impact on infrastructure 

issues such as drains and sewerage. We would suggest that such issues need 

to be addressed in a strategic way and not in a piecemeal way by only 
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considering each development in isolation and not the cumulative impact of 

both current and possible future development plans.  

P48 DES2 Back Land Garden Land Development.  The issue of back-land 

development and its impact on local character and amenity is an ongoing concern. 

In this context we generally support this policy but feel that it needs to be more 

robust. Of particular concern is the need to protect residents living close to such 

development from an erosion of their amenity and to ensure that the character of the 

area is also well protected. Within Kingswood, trees make an important 

contribution to local character and we would suggest that in para 1(d) that the term 

‘where possible be deleted’ thereby ensuring a genuine focus towards tree 

protection and landscaping. While we recognize and support the need to ensure that 

the existing street scene is protected we are also of the view that height, mass and 

bulk of any new development no matter where sited in the development, should 

reflect that prevailing in the area. 

P49, 53-55 DES3. The proposed amendments to the Kingswood RASC areas of 

Copt Hill/Furze Hill, Alcock’s Lane/Waterhouse Lane and The Warren/The Glade 

are acceptable. However, what to include and not to include at the boundary is 

difficult. The proposal for new RASC areas is helpful in not only preserving the 

existing character of an area but also in some instances protecting the impact on the 

green belt beyond. If such areas are to be protected a homogeneous and inclusive 

approach is likely to afford the most protection. 

P61 DES6 Delivering High Quality Homes.  In general we support this policy. 

However we do have concerns over para 1(f). While we recognise the importance 

of amenity space we do feel that the use of balconies and roof terraces requires very 

careful consideration. The issue of most concern is the amenity and privacy of other 

local residents who may be overlooked by such new development. In this respect 

we feel that para 1(f) should be expanded to emphasize that balconies and roof 

terraces are only appropriate if the amenity of other local residents is permanently 

safeguarded. 

P64 DES8. A Construction Management Statement should be mandatory and in 

para 1) the word ‘may’ should be replaced by the word ‘shall’. Such a statement 

would help to ensure that any unreasonable activities by developers or their 

contractors can be controlled including working hours, bonfires etc. This should 

also include traffic management on public or private roads especially where the 

latter are used by the public and contractors. We are concerned as to what 

remedies/penalties will be levied on those developers who do not comply with the 

Contract Management Statement. As with any such issue it is essential that timely 

enforcement should take place should any major breach occur.  

P83 NHE1 Landscape Protection. Emphasis should be given to the strategic 

importance of the MGB in preventing adjacent communities coalescing and also 

ensuring that transition between the urban and rural environment is controlled and 
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that prevailing density of development close to the boundary of the MGB is 

progressively reduced. 

P85 NHE3. Greater fines for pre-emptive tree felling should be considered. 

P88 NHE5. We strongly support this policy, in particular para 2) to prevent the 

conversion of commercial sites within the Green Belt to possible residential use or 

to amend their status within the Green Belt. The local site of Legal & General falls 

within this category. We do however have some concerns over para 4). While the 

issue of replacement buildings is addressed and appropriate restrictions have been 

proposed the situation in respect of extensions seems much less robust. In particular 

we would have wished to see extensions primarily limited to infilling or possibly 

restricted to a small percentage increase in the existing footprint together with 

restrictions/controls on any subsequent extensions. We also have concerns over sub 

para b) of para 5 which relates to the conversion to residential use of property 

within the Green Belt. The concern relates to the wording used. Our concern is that 

a 12 month period (during a period of economic downturn) may not be an adequate 

benchmark for proving the non-viability of a commercial building and that a long 

term view is necessary. Attempts to market sites for commercial use where the 

landowner actually wants a change of use can affect how the site is marketed. For 

example a commercial site may not be able to attract a single purchaser or tenant 

but may be viable for shared use by several different tenants. For this reason we are 

of the view that if change of use is to be sought then a robust and transparent 

marketing strategy must be agreed at the outset and then regularly reviewed to 

ensure that what is being sought is realistic and priced appropriately. In addition we 

would also comment that we also see one of the primary benefits/purposes of the 

Green Belt as being  the prevention of the joining together of adjacent settlements  

(especially around Kingswood) and we are of the view that this should be 

specifically stated.  

P98 GTT1. Gypsies, travellers & travelling show people. Comments are sought 

on the table for potential sources of Traveller accommodation supply. Re 

‘authorisation of currently unauthorised sites’ the word ‘currently’ should be 

defined to prevent additional unauthorised sites appearing in number. Each should 

meet the Council’s requirements in respect of accessibility, appearance etc. 

P101 CEM1. We support this policy providing the demonstrable need mainly 

comes from the Borough rather than remote sources. 

P109 Area 1. The North Downs. We note that no urban extensions were identified 

in the Core Strategy for the North Downs. 

P113 KBH1. Land at Kingswood Station. Development at this location is stated 

as ‘up to 35 homes on a site of 0.78 ha. It should be noted that the Council Planning 

Brief (2013) for this site stated ‘around 20 dwellings on 0.4 ha excluding the station 

car park. An application has now been received by the Council for 18 houses. The 



5 
 

figure of 35 should therefore be amended and no further residential development of 

the station car park allowed. 

P110-114 BAN1, 2 & 3. Banstead High Street, The Horseshoe & Community 

Centre. We are aware of the Banstead Village RA concerns over the potential 

redevelopment of these sites. The impact of building over existing car parks and 

reducing capacity here and elsewhere raises issues as to whether the loss of parking 

provision will impact on the vibrancy of the retail centres and whether such a loss 

would result in unwanted parking in adjacent residential areas. 

P116 BAN5. Babylon Lane/Lovelands Lane. We would agree with the principle 

of including this area within the Green Belt. 

P152 RE12. Land adjacent to Town Hall. We are somewhat surprised that 

development of this area within 5 years is contemplated being in close proximity to 

the listed Town Hall and inevitably resulting in loss of parking space or having 

buildings in front thereof. 

P187-189 INF1. Infrastructure. There continues to be grave concern that 

infrastructure improvements will continue to lag well behind demand, whether it be 

roads, schools, healthcare etc. 

P191 MLS1. Phasing of urban extension sites. The policy is not yet included in 

the DMP but we support the phasing of urban extension sites. The principles listed 

should include impact on surrounding use and people. 

P193 MLS2. Safeguarding land for development beyond the plan period. 

Existing Green Belt should be sacrosanct unless very special circumstances exist. 

Original government demands for high density in this region was based on 

proximity of services to Europe. Following Brexit, growth can be considered over a 

wider area. 

P202 Annex 4. Parking Standards.  

1) Whilst effort has been made to arrive at minimum standards for residential 

parking based on an accessibility basis, we cannot accept the figures as 

realistic. Developers will work to the minimum figures for residential 

consideration and the quoted figures appear very low, particularly for the 

large number bed dwellings. With regard to the accessibility assessment, 

Kingswood has no buses and the train services do not take you to the nearest 

town centre that you wish to visit. Page 209 indicates 3 car park spaces per 

hole for golf clubs but makes no allowance for simultaneous on-going social 

events in the club house. 

2) It is accepted that setting parking standards and developing a robust and 

defensible approach is very difficult. In this respect we certainly support the 

restrictions on converting garages to residential accommodation. However, 

there seems to be no evidence base to suggest that what is being proposed for 
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residential use will match household needs. Indeed we would suggest that 

such evidence does need to be gathered and in particular current car 

ownership for occupiers of different types of dwelling of different sizes and 

in different locations needs to be established. We also note that flats seem to 

receive a lower allocation of space than houses. In reality flats are quite likely 

to be in multiple occupation and it could perhaps be argued that more rather 

than less space is needed in such situations. 

3) We believe that the Accessibility Assessment Criteria has fundamental 

problems. In this respect Kingswood has a train station but it does not take 

people to local shopping centres such as Banstead, Sutton, Epsom and 

Redhill. Given the lack of any local bus service, the need for a car will 

remain the same whether someone lives within 400m of the station or further 

than 1600m. Likewise it is arguable whether many people living in a town 

would wish to give up their car and rely on public transport for their leisure 

time activities 

4) In most cases developers will provide only the minimum parking stipulated. 

Therefore the parking proposals do not address the reality of people’s needs 

and aspirations. As a result, if the proposals are adopted, on street parking 

will increase, access by emergency and service vehicles will become an issue 

while road safety, general amenity and environmental issues will also be 

adversely impacted.  

P213, 215, 217 Annex 5. RASC descriptions. We would agree with the summary 

of characteristics for the three Kingswood RASCs quoted. 

 

D Camblin, J. Lang, B. Miles & K. Denyer, 

for the Kingswood Residents’ Association. 

 


