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INTRODUCTION 

 

Planning Potential act on behalf of Country and Metropolitan Homes (the trading 

name for the southern division of the Gladedale Group).  Country and 

Metropolitan Homes are the owners of the Former Magistrates and County Court 

site on The Parade/Ashley Road, which is identified as an Opportunity Site in 

the Plan E Submission Document. 

 

Planning permission (reference: 10/00071/FUL) for a mixed-used development 

was recently refused by Epsom Borough Council on 15 July 2010, on the 

grounds that the development would not provide an appropriate number of car 

parking spaces.  This is currently subject to an Appeal Decision. 

 

Representations to the various Plan E consultation documents, including the 

Submission Document, have been submitted on behalf of Country and 

Metropolitan Homes, who object to elements of the Plan. 

 

This written submission reiterates and expands further on these matters and 

provides comments on other relevant items included on the Hearing agenda.  

Traffic and parking within the town centre is a wider concern.  It is our view 

that these matters should be an integral part of the Area Action Plan, rather 

than being dealt with in separate documents and guidance, as currently 

advocated throughout the Submission Document. 
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MAIN MATTER 2 – POLICY MATTERS (ITEM 4) 

How has the Council arrived at the figures for housing provision on the 

key opportunity sites?  Will the other town centre sites be capable of 
providing the remainder?  What are the implications of building height 

restrictions on housing figures? 

 

Whilst the Council‟s 2008/2009 Annual Monitoring Report indicates that the 

Council has a five year housing land supply, we have concerns that the 

restriction on building heights could have implications for the delivery of 

housing within the town centre and potentially the Borough as a whole.  Policy 

offers no flexibility to address potential site constraints and scheme viability, 

which is particularly important in the current climate.  Further, some allocated 

sites may not come forward, requiring housing targets to be met through 

smaller windfall sites. 
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MAIN MATTER 2 – POLICY MATTERS (ITEM 9) 

Policy E7 - whether this policy is overly prescriptive and whether it 

complies with national policy.  The areas are not finely drawn.  What 
implications would that have for development control and the clarity of 

the plan?  Why have the boundaries been drawn in the way they have 
since the ‘up to 16m’ areas do not follow any property boundaries on 
the ground.  What is the reasoning for the boundaries?  Is the roof 

height and angle justified?  What are the implications of building height 
restrictions on housing density and floorspace provision figures?  

Reference has been made to another Inspector’s views about a similar 
policy in Ashford.  What implications does that have for my 

consideration?  On what sites has there been pressure for taller 
buildings?  What are the implications of paragraphs 4.41 on 
redevelopment proposals? 

 

Policy E7 seeks to control the heights of buildings within the town centre.  The 

policy prohibits buildings over 16 metres (four storeys) throughout the entire 

town centre.  Whilst some areas are identified as being appropriate for four 

storey development shown on the proposals map, the policy restricts the 

majority of the town centre to a maximum of 12 metres (3 storeys) in height.  

Above these maximum heights, the roofs of new buildings cannot exceed 4 

metres and the maximum roof pitch will be 45 degrees. 

 

Effective and Justified? 

 

Although we support policies that seek to provide general guidance on building 

design in specific areas of the town centre, we consider Policy E7 is far too rigid 

and prescriptive.  The policy offers no flexibility and therefore cannot deal with 

changing circumstances.  Indeed, large windfall sites may come forward in the 

future where taller buildings over the height limits stipulated would normally be 

appropriate, and design approaches are constantly being developed.  Further, 

such restrictions are likely to deter innovative design solutions in the town 

centre. 

 

Planning Potential was recently involved in Examination into the Ashford Town 

Centre Area Action.  In his report, the Inspector found the Council‟s approach to 

building heights to be unsound because it was “too prescriptive”, and it was 

considered that “a general limitation on building height and form had not been 
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properly justified and would be inflexible in practice” (see relevant extracts of 

the Inspector‟s report at Appendix 1). 

 

Ashford Borough Council‟s policy on building heights in the Submission 

Document (see relevant extracts at Appendix 1) was far less restrictive than 

Policy E7 of Plan E, in that a range of much higher building heights were 

considered appropriate on the main streets (4-6 storeys).  Policy TC1 (Guiding 

Principles) of the Submission Document stated: 

 

“The following key planning objectives will apply to all development 

proposals within the Town Centre.  These objectives complement the 

more general objectives of the Core Strategy. 

F) Create attractive and vibrant main streets by achieving a building form 

of 4-6 storeys fronting these streets, with active ground floor frontages 

and uses that respond to the agreed hierarchy of streets and open 

spaces.” 

 

Removal of the reference to specific building heights in Ashford was considered 

necessary for soundness.  The Inspector therefore made the following changes 

to the policy: 

 

“F) Create attractive and vibrant main streets by achieving appropriate 

building forms fronting these streets, with active ground floor frontages 

and uses that respond to the agreed hierarchy of streets and open 

spaces.” 

 

It is also unclear how Epsom and Ewell Borough Council have arrived at the 

specific building height zones shown on Map 9.  The table entitled „Town Centre 

Building Heights‟ which forms part of the Council‟s evidence base, contains a list 

of buildings and their heights.  Importantly we note that the table does not 

contain all roads/buildings within the identified town centre boundary where the 

building height boundaries are drawn, and therefore does not appear to be a 

comprehensive database. For example, Ashley Road and The Parade, on which 

the former Magistrates and County Court site (Opportunity Site (d)) is located, 

are not included in the table. 
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Although 3 storey development appears to be the predominant building height, 

but with a number of 4 storey buildings, there are examples of 5 and 6 storey 

buildings, and even 7 storeys, throughout the town centre.  It is not considered 

that this information, or the Conservation Character Appraisal, which identifies 

predominant building heights, necessitates the need for a blanket building 

height policy for the entire town centre, which restricts the height of all new 

buildings in the centre to be 3 and 4 storeys.  Good design is not about 

mimicking what already exists; rather it is about encouraging high quality and 

innovative design which respects the existing building form. 

 

The difficulties with this blanket policy is clear when having regard to the  

Epsom Station Site, which is identified as a strategic opportunity site in the 

Submission Document.  The site is located directly opposite a substantial 5, 6 

and 7 storey development, yet Policy E7 restricts development on this 

important site to just 4 storeys.  The blanket restriction therefore presents 

difficulties with developing this site because the existing context clearly 

suggests that development over 4 storeys is likely to be appropriate.  We note 

that Planning Permission (reference: 09/00824/FUL) was granted on the site for 

a 5 and 6 storey development earlier in the year.  We also note from the 

Committee Report that this emerging Policy caused difficulties with the 

application as strictly speaking the development conflicted with the Policy.  This 

example also highlights the fact that when considering large developments, the 

average height of the buildings and the treatment of elevations and roofs within 

a scheme is often more important than the height of individual buildings.   

 

The way in which the zones have been drawn must also be questioned as they 

do not follow any property boundaries.  Indeed in many instances, the line of 

the height zones runs through existing buildings/sites. 

 

For the reasons stated above, it is considered that Policy E7 is inflexible and 

thus not effective, nor is it justified.  The policy therefore fails the tests of 

soundness in this regard. 
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Consistent with national policy? 

 

Planning Policy Statement 1 encourages high density, mixed use development 

on previously developed land.  Town centres are considered to be appropriate 

locations for high density development involving tall buildings.  It is our view 

that Policy E7, which will prohibit town centre development above 4 storeys and 

restrict new buildings to just three storeys within the majority of the town 

centre (which is extremely low in a town centre context), would undermine the 

Government‟s policies in this regard. 

 

For these reasons it is considered that Policy E7 is not compliant with national 

policy and is therefore unsound in this regard. 

 

It is considered that a blanket policy on building heights within the town centre 

is inappropriate.  It is important that a site specific approach is adopted and 

that each application is decided upon it‟s own merits when considering 

appropriate building heights/roof design for new buildings, as with all other 

aspects of building design, to ensure that the design philosophy adopted 

responds to the specific context of the site.   

 

To ensure that the Policy is sound, it is suggested that the overly prescriptive 

criteria in the first part of Policy E7 is deleted and the second part of the Policy, 

which provides general design criteria, is used: 

 

 “Proposals must respect: 

 The character and context of the surrounding locality, particularly 

in relation to existing building heights and roofscapes; 

 The impact on the streetscene and views 

 The Conservation Area (where appropriate) 

 Listed buildings and the setting of Listed Buildings 

 Topography.” 

 

It also follows, that the building heights stipulated for the other opportunity 

sites in Policy E17 which are based on the proposed building height zoning, is 

also removed.  The proposals map will need to be amended accordingly. 



7 
 

MAIN MATTER 2 – POLICY MATTERS (ITEM 13) 

Policy E11.  Will it always be possible to provide rear servicing in new 

developments? 
 

Due to the configuration of some sites, it will not always be possible to provide 

rear servicing in new developments.  Other approaches to servicing can be 

designed into schemes that ensure minimal obstruction to the public highway.  

The Policy as currently worded is not considered to directly relate to the aims of 

the Policy and as such will cause unnecessary constraints on development 

proposals.  The Policy is therefore considered to be inflexible and therefore 

unsound.   

 

To make the Policy sound, the wording of the Policy should be changed as 

follows: 

 

“New developments will provide servicing arrangements that ensure that 

delivery vehicles visiting the site do not cause an obstruction to the Town 

Centre highway network.” 
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MAIN MATTER 3 – SITE ALLOCATIONS (ITEM 4) 

Policy E17 – Opportunity Sites.  Are the boundaries as defined on the 

proposals map correct?  What parking standards will be used in 
calculating provision on these sites?  Is there an indication that any of 

these schemes will go ahead?  Should residential uses include student 
housing or institutional uses? 
 

Boundaries of Opportunity Site (d) 

We can confirm that the site boundaries of Opportunity Site (d) – The former 

Magistrates and Country Court site, The Parade/Ashley Road are correct.  

However, having regard to the location of the site in relation to the town centre 

and shopping boundaries identified on the Proposals Map, we object to the site 

being described as an „edge of centre site‟. It is considered that this is 

misleading given that the site is identified for office, healthcare and residential 

uses, and is clearly shown to be located within the identified town centre 

boundary.     

 

Appendix B of PPS4 uses the term „edge of centre‟ to define retail uses in 

locations that are well connected to and within easy walking distance (i.e. up to 

300 metres) of the primary shopping area.  Therefore when concerned with 

retail uses, a site can be regarded as „edge-of-centre‟ even though it is located 

within the town centre boundary.  However, for all other main town centre 

uses, which include offices, „edge of centre‟ sites are generally regarded to be 

within 300 metres of a town centre boundary (i.e. up to 300 metres outside of 

the centre boundary). 

 

The site is identified for office use and the policy specifically precludes retail 

development on this site.  The site is therefore a Town Centre Site in PPS4 

terms.  In its current form, therefore, this part of Policy E17 conflicts with 

national policy and is therefore unsound. 

 

To ensure that this part of the Submission Document is sound and to avoid 

confusion, it is requested that the site is described as a Town Centre Site to 

reflect its location on the Proposals Map. 
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Building Heights 

As discussed in detail, under Main Matter 2 – Item 9, it is considered that the 

building heights identified for the opportunity sites, as defined by the building 

height zones on the proposals map, is unsound.  To ensure that this part of 

Policy E17 is sound, the restrictions on building heights should be removed. 

 

 


































