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Introduction

1.1.  As part of the Local Plan examination stage a non-statutory five-week public consultation was held between Monday 11 May and Monday 15
June 2026 on documents submitted to the Inspector since 8 October 2025. The documents that were subject to consultation are listed below:

COUD_020 - Assessment of Urban Sites

COUD_021 - Green Belt Topic Paper additional work

COUD_029 - Additional Sites for Potential Allocation document
COUD_030 - Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report Addendum
COUD_031 - Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Addendum
COUD_032 - Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) Addendum
COUD_033a - Transport Assessment Addendum

COUD_033b - Transport Assessment Technical Annex

1.2. These documents relate to additional sites that could potentially be allocated through main modifications to the Local Plan following this
consultation.

1.3.  This document provides a high-level summary of the responses received to the consultation and does not provide details of all the comments
received.




2.Engagement

2.1. This non statutory consultation was undertaken in line with Epsom and Ewell borough Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).
This included consultation with neighbouring Local Planning Authorities, and residents or persons carrying on business in the Local Planning
Authority’s area and also included those people that had signed up to receive email alerts about the Local Plan on the Council’s consultation

database. Individuals were invited to make representations on the Post Hearing Consultation on additional documents submitted by the
Council. Specific and general consultation bodies were also consulted.



https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/epsom-and-ewell-local-plan/emerging-new-local-plan/statement

3.Post Hearing Non-Statutory Consultation

3.1.
3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

During the consultation, the consultation documents could be accessed on the Council’s Examination webpage and consultation platform.

Planning Officers also made themselves available during the consultation period to discuss the Consultation material in person or at the Town
Hall or over the phone.

For the duration of the consultation the following consultation documents were available to view as paper copies at the libraries within the
borough and Town Hall during opening hours:

COUD_020 - Assessment of Urban Sites

COUD_021 - Green Belt Topic Paper additional work

COUD_029 - Additional Sites for Potential Allocation document
COUD_030 - Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report Addendum
COUD_031 - Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Addendum
COUD_032 - Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) Addendum
COUD_033a - Transport Assessment Addendum

COUD_033b - Transport Assessment Technical Annex

To support members of the public to make their representations, the following documents were also made available as paper copies at the
libraries and Epsom Town Hall:

e Response Forms
e Consultation on Additional Documents FAQs

As the consultation documents were available electronically and as reference paper copies at libraries and the Town Hall, individual hard
copies of the Local Plan were provided where these were requested subject to printing, postage and packaging costs.



https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/councildocs
https://epsom-ewell.inconsult.uk/localplan.additionaldocuments/consultationHome

4.Publicising the consultation

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

The methods and processes utilised in bringing the non-statutory consultation on additional documents submitted by the Council to the
attention of all of those wishing to provide their representation included:

. The Local Plan Consultation platform, including a recorded webinar, which was accessible throughout the consultation period. The 17-
minute webinar covered key information about the consultation.

° Council Website pages: the planning policy webpages and the council’s consultations page.
. Social media.

° Traditional media: a formal notice placed in the Surrey Comet on the 14 May 2026.

. Media releases during the consultation period. A media briefing note was published on the Epsom and Ewell Council Website on the
11 May 2026.

° Leaflets and posters were displayed and provided at locations of interest, such as the town hall, borough notice boards, community
centres and libraries.

Appendix 2 contains examples of the consultation materials referred to above.

Formal notification letters and emails were sent to all stakeholders (individuals and organisations) who had registered for updates on EEBC’s

Local Plan on the planning policy consultation database, including those who had responded to the previous Regulation 18 and Regulation 19
consultations.



https://epsom-ewell.inconsult.uk/localplan.additionaldocuments/consultationHome
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/news/eebc-asks-comments-on-additional-documents-submitted-during-local-plan-examination

5. Consultation Responses

5.1. The Council received duly made responses from a total of 346 respondents, which included comments from statutory/government and

general consultees, in addition to individuals, businesses and organisations across the Borough. The representations were submitted by email
or post.

5.2. Ofthe 346 respondents, we estimate the following numbers commented on each of the eight documents:
e 68 respondents commented on ‘COUD_020 - Assessment of Urban Sites’
e 244 respondents commented on ‘COUD_021 - Green Belt Topic Paper — Additional Work’
e 245 respondents commented on ‘COUD_029 - Additional Sites for potential allocation’
e 164 respondents commented on ‘COUD_030 - Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum’
e 68 respondents commented on ‘COUD_031 - Habitats Regulation Assessment — Addendum’
e 116 respondents commented on ‘COUD_032 - Infrastructure Delivery Plan — Addendum’
e 161 respondents commented on ‘COUD_033a - Transport Assessment — Addendum’
e 75respondents commented on ‘COUD_033b - Transport Assessment Technical Annex’

5.3. These estimates are based primarily on respondents’ self-identification (i.e. ticking the relevant document boxes). The figures may therefore
overstate engagement where respondents selected documents but did not provide substantive comments on them. In a smaller number of

cases, where the document being commented on was not stated, we have identified the relevant document(s) from the content of the
responses.

5.4. As part of the consultation, respondents were asked if they wished to participate in the examination hearing session to be held following the
consultation on the 2 July 2026.

5.5. Allresponses to the non-statutory consultation can be viewed in full on our examination webpage in the examination library under Post
Hearing Consultation Representations .

5.6. Inaddition to comments on the documents that were subject to consultation, comments were also received other matters including:
. Sites contained within the Submitted Local Plan
° The consultation and whether it was being undertaken in accordance with the Councils constitution
° Availability of documents in libraries and town hall during the consultation period.



https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/localplanexamination
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/Posthearingreps
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/Posthearingreps

Appendix 1 - Summary of responses

Statutory Consultee organisation responses

The following summarises representations received during the non-statutory consultation from those bodies prescribed for the purposes of
section 33a(1)(c) of theAct and as set out under Regulation 4 of the Town and Country Planning England (Local Planning )(England) Regulations
2012.



https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/33A
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/4
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/4
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/4

Environment Agency (Rep 115)

Summary of Comment:

EEBC Response:

The Environment Agency raises no objection in principle to the additional
allocations and supports the sequential approach, noting that none of the
sites are within Flood Zones 2 or 3, within 20 metres of a main river, or within
modelled climate change flood extents. It advises that allocations should
continue to be informed by up-to-date environmental evidence, including flood
risk, groundwater and catchment data, and notes that other sources of
flooding, including surface water, must also be considered. It highlights that a
number of sites fall within Groundwater Source Protection Zones, including
some within SPZ1, and that some may have potentially contaminative existing
or former uses, requiring appropriate assessment and mitigation to ensure no
unacceptable risk to groundwater.

The Environment Agency also reiterates the national drainage hierarchy, with
connection to the public sewer as the preferred option and advises that any
non-mains drainage proposals would need to be justified and supported by
sufficient technical evidence, including a Foul Drainage Assessment where
relevant. It also notes that these comments should be read alongside its
previous response of 17 March 20283.

The Environment Agency’s comments are welcomed. The EA confirms that the
proposed allocations follow the sequential approach to flood risk and will
continue to use the latest environmental evidence in plan-making and decision-
taking. Site-specific matters relating to groundwater protection, contamination,
surface water and foul drainage will be addressed through Local Plan policy
requirements and, where necessary, at planning application stage, having
regard to both this and the Environment Agency’s previous representation.

Historic England (Rep 241)

Summary of Comment:

EEBC Response:

Historic England confirms that it has no comments on the additional
documents prepared for the Epsom & Ewell Local Plan Examination.

Noted.




National Highways (Rep 64)

Summary of Comment:

National Highways notes that the additional homes associated with the
additional potential sites for allocation reflect almost a quarter increase on the
number of homes in the submitted Local Plan, and that the additional trip-
making results in a significantly greater but still relatively modest impact on
the Strategic Road Network compared to the submitted Local Plan.
Accordingly, National Highways does not have any significant concerns in
relation to the impact of the total development considered in this new
assessment.

Response:

National Highways’ confirmation that it has no significant concerns regarding
the impact of the total development considered in the new assessment on the
Strategic Road Network is welcomed.

Sport England (Rep 251)

Summary of Comment:

Sport England is concerned about the potential new site allocation for Land at
Priest Hill, Ewell (NONO13) and considers that the land constitutes playing
field land as defined in the 2015 Development Management Procedure Order,
with the site clearly in use as sports pitches and other areas potentially also
supporting training and informal activity. It advises that none of the exceptions
in its playing fields policy apply in this case, that no replacement provision is
planned, and that any allocation would not be in accordance with paragraph
104 of the NPPF which protects existing playing fields from being built upon.

Sport England also notes that no reference is made to the Epsom and Ewell
Borough Playing Pitch Strategy (August 2021), which identifies the site as being
used by Sutton and Epsom RFC and highlights that it contributes to meeting
demand for community rugby through 3 pitches plus junior and mini rugby

Response:

Sport England’s objection in relation to the potential allocation of Land at Priest
Hill, Ewell (NONO013) is acknowledged, along with the concerns regarding the
loss of playing field land, the role of the site in meeting community rugby
demand.

The Council has produced a position statement which clarifies how the two
sports clubs that lease the land (document reference COUD_024) that clarifies
the position of the two sports clubs that lease different parts of the site.

10



https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/Postion%20Statement%20Land%20Adjacent%20to%20Ewell%20East%20Station%20%28NON013%29.pdf

pitches. It does not consider that the evidence base supports the loss of the
site as playing field or its potential re-allocation for housing, and therefore
objects to the potential new allocation unless suitable replacement provision
can be allocated to mitigate the loss of playing field in this location.

Surrey County Council (Rep 36)

Summary of Comment:

Response:

Surrey County Council (SCC) notes that its officers have been actively involved
in the production of the Transport Assessment Addendum and have also
contributed to the IDP Addendum. Detailed discussions have also taken place
with SCC as Lead Local Flood Authority. SCC makes one correction to the
consultation documents, namely that on page 36 of the Transport Assessment
Addendum (COUD_033a) the frequency of the TfL 166 bus service is hourly at
this location, not three times per hour, and advises that improved frequency
should therefore also be sought together with the recommendation to connect
the 166 service directly to the Downs Farm site (ref: NONO016).

SCC also makes minor comments on the Heritage Assessment within the
Additional Sites for Potential Allocation document (COUD_029), noting that
TOWO041 (Laine Theatre Arts) appears to have been missed from the Areas of
High Archaeological Potential (AHAP), that there is some inconsistency in
reporting AHAP designations across the wider document suite, and that
HORO004 (Land off Cuddington Glade), NON013 (Land at Priest Hill/ NESCOT
Sports Ground) and NONO16 (Downs Farm) will require the same
archaeological provisions for assessment and possible evaluation as if they
were within AHAPs, as they are over 0.4ha in size.

Surrey County Council’s continued engagement in the preparation of the
evidence base is welcomed and the points raised in relation to the reported
frequency of the 166 bus service.

11



https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_033a%20Transport%20Assessment%20Addendum.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf

Thames Water (Rep 243)

Summary of Comment: Response:
Provide high level details on the likely water and wastewater infrastructure Thames Water’s review of the additional sites and its high-level assessment of
requirements for the additional sites for potential allocation. potential water supply and wastewater infrastructure requirements is
welcomed.

Downs Farm (NONO016) has been identified as a site where, on the information
provided, modelling will be required and it is anticipated that upgrades to the
waste network will be necessary. Thames Water’s identification of Downs Farm (NONO016) as requiring further
modelling, with potential upgrades to the wastewater network anticipated is
noted, and the Council will continue to engage with Thames Water to better
understand the scope and phasing of any infrastructure requirements.

They do not envisage infrastructure concerns on the rest of the sites.

Itis also noted that Thames Water does not envisage infrastructure constraints
in relation to the remaining sites at this stage.

Should any additional sites be progressed through modifications to the
Submission Local Plan, the Council will continue to work proactively with
infrastructure providers to ensure that necessary water and wastewater
infrastructure is delivered in a timely manner to support development.

12




Elmbridge Borough Council (Rep 135)

Summary of Comment:

Response:

Elmbridge Borough Council notes that the additional urban and Green Belt
sites have the potential to increase housing provision in the Local Plan, and
that the transport assessment identifies increased traffic movements in some
areas adjacent to Elmbridge. It trusts that, should any of these sites be taken
forward as modifications to the Local Plan, appropriate mitigation measures
would also be included to address the congestion identified.

Elmbridge Borough Council’s review of the additional evidence is welcomed
and the comments regarding the potential for increased traffic movements in
areas adjacent to Elmbridge are acknowledged. However, it is noted that
Epsom & Ewell is not directly adjacent to Elmbridge, being separated by the
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames.

Should any additional sites be taken forward through modifications to the Local
Plan, the Council will continue to have regard to the findings of the transport
evidence and the need for appropriate mitigation where identified.

13




Summary of Representations

The following schedules provide an overview to both the number of representations per document, together with an overall summary of

comments made and key issues arising.

COUD 020 - Assessment of Urban Sites

List of sites considered to be developable

Comments Received:

EEBC response:

Urban and brownfield opportunities should be more fully exhausted
before considering Green Belt release.

Comments noted. COUD_020 was prepared to revisit previously
discounted urban sites on the basis of lack of availability and to ensure
that the contribution of urban land to housing delivery had been reviewed
as part of the post-hearing evidence base.

COUD_020 isincomplete because smaller sites previously discounted
at stage 1 of the LAA have not been reassessed.

Comments noted. On the request of the Inspector COUD_020 focused on
a specific set of previously assessed urban sites contained within the LAA
(where availability was unknown); however, the wider land availability
evidence base has informed plan preparation as a whole.

Greater effort should be made to contact site owners and test
development potential.

Comments noted regarding owner engagement and site availability.
Availability and deliverability are key considerations and have informed
the conclusions reached in the document. Land Registry searches were
undertaken to identify freehold ownership details, and landowners were
contacted in a proportionate manner.

Concerns are raised about the robustness, consistency and
completeness of the evidence base.

Comments noted. The purpose of COUD_020 was to provide further
assessment of urban sites following the Inspector’s post-hearing
correspondence.

Suggestion that name of site ‘4 Cressinghams, Epsom’ (TOWO027) be
changed to something more appropriate, as its part of Ashley Court, not
‘Cressinghams’

Comment and suggestion noted.

14




Archaeological / AHAP constraints are said to be inconsistently
recorded (see Surrey County Council’s response above).

Comments noted regarding archaeological constraints and AHAP
references and the consistency of this information across the relevant
documents, notably on sites HOR004, NON013 and NONO016, as well as
TOWO041.

With regard to ‘Land west of Ewell By-Pass’ (EWE012), concerns are
raised about the loss of biodiversity, mature trees, green corridors and
open character.

Comments noted. The site has been assessed in the context of the
evidence base as a whole, including site characteristics and constraints.

Any future proposal would need to address relevant policy requirements,
including biodiversity and design considerations.

Objections are raised to the loss of valued community / social facilities
in the town centre, specifically at Conservative Club, Epsom Club and
Church (TOWO002).

The site is suitable for residential-led mixed-use redevelopment and the
document (p24) states that the redevelopment would have impacts on
the existing church and community uses, which would require
justification or reprovision. In addition, any loss of community or leisure
uses would need to be justified and/or re-provided in accordance with
Submission Local Plan Policy DM20 (Community and Cultural Facilities).

Loss of employment land / floorspace as a result of redeveloping
existing employment uses is raised as a concern.

Note concern regarding the loss of employment land and floorspace. The
suitability of sites for redevelopment must be considered in the context of
the overall evidence base, including existing use, site characteristics,
availability for redevelopment and relevant employment evidence. That
being said, we have suggested a number of mixed-use sites in
COUD_029, including: TOW002, TOW007, TOWO008, TOWO016, TOWO041,
TOWO067, which allinclude employment floorspace, as well as housing, in
a potential allocation.

Some comments raise flood risk, traffic, amenity and environmental
concerns.

Note that respondents have raised concerns regarding flood risk, traffic,
amenity and environmental effects. Such matters have informed the
urban site assessment and, where relevant, would also require detailed
consideration at planning application stage.
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf

List of sites not considered to be developable

Comments Received:

EEBC response:

Urban and brownfield opportunities should be more fully
exhausted before considering Green Belt release.

Comments Noted. COUD_020 was prepared to revisit specific previously
discounted urban sites detailed in the Land Availability Assessment
(2024) to test whether they could be considered developable and
contribute to housing delivery.

The assessments in COUD_020 are inconsistent, with some excluded
sites appearing equally or more suitable than sites proposed for
allocation.

The assessment of urban sites in COUD_020 reflects a range of factors,
including suitability, availability, achievability and site-specific locational
constraints or opportunities.

The landowner at 47 Cheam Road (NONOO3) states that their property
was incorrectly included and is not available for development.

We note the landowner’s representation regarding site availability. As
detailed in COUD_029 the site is discounted as a potential allocation on
the advice of the Lead Local Flood Authority.

Suggestion that greater weight is given to suitable urban redevelopment
sites for housing, with specific reference to Homebase, 23 Reigate Road
(EWEO0O05).

The landowner for Homebase, 23 Reigate Road (EWEO005) has advised
that the site is not available for residential redevelopment as the site has
been purchased and is intended to be occupied by a retailer (see p. 65 of
COUD_020). As availability is a key part of developability, the site is not
considered suitable for allocation for housing within the Plan period.
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_020%20Urban%20Sites%20-%20Proformas%20-%2054%20sites.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_020%20Urban%20Sites%20-%20Proformas%20-%2054%20sites.pdf

COUD_021 - Green Belt Topic Paper - Additional Work

Major Developed Sites

Comments Received by:

EEBC Response:

1. West Park (Major Developed Site)

Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt
from multiple proposed allocations

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin
these locations must ensure that equestrian use of the
bordering rights of way and/or common land must be protected
and enhanced, with improved safe connectivity to include all
vulnerable road users.

There are no obvious benefits of the removal of hospital sites
from the Green Belt, disagree with the boundaries outlined

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated.

The comments are noted

The purpose of the topic paper is not to consider the cumulative impacts
of site allocations.

The areais already developed, and the Policies Map proposes that the
green belt be amended to tightly wrap around these areas

2. Manor Park (Major Developed Site)

Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
multiple proposed allocations

There are no obvious benefits of the removal of hospital sites from the
Green Belt, disagree with the boundaries outlined

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

The Green Belt Topic Paper focuses solely on the harm to, and mitigation
of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints into account.

The area is already developed, and the Policies Map proposes that the
green belt be amended to tightly wrap around these areas.

3. Livingstone Park (Major Developed Site)
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Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
multiple proposed allocations

There are no obvious benefits of the removal of hospital sites from the
Green Belt, disagree with the boundaries outlined

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

The Green Belt Topic Paper focuses solely on the harm to, and mitigation
of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints into account.

The area is already developed, and the Policies Map proposes that the
green belt be amended to tightly wrap around these areas.

4. Clarendon Park (Major Developed Site)

Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
multiple proposed allocations

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users.

There are no obvious benefits of the removal of hospital sites from the
Green Belt, disagree with the boundaries outlined

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

The Green Belt Topic Paper focuses solely on the harm to, and mitigation
of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints into account.

The areais already developed, and the Policies Map proposes that the
green belt be amended to tightly wrap around these areas.

5. StEbbas (Major Developed Site)

Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
multiple proposed allocations.

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

There are no obvious benefits of the removal of hospital sites from the
Green Belt, disagree with the boundaries outlined

The Green Belt Topic Paper focuses solely on the harm to, and mitigation
of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints into account.

The areais already developed, and the Policies Map proposes that the
green belt be amended to tightly wrap around these areas.
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Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

6. Epsom College (Major Developed Site)

Bidwells (obo Epsom College): Supports the conclusion that
exceptional circumstances exist for parcel but questions how this will
be reflected in the local plan and Policies Map. They seek clarification
on how this will be reflected moving forward?

Wider concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
multiple proposed allocations.

The comments are noted.

7. NESCOT (Major Developed Site)

NESCOT raises concerns that the Green Belt assessmentis
inconsistent, particularly in how the site is treated compared to the
nearby Priest Hill site which shares many similarities. The assessment
dissects the site and fails to account for the site’s operational needs,
use, and future development potential, as well as national policy
guidance on Green Belt and grey belt. NESCOT believes all parts of its
land should be released together to ensure a coherent, flexible, and
sustainable approach to development.

Concerns raised about cumulative impact on the Green Belt from
including infrastructure pressure (e.g. station capacity), ecological
harm alongside nearby conservation sites, and cumulative effects when
combined with other allocations

The comments are noted.

The Council has applied a consistent methodology to reviewing the seven
Major Development Sites in the Green Belt. The Policies Map proposes
that the green belt be amended to tightly wrap around the developed
areas of the site.

The topic paper does not consider non Green Belt matters.

The submission Local Plan is being examined against the NPPF 2023,
which does not include Grey Belt policy.

Green Belt Sites promoted through the Land Availability Assessment (LAA)

Comments Received:

EEBC Response:

Land West of Burgh Heath Road (COL017)
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Objection to the conclusion that COL017 should be released from the
Green Belt, the site scores 7 out of 9 as a Green Belt parcel and
therefore continues to perform strongly against Green Belt purposes,
particularly in relation to preventing sprawl and safeguarding the
countryside.

There are inconsistencies in the Council’s assessment e.g. in terms of
how it assessed COL017 on the opposite side of the road as satisfying
the test but COL019 as not satisfying the test

The reliance on the adjoining South Hatch Stables development as a
reason why harm from releasing COL017 would be less significantis not
valid. The level of harm is more than before. The adjoining scheme was
an exceptional enabling development and should not be used to justify
further encroachment into the Green Belt. It should not be treated as
creating a new defensible urban edge or as a justification for
incremental encroachment of a high performing parcel

The site acts as a buffer between existing housing and the
adjoining development and should not be treated as creating a new
defensible urban edge. Infilling would cause substantial harm to
openness given the sites elevated topography which makes the site
visually prominent and important to local openness.

Exceptional circumstances are not justified and the site should remain
in the Green Belt

The suggested mitigation through natural screening is unrealistic, given
the elevated land levels which will impact the wider
landscape/character. The topography increases the visual prominence
of the site and contributes to the sense of openness.

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The full assessment is contained on page 25-28, it recognises that the
site has a high score but the detailed assessment explains the
implications of the development south of the site (known as South
Hatch).

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

The topic paper has considered paragraph 147 in the NPPF 2023
regarding PDL land and land well served by public transport in the
conclusion section of the topic paper.
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Insufficient weight has been given to the requirement to prioritise land
that is previously developed and/or well served by public transport as
set outin the NPPF 2023

Objections on the basis that the site performs poorly for transport, with
unsafe walking routes, limited bus services, and likely high car
dependency. Distance to Epsom Downs Train Station is misleading- this
would be along unsafe, without pavement and unlit routes.

Concerns that no explanation has been provided in paper COUD_021 or
elsewhere, as to why, in the absence of any changed evidence with
respect to any of these sites and different decisions were reached.
Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

Concerns about the disaggregation of green belt parcels including this
site, where it forms part of a larger parcel not being properly assessed

on their own merits.

Comments not related to Calverton Tests

The adjoining equine use (South Hatch Stables) remains materially
different from conventional housing and that 50 dwellings on the site
would create land-use incompatibility with the operational stables and
grazing land, including concern about noise and disturbance affecting
racehorses.

Potential conflicts between housing use and equine use are highlighted
including noise, disturbance, loss of grazing land.

Objections on the basis of biodiversity loss, wildlife impacts, increased
traffic and safety issues, and insufficient local services to support
development
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British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users.

Land east of Burgh Heath Road (COL019)

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The site is consistently described as high-performing Green Belt (around
7/9 score) and would lead to Irreversible loss of openness.

This site comprises two Green Belt parcels (parcels 33 to the north and
parcel 34 to the south). Two areas of the parcels are being promoted for

There are inconsistencies in the Council’s assessment e.g. interms of | development. David Neame obo Wates Development is proposing the

how it assessed COL017 on the opposite side of the road as satisfying developrnent of p?rcel 33 for residential'uses, while Bi<?lwell§ obo Eps‘o‘m
the test but COL0O19 as not satisfying the test College is promoting part of parcel 34. Bidwells do not identify a specific

use for this site although it is suggested that it should be allocated to
meet ‘education and specialist accommodation needs’, with the site
being included as a minor extension to the Epsom College (Major
Developed Site) identified in Council’s Green Belt Topic Paper Update
(January 2026) which reflects the boundary in Appendix 1E as shown in

Encroachment into countryside and greater perception of urbanisation.

The site is considered to act as a buffer and the redevelopment of the

site would be the loss of buffer and increased risk of coalescence

The site is elevated and highly visible, prominent from surrounding Bidwells submission at Regulation 19.
roads and rights of way. Key views and openness will be lost, and the
proposed screening/landscaping will be ineffective. The Council has assessed the degree of harm to be significant if the site

in whole or in part (northern part) were to be developed. The full
assessmentis contained on page 29-32, Itis considered that this harm
could not be satisfactorily ameliorated.

The site performs poorly for transport and accessibility, with unsafe and
unlit walking routes, limited and infrequent bus services, and likely high
car dependency. Stations are 25 minutes away along unsafe and unlit

routes . L . . .
Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent

manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,

22




PDL on page 111 is actually only dismountable horse shelter which
serves the horses currently grazing the land.

Exceptional circumstances not demonstrated.

Comments not related to Calverton Tests

Potential conflicts between housing use and equine use are highlighted
including noise, disturbance, loss of grazing land.

Ecological and biodiversity concerns are raised, loss of wildlife, habitat
connectivity, fragmentation.

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

Landowners/Agent Representation

Bidwells (obo Epsom College) note that the Council has assessed the
larger land parcel and they consider that if a smaller parcel were
assessed the conclusions would be different. The smaller site put
forward is in control of the College, and next to the college boundary.
The specific use has not been identified but the site will be for enhanced
educational facilities. They consider their site has a good degree of
containment close to the built edge and that exceptional circumstances
exist.

David Neame (obo Wates Development) note that the assessment is of
the larger land parcel, their site is only the northern part. The
assessmentis flawed for a number of reasons, including ignoring the
South Hatch development nearby, inconsistency is scoring the northern

and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

The topic paper has considered paragraph 147 in the NPPF 2023
regarding PDL land and land well served by public transportin the
conclusion section of the topic paper.
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and southern parcel and explanation regarding mitigation is illogical.
Considers the site is inconsistently assessed in comparison to site
COLO017 which has very similar characteristics.

Land near Downs Road -north (COL020)
This site is not being promoted for development but for woodland

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these creation along with others as part of green infrastructure enhancement
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way | 5\ongside the proposed development of COL023.

and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

Object to the extension of urbanisation on the lands approaching the
area of the hub of the racecourse itself (COL020/21/22) will deprive the
area of its significance and diminish its impact as a unique asset to the
town.

Land near Downs Road -South (COL021)

This site is not being promoted for development but for woodland
creation along with others as part of green infrastructure enhancement
alongside the proposed development of COL023.

Object to the extension of urbanisation on the lands approaching the
area of the hub of the racecourse itself (COL020/21/22) will deprive the
area of its significance and diminish its impact as a unique asset to the

town.

Clear Heights, Downs Road (COL022)

Object to the extension of urbanisation on the lands approaching the Noted. The assessment for the site on page 44 concludes that ‘release of

area of the hub of the racecourse itself (COL020/21/22) will deprive the | the site would be disproportionate and fragment the high performing GB
in this location and that exceptional circumstances do not exist to

release the land from the Green Belt.

area of its significance and diminish its impact as a unique asset to the
town.
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Land near Downs Road-east (COL023)

The Council has accepted there are exceptional circumstances but are
not releasing sufficient sites to address the housing need.

Considers there to be inconsistent approach to site selection to other
sites e.g. Horton Farm which has similar or only slightly better scores in
transport/sustainability scoring.

The site COL023 will make a positive contribution to meet the housing
need and housing affordability. The site is in single ownership and
sustainable location. The site is a logical extension.

Landowner / Agent Representation

Savills obo Atkins (rep 252) submits supporting evidence for the
omission site COL023. Consider the omission of the site to be
unjustified given the significant shortfall in housing. The additional sites
will only deliver approximately 59% of the objectively assessed housing
need and the Council can only deliver a further 193 dwellings in the
urban area and only in the later part of the plan period

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The Council has assessed the degree of harm to be significant if the site
in whole or in part (northern part) were to be developed. The full
assessmentis contained on page 42-45.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

Hook Road Arena (COU026)

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

Hook Road Arena formed part of the submission Local Plan and was
discussed as part of the hearings held during Sept/Oct 2025.
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Concerns raised about flood risk / surface water. The site is described
as already struggling with drainage and its loss would affect the
surrounding area increasing flood risk and runoff.

Concern of the cumulative impact of nearby allocations e.g.
development at Hook Road Arena combined with Horton Farm would
impact traffic, environment

Cuddington Glade (HOR001)

The site plays an important buffer/transition role between urban
development and open countryside. The description of development as
“natural rounding off” is considered misleading and undervaluing its
current function.

Concerns raised about the cumulative impacts - around 18 sites in the
Horton area are proposed for potential Green Belt release, these are
assessed individually rather than cumulatively.

Objection to reliance on the Calverton “exceptional circumstances”
test applied to multiple sites. A comprehensive cumulative assessment
should be used with emphasis on brownfield-first development instead
of Green Belt release.

Concerns about the loss of openness.
Concerns that no explanation has been provided in paper COUD_021 or

elsewhere, as to why, in the absence of any changed evidence with
respect to any of these sites and different decisions were reached.

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The Council has assessed this small part of a lower performing green belt
parcel on page 50-52.

The site is detached from the Urban Area Boundary it is adjacent to
existing residential development to the north.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.
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Concerns about the disaggregation of green belt parcels including this
site, where it forms part of a larger parcel not being properly assessed
on their own merits.

Comments not related to Calverton Tests
Concerns raised by the proposed 70-bed care home including traffic,
parking, and infrastructure impact.

Objections to development on the site, itis Green Belt, greenfield land
adjacent to woodland and Epsom Common SSSI.

Ecological fragmentation, individual and cumulative concern about
combined impact of HOR001 and HORO004, potentially enclosing the
area with development from both sides

Impact on Epsom Common would be harmful to the setting of a SSSI

Key cumulative impacts identified included Green Belt erosion,
increased urbanisation, impact on Horton corridor, Traffic increases,
parking pressure Infrastructure strain (roads, utilities) pressure on
schools and GP capacity issues.

The site is seen as playing an importing green corridor in supporting
biodiversity linked to Epsom Common SSSI to surrounding connecting
habitats e.g. Long Grove Park / Gibbs Open Space.

Loss of a green gap between built areas and open space.

Concerns about reduced visual amenity Impact on trees (TPOs) and
landscape setting.

Loss of amenity and Local Character.
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Landowner / Agent Representation

Supports the Council’s assessment that the site makes limited
contribution to the Green Belt. They site is deliverable within five years
and currently a pending planning application for a new care home on
the site (REP069).

Hollywood Lodge HOR002

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users.

Inconsistency in the assessment of this site in the topic paper and the
Sustainability Appraisal.

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account. The Sustainability Appraisal considers a broader range of
sustainability factors.

Manor Park (HOR003)
Objection to the site. Concerns about habitat fragmentation.
Development here would represent sprawl.

The site is largely undeveloped land, semi natural with significant tree
coverage including many TPOs and immediately adjacent SSSI.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

The site has been appraised for potential use as a habitat bank for
biodiversity net gain.
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The Council’s own assessment suggests the site is suitable for off-site
BNG.

Concerned that the document does not adequately consider the
cumulative impact on the Green Belt arising from multiple proposed
allocations across Manor Park, Livingstone Park, Noble Park, Clarendon
Park, Parkview, Horton, Oak Glade and Cuddington Glade.

Land off Cuddington Glade (HOR004)

Objection to removing the site from the Green Belt. The case for
“exceptional circumstances” (Calverton test) is not demonstrated.

Impact on Green Belt buffer, concerns that a major development
here will harm the area's open character and peaceful residential feel.

Criticism of the over-reliance on parcel-wide scoring to justify release,
calls for a robust cumulative assessment focusing on brownfield-first
approach.

Concerns that no explanation has been provided in paper COUD_021 or
elsewhere, as to why, in the absence of any changed evidence with
respect to any of these sites and different decisions were reached.

Concerns about the disaggregation of green belt parcels including this

site, where it forms part of a larger parcel not being properly assessed
on their own merits.

Comments not related to the Calverton Tests

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The Council has assessed this small part of a lower performing green belt
parcel on page 59-61 and it is considered that exceptional circumstances
exist to justify an amendment to the Green Belt boundary.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

The purpose of the topic paper is not to consider the cumulative impacts
of site allocations.
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The site is considered to be public open space / amenity grassland
containing protected trees (TPOs) and important to the parkland
character of Manor Park. Development would lead to loss of a green
area for local residents contrary to historic planning rationale that
enabled earlier development in the area.

Concerns raised about the impact on Epsom Common SSSI. The site is
a green buffer and redevelopment would result in the loss of a tranquil
setting of the SSSI, with the introduction of noise, light and urban
activity. Removing a buffer and creating continuous urban development
from the Common to Manor Park.

Concerns raised by habitat loss and increased ecological
fragmentation.

Concerns raised by the potential negative impacts, significant increase
in traffic, construction vehicles, noise and air pollution

Access issues raised. Site access is considered unsuitable, relying on: A
single access via Cuddington Glade / Oak Glade (private road / cul-de-
sac).

Concerns about increased traffic. Poor transport score and likely over
reliance on car travel due to limited public transport.

Concerns about lack of parking, and potential parking shortfall,
worsened by the cumulatively impacts of proposed development here.

Concerns about impact on local infrastructure, specifically Stamford
Green Primary School (adjacent site) GPs, schools and road capacity
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Construction impacts near the school: Safety risks Noise and air quality
issues

Landowner / Agent Representation

Supports the allocation of the site, states that the site does not perform
strongly to the purposes of the Green Belt and can deliver 50 new
homes including affordable housing (REP039).

West Park LAA Reference (HOR005 and HOR006)

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

Noble Park extension (HOR007)

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

Objections to the site coming forward. The site is a valuable
environmental asset and forms an important wildlife corridor linking
Epsom Common and Horton Country Park.

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

West Park LAA Reference (HOR008)
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British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

Horton Farm (HOR009)

Objections to the release of Horton Farm from the Green Belt as itis a
high-performing Green Belt site scoring 8/9.

Development would cause significant sprawl and represent major
encroachment into countryside.

The Council contradicts its own evidence by proposing release of a site
it previously assessed as highly sensitive.

Development would extend Epsom outward merging Epsom and Ewell
into a continuous urban area.

Calverton tests are not met.
Permanent loss of open countryside.

Comments highlight the site’s ecological and wildlife value, considered
to be a wildlife corridor connected to surrounding areas habitat for flora,
fauna, and mature trees.

Concerns of transport and infrastructure pressures, existing severe
congestion already on Hook Road would worsen traffic Increase
pressure on: Roads schools GP services and Flooding / drainage
concerns.

Horton Farm formed part of the submission Local Plan and was
discussed as part of the hearings held during Sept/Oct 2025.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.
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Land at Chantilly Way (HOR010)
n/a
No comments

Land south of West Cottage, Livingstone Park (HOR011) Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

Concerned that the document does not adequately consider the
cumulative impact on the Green Belt arising from multiple proposed
allocations across Manor Park, Livingstone Park, Noble Park, Clarendon
Park, Parkview, Horton, Oak Glade and Cuddington Glade.

Clarendon Park (HOR012)

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these )
Topic Paper methodology.

locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users.

Horton Hospital, Livingstone Park (HOR014) Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

Concerned that the document does not adequately consider the
cumulative impact on the Green Belt arising from multiple proposed
allocations across Manor Park, Livingstone Park, Noble Park, Clarendon
Park, Parkview, Horton, Oak Glade and Cuddington Glade.

Land at Priest Hill (NONO013)
The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement

in applying the agreed methodology.
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Objections to Green Belt release at Priest Hill. The site performs strong
on Green Belt functions. “Exceptional circumstances” have not been
demonstrated, development would lead to urban sprawl and
coalescence of settlements (Epsom, Ewell, Banstead). Only Priest Hill
Nature Reserve separates the area

Independent Green Belt studies Atkins 2017-2018 found the site
unsuitable.

One of the original purposes of Green Belt designation is to “provide

opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, to retain and enhance
landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity”. Priest Hill playing fields
and Nescot’s sports pitches have been in continuous use for decades

Concerns that no explanation has been provided in paper COUD_021 or
elsewhere, as to why, in the absence of any changed evidence with
respect to any of these sites and different decisions were reached

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

Comments not related to the Calverton Tests

Loss of recreation land with strong community value. The site is
described as being heavily used public open space and a major
community hub for: rugby, football, informal recreation (dog walking,
running, etc.)

The site is not surplus or underused land (contrary to the Council’s
description) There are few alternative facilities locally. Its loss would
harm the health and wellbeing of youth sport participation.

The loss of Playing Fields would conflict with national and local policy
with existing shortage of sports facilities in the borough Playing Pitch

The assessment is set out on page 87-90 where it is concluded that the
parcelis overall high scoring against the Green Belt purposes, the site is
on the edge of settlement with a close relationship with the adjoining
urban character, whilst there is a degree of harm, it is concluded that
harm from the comprehensive development of the site could be
ameliorated for the site. Therefore, on balance, based on the Calverton
testitis considered there are exceptional circumstances justifying an
amendment to the Green Belt boundary.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.
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Strategy (2021). Priest Hill provides multiple rugby pitches and sports
facilities

Concerns also about unviable relocation proposals (e.g. Hook Road
Arena) Risk to financial sustainability of sports clubs.

Biodiversity and Ecological concerns about impact on Priest Hill Nature
Reserve (adjacent SNCI), rare chalk grassland habitat. Similar
comments about habitat loss and fragmentation, light and noise
pollution.

Species atrisk include: Skylarks, small blue butterfly, rare plants and
moths. Ecology and biodiversity have not been properly assessed and
no cumulative environmental assessment undertaken.

Traffic and Transport concerns raised, Reps note severe congestion on
Cheam Road and surrounding roads. Development would add hundreds
of vehicles, increase congestion, pollution, road safety risks

Criticism raised about transport assumptions being unrealistic about
expectation of low car ownership. Poor public transport provision
(limited trains/buses)

Increased pressure on infrastructure, existing services already under
strain, schools are oversubscribed, GP surgeries, road network, rail
capacity, and drainage. There are no clear infrastructure mitigation or
upgrades are proposed.
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Concerns about surface water flooding which the local area already
experiences. Development would increase runoff and flood risk due to
loss of permeable land.

Factual inaccuracies e.g. site not publicly accessible.

Concerns about character, heritage and landscape Impact
Development would be out of character (e.g. high-density / tall
buildings), loss of open landscape and visual amenity.

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users.

Landowner / Agent Representation

Strongly supports allocating the site and consider it is necessary to
meet the significant shortfall in housing. They agree there are
exceptional circumstances, the site is adjacent the urban area, with
some PDL and the harm identified can be mitigated through design and
retained open space. The separation of settlements would remain
adequate. They have submitted supporting information to support the
site. They consider the Council has some inaccurate information in the
evidence base and have requested changes set out in their
representation (Rep 346).
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Downs Farm (NON016 and NON042)

Objection to the development of strong performing Green Belt site, with
a key strategic role in preventing settlement merging Development of
the site would reduce the gap between Epsom and Nork by ~75% (to
~300m), leading to urban sprawl and coalescence

“Exceptional circumstances” are not demonstrated, release
contradicts national planning policy (NPPF), it provides a clear sense of
openness and separation in this part of Epsom and Nork and helps
prevent encroachment into the countryside. Development of this land
would permanently alter the character of the area.

The document evidences harm to green belt rather than justifying its
release with the site being largely undeveloped and contributing to
openness

Site is important to maintaining the Epsom — Nork settlement gap
The site is valued open countryside / chalk downland landscape Part of
the setting of Epsom Downs

The justification relies heavily on the southern parcel (NON042)
remaining open, risk of future incremental release and concern that this
mitigation is not secured.

Development would be visually intrusive, extending the urban area and
removing the transition from town to countryside.

Concerns that no explanation has been provided in paper COUD_021 or
elsewhere, as to why, in the absence of any changed evidence with
respect to any of these sites and different decisions were reached

Disagree with the way PDL has been calculated

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The assessment is set out on page 91-94 where it is concluded that whilst
some degree of harm is recognised, it is concluded that the impact from
development that is focussed on the northern part of the northern parcel
could be ameliorated. The green buffer from the northern parcel and the
southern parcel retained for Green Infrastructure would ensure a degree
of separation is maintained between the urban area of Epsom and Nork.
Based on the Calverton test above it is considered that there are
exceptional circumstances justifying an amendment to the Green Belt
boundary for the northern parcel of the site.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.
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Comments not related to the Calverton Tests

Fails to consider wider impacts such as the chalk downs landscape,
setting of the Epsom Downs Racecourse and Heritage assets (listed
buildings and conservation areas).

Harm the character of conservation areas

Concerns raised about biodiversity and ecological impact, the site is
calcareous grassland (rare habitat), it supports species such as: Deer,
bats, birds (including skylark), hedgehogs

Fragmentation of wildlife corridors e.g. Impact on nearby: Sites of
Nature Conservation Importance (SNCIs)

There is no proper cumulative ecological assessment undertaken

Traffic and Transport Issues raised Local roads (e.g. Reigate Road,
Longdown Lane) are already severely congested and operating near or
above capacity, the development (*500+ homes) would add and
exasperate problems e.g. Congestion, pollution and road safety

There is poor public transport provision, development would be highly
car-dependent

Concerns raised about infrastructure capacity. Existing services already
stretched, 2,000 additional residents would put a strain on services
including GPs, hospitals, schools, water and wastewater infrastructure
and no identified upgrades are secured or funded

The site currently acts as natural drainage. Concerns that development
would increase surface runoff flooding downslope and on local roads
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Concerns about environmental health with the Chalk Pit waste facility
adjacent. Including noise, dust pollution, heavy vehicle movements

Scale and Strategy Concerns

Downs Farm (~530 homes) seen as a disproportionately large
allocation. Concern that the spatial strategy over-relies on Green Belt
release instead of brownfield land

Concerns that the cumulative impact of the site combined with other
sites (e.g. Priest Hill, NESCOT) has not been adequately assessed.
Criticism of transparency of decision-making. Procedural and

Consultation Concern

Landowner / Agent Representation

Acknowledges the inaccuracies/inconsistencies in previous Green Belt
work and note these have been revisited. Welcome and support the
approach taken and consider it now to be sound and consistent (Rep
266).

Drift Bridge Farm (NONO021)

Comments about the transport impacts, particularly the capacity and
constraints at Epsom Downs station

Comments about the need for sustainable access measures and
potential infrastructure upgrades if the site is allocated.

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The Council has assessed the degree of harm and concluded that
exceptional circumstances do not exist justifying an amendment to the
Green Belt boundary. The full assessment is contained on page 95-98.

39




Landowner / Agent Representation

Andrew Black (Rep 264) draws comparisons with assessments of
nearby sites that share similar qualities and scores e.g. Downs Farm
(NONO016) and (NONO013) but notes that different conclusions are
drawn. They have submitted supporting information for the site with two
potential masterplans (Rep 264).

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.

Banstead Road (NONO038)

Promote a community-led / self-build housing model. The site consists
of around 80 plots owned by a community of private individuals. The site
offers the opportunity for affordable eco homes and custom/self-build
housing.

Meets specialised housing needs.
Aligns with statutory self-build obligations/
Supporters emphasise that the site is not typical open countryside.

Itis centred around an existing fitness centre and parking area. Where
proposed development would wrap around this existing hub.

Calverton test compliance (explicit justification) “Calverton Test is fully
satisfied”

Landowner Representation

Support for allocation and development of NONO038 in the Local Plan.
The site is considered suitable and justified under the ‘exceptional
circumstances’ (Calverton) test.

The assessments in the topic paper are based on professional judgement
in applying the agreed methodology.

The Council has assessed the degree of harm to be considerable and that
development could not be satisfactorily ameliorated. The full
assessmentis contained on page 99-101.

Officers are satisfied that the assessment was carried out in a consistent
manner, with a clear methodology set out, focusing solely on the harm to,
and mitigation of, Green Belt purposes, without taking other constraints
into account.
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The Looe, Reigate Road (NON040)

No comments

n/a

Land near Downs Road-west (WO0019)

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.

Land North of Langley Bottom Farm (WO0020)

British horse society (Rep 14) request that developmentin these
locations must ensure that equestrian use of the bordering rights of way
and/or common land must be protected and enhanced, with improved
safe connectivity to include all vulnerable road users

The comments are noted but are not relevant to the application of the
Topic Paper methodology.
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COUD_029 - Additional Sites for potential allocation

Chapter 2. Urban Sites

Comments Received:

EEBC Response:

Urban and brownfield opportunities should be more fully
exhausted before further sensitive allocations are considered.

Noted. COUD_029 must be read alongside the wider evidence base,
including the review of urban sites and supporting assessments.

General concerns are raised about the deliverability, infrastructure
implications and justification for the additional sites.

Note comments, the sites are considered to have a reasonable prospect
of being delivered beyond the first five years of the Local Plan.

Groundwater, contamination and drainage constraints are identified by
the Environment Agency for a number of urban sites within Source
Protection Zones.

We note the Environment Agency’s comments, and should the sites be
allocated through the Inspector main modifications, criteria relating to
source protection zones could be incorporated into the allocation
wording.

Wider traffic and infrastructure concerns are raised, with mitigation
expected if sites are taken forward.

The Transport Assessment and Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has
assessed the cumulative impact of the Submission Local Plan site
allocations and potential additional sites.

Should the sites be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications,
where necessary criteria relating to site specific transport or other forms
of mitigation, could be incorporated into the allocation wording.

Land west of Ewell By-Pass (EWE012)

Not truly urban and is valued for its open character, mature trees,
biodiversity and conservation interest.

Noted. Any future proposal would need to address relevant site
constraints and policy requirements, including biodiversity, heritage and
design matters.
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Land west of Ewell By-Pass (EWE012)

Heritage / archaeology concerns are raised, including that TOWO041
(Laine Theatre Arts) appears to have been omitted from AHAP reporting
and that the Ewell Roman historic core is not sufficiently reflected in the
assessment of the site: Land west of Ewell By-Pass (EWE012).

We note comments, and should the sites be allocated through the
Inspector main modifications, criteria relating to AHAPs could be
incorporated into the allocation wording.

Chapter 3. Green Belt Sites

Comments Received by site:

EEBC Response:

Land West of Burgh Heath Road (COL017)

General comment

The document recognises that the Calverton tests are not the
only consideration and that other sustainability factors tell
against allocation of COL017.

There are inconsistencies between documents on when the
site is anticipated to deliver.

That is correct, this document identifies other constraints that apply to
the site and provides further detail on the accessibility of the site.

Noted, there is an error on p36 of the document which states indicative
timescale for delivery ’11-15 years’. This should be stated as ‘6-10 years
to align with Table 7 (p51) and the Trajectory in Appendix 2 (pages 53/54).

)

Green Belt and landscape

The site is undeveloped, greenfield, agricultural / open
pastureland and should remain within the Green Belt.

Concern that the Councilis relying on the adjoining South
Hatch redevelopment as justification for treating the site as a

In terms of Green Belt performance (document reference COUD_021
pages 25 to 28) states whilst it is recognised that the parcel in which the
site is located is overall high scoring against the Green Belt purposes, itis
the case that an enabling development at South Hatch has already
extended the Urban Area edge further south leaving the site as a notable
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gap between developed areas. Consider this approach flawed
as South Hatch was approved as a specific racehorse training
establishment with enabling residential development, not as a
basis for further residential expansion into adjoining Green Belt
land.

The site has become more important, not less, to be kept
undeveloped because of development already permitted
nearby.

gap thatis vulnerable to development in the future. Some degree of harm
is recognised although it has been concluded that it could be
ameliorated.

Residential amenity / visual impact

Development would be highly visible from surrounding
properties and public routes, including Beech Road, Aston
Way, Downs Way and Rifle Butts Alley.

Concerns to adjoining residential dwellings include
overlooking, loss of outlook, visual intrusion.

Concerns about harm to the rural character of the area.

Sensitive design could mitigate the impacts on surrounding residential
uses and the adjoining public right of way (Rifle Butts Alley).

Equestrian uses and racehorse training

The site forms part of the wider setting of South Hatch and has
been used as turnout, grazing or paddock land associated with
the racehorse training establishment.

The loss of open land, paddocks and turnout areas would
conflict with the Council’s commitment to supporting the
Racehorse Training Zone and the wider racing industry.

The site does not form part of the defined Racehorse Training Zone as
defined on the Submitted Local Plan Policies Map (document reference
SDO03b).

Sensitive design would be required to reduce any conflict between
residential use of the site and the adjoining Racehorse Training facility.
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Concerns about the operational compatibility of additional
residential development with the adjoining South Hatch
Stables site of which around 75% remains equine-related with
the remaining 25% enabling housing development.

British horse society (Rep 14) request that development in
these locations must ensure that equestrian use of the

bordering rights of way and/or common land must be protected

and enhanced, with improved safe connectivity to include all
vulnerable road users.

Comments noted.

Transport / Accessibility

The site performs poorly in the Council’s own accessibility
assessment ranking 17th out of 26 Green Belt sites. The site
scores poorly for access to secondary schools, GPs,
pharmacies and rail stations.

Due to distance to rail stations and local topography the site
will be car dependent.

Burgh Heath Road is not suitable for substantial additional
traffic due to narrowness, lack of pavement or lighting in
places, and a severe S-bend lower down which are likely to
increase highway safety risks for drivers, pedestrians, cyclists,
horse riders and other users.

The site does perform relatively poorly compared to other Green Belt
sites; however, it adjoins the urban area. An infrequent bus service
operates in the local area.

There may be opportunity to improve accessibility to the site by non-car
modes, including improvements beyond the site boundary.

Flood Risk

Development would make the site more vulnerable to flood
risk. There are references to previous local drainage/flooding
issues, including around Rifle Butts Alley and Treadwell Road.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
COUD_29) on page 37 identifies that the site is Flood Zone 1 and none of
the site is at risk of surface water flooding.
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf

Flood risk and drainage implications have been understated,
and that development of the site could exceed local
infrastructure capacity unless robust drainage and water
management evidence is produced.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16 Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage.

Heritage and Archaeology

The site lies in an Area of High Archaeological Potential and is in
close proximity to the site an approximately 4,000-year-

old auroch skeleton was discovered. Further archaeological
investigation could significantly delay development and
potentially require protection of the site.

The site is not well suited to quick delivery if the purpose is
to identify sites that could come forward promptly to help
housing supply.

The Submission Local Plan Policy DM13 relates to development
impacting heritage assets, which includes archaeological assets.

The site is identified in the revised trajectory (document reference
COUD_029, page 52), as having an estimated completion date of
2030/31.

Biodiversity

The site is an undeveloped agricultural field providing habitat
for wildlife, including mammals, invertebrates and insects.

Concerns that no habitat survey or comprehensive biodiversity
assessment appears to have been undertaken.

The document acknowledges the site is in
a Biodiversity Opportunity Area, but this is not explored
sufficiently.

Submission Local Plan Policy S15 seeks to secure 20% biodiversity net
gain from greenfield site allocations. This would apply should the site be
allocated through a main modification.

Such documents are not required to support a potential local plan
allocation, although the council has given consideration to any
biodiversity designations that apply to the site. Detailed surveys are
undertaken at the planning application stage.

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) are not a statutory designation.
There are 50 individual BOAs within the County of Surrey. BOAs are
defined by the Surrey Nature Partnership as ‘extensive areas where
improved habitat management, as well as efforts to restore and re-create
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf

Priority habitats will be most effective in enhancing connectivity to
benefit recovery of Priority species in a fragmented landscape’.

Cuddington Glade (HOR001)

Green Belt / Landscape

The site is an important Green Belt buffer between existing residential
development and the wider Horton Green Belt landscape. Development
will resultin:
e loss of openness;
erosion of the Green Belt transition area;
e gradual urbanisation of the locality;
e harm to the character of Cuddington Glade and the surrounding
area.

In terms of Green Belt performance, the site is a small part of low
performing parcel and scores moderately in terms of accessibility relative
to other sites. While the site is detached from the Urban Area Boundary it
is adjacent to existing residential development to the north. Itis
acknowledged that there will be a degree of harm should the site be
developed although it is considered this could be satisfactorily
ameliorated.

Scale of development

Some references were made to the live planning application
26/00002/FUL for HOR0O1. The LAA refers to HOR0O01 as providing 10-
15 residential units and as “natural rounding off”, whereas the live
proposalis described as a 70-bed institutional care home operating on
a 24-hour basis. Consider that this is materially different in terms of:
traffic, generation; parking demand; servicing; operational impacts;
local amenity effects.

Request that a full cumulative assessment of the site and HOR004 is
undertaken before an allocation proceed.

The assessment of the site in the Green Belt Topic Paper update
(document ref COUD_021, pages 50 to 52), reflected the live application.
It was concluded that should the site be developed, the extent of harm is
limited and could be satisfactorily ameliorated.

Biodiversity:

The biodiversity of this site benefits from its proximity to Epsom
Common SSSI and vice versa. The current level of biodiversity and
habitat should be assessed and mitigated in the design.

The site’s proximity to the Epsom common SSSI and the need to consider
ecological effects is acknowledged. The Submission Local

Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and Policy S15
(Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to exceed the statutory minimum
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The site acts as a green corridor between the Common and Gibbs open
space / Long Grove park, and this needs to be preserved.

Ecological fragmentation, individual and cumulative concern about
combined impact of HOR001 and HORO004, potentially enclosing the
area with development from both sides.

Concerns about the impact on Epsom Common.

Concerns about visual amenity impact on landscape setting and trees.

of at least 10% from specific greenfield sites. This could apply should the
site be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications to the
Submitted Local Plan.

Transport / Infrastructure

Concerned about highways impacts including increased traffic
generation, parking demand and congestion.

Concerned about increased infrastructure demand in conjunction with
other site allocations.

The site scores moderately in terms of accessibility relative to other sites
and ranks highly in the context of Green Belt sites (document reference
COUD_ 021, page 51).

The impact on infrastructure from the potential additional sites has been
assessed as part of the IDP Addendum (document reference COUD_032).

Landowner representation:

Confirm that the site is deliverable within 5 years, as demonstrated
through the submission of the currently pending planning application
for a care home at the site (ref. 26/00002/FUL).

The site is considered to be sustainably located and easily accessible
via public transport to future staff, this aspect is not so crucial for future
care home residents.

Agree with the Council’s assessment that any potential impact resulting
from the proposed development would be limited, and it is unlikely that
residents will use the SSSI for recreational purposes.

The site has been reflected as being deliverable within 5 years in the
Revised Trajectory contained within the Additional Sites for Potential
Allocation Document (document reference COUD_029, pages 53 to 54).
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_021%20GB%20Topic%20Paper%20Additional%20work%20Jan%202026%20Final%20A.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_032%20IDP%20Addendum%20Superseded.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD-029%20-%20Additional%20Sites%20for%20Potential%20Allocation.pdf

Land off Cuddington Glade (HOR004)

Green Belt / Landscape

The site is an important Green Belt buffer between existing residential
development and the wider Horton Green Belt landscape. Development
will resultin:

e loss of openness;

e erosion of the Green Belt transition area;

e gradual urbanisation of the locality;

e harm to the character of Cuddington Glade and the surrounding

area.

In terms of Green Belt performance, the site is a small part of low
performing parcel and scores moderately in terms of accessibility relative
to other sites, although fairly highly in the context of Green Belt sites.
While the site is detached from the Urban Area Boundary it is sandwiched
between two residential areas (washed over by Green Belt). The potential
impact from the development of the site could be ameliorated through
careful master planning and natural features could be used to soften or
screen views of the built form.

Scale of development / Amenity

The site adjoins Cuddington Glade and would have a significant impact
upon the character, openness and residential amenity of the area. The
site is important to the parkland character of Manor Park.

Some residential properties at Cuddington Glade would be subjectto a
loss of privacy due to new dwellings overlooking existing rear gardens
and habitable rooms in these properties, resulting in a substantial loss
of outlook and privacy to the rear habitable rooms and private amenity
space.

Concerns about impacts to existing properties rear garden access.
Concerns about loss of public open space / amenity land.

Concerns about the impact on Epsom Common SSSI. Site acts as a
green buffer to protect the tranquil setting of the SSSI.

The potential impact from the development of the site could be
ameliorated through careful master planning and natural features could
be used to soften or screen views of the built form.

Policy S12 in the Submission Local Plan relates to Amenity Protection.

49




Biodiversity:

The site currently forms an important Green Belt buffer between existing
residential development and the wider Horton Green Belt landscape.
Development would result in the loss of this buffer and contribute to the
gradual urbanisation of the area.

Concerns about local biodiversity. Deer and badgers are presentin the
wider area, foxes and hedgehogs are regularly seen locally, and tawny
owls have been recorded nearby.

Concerns about habitat loss and ecological fragmentation.

The Submission Local Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and
Geodiversity) and Policy S15 (Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to
exceed the statutory minimum of at least 10% from specific greenfield
sites. This would apply should the site be allocated through a main
modification to the plan.

Transport / Infrastructure:

Concerned about highways impacts including increased traffic
generation, parking demand, congestion, noise and air pollution.

Concerned that access relies upon the existing private access road
shared by Cuddington Glade and Oak Glade and that 4 parking spaces
will be lost to facilitate access to the site.

Concerned about increased infrastructure demand in conjunction with
other site allocations. This includes schools, specifically Stamford
Green Primary School which is adjacent to the site, GPs and road
capacity.

Poor transport score and likely over reliance on car travel due to limited
public transport.

The site scores moderately in terms of accessibility relative to other sites
and ranks fairly highly in the context of Green Belt sites (document
reference COUD_ 021, page 60).

The impact on infrastructure from the potential additional sites has been
assessed as part of the IDP Addendum (document reference COUD_032)

Landowner representation:

Noted.
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_021%20GB%20Topic%20Paper%20Additional%20work%20Jan%202026%20Final%20A.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/COUD_032%20IDP%20Addendum%20Superseded.pdf

The site is owned freehold by a single entity. Delivery will not be
impeded by legal constraints or site assembly.

The site boundary runs up to and adjoins the private highway in
Cuddington Glade. The site promoter benefits from an all purposes
(unrestricted) right of access over Cuddington Glade including the right
to lay services. Furthermore, the adjoining established car park is also
owned by the site promoter. Suitable vehicular and pedestrian access
together with necessary vision splays can be delivered from various
points along the site’s southern boundary.

There is no heritage value or heritage assets that will restrict
development, and there is no sensitive ecology or irreplaceable habitats
that will prohibit development.

The promotion site can also be connected to main utility services.

There are TPO trees on the southern part of the site and in this respect
the site promoter has commissioned arboriculture advisors and
transport consultants from an early stage of the promotion process to
assess the trees and ensure that access solution(s) can navigate the
TPO trees and unlock the site’s potential.

The site scores 1 (low) against Green Belt performance, Landscape
Sensitivity, and Visual Sensitivity. Consultants have undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the site and the wider surrounding area
including views into and out of site which confirms that the site does not
strongly serve any of the key Green Belt purposes and can
accommodate carefully designed development without undermining
the strategic function of the wider Green Belt.”

The site is a suitable additional allocation site as part of the new Local
Plan. The site is sustainable and accessible and it will make a valuable
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contribution towards housing delivery in the early years of the Plan
period.

Land at Priest Hill (NONO013)

Green Belt, openness and landscape character

The site is a high-performing Green Belt site that helps prevent urban In terms of Green Belt performance, whilst it is recognised that the parcel
sprawl, safeguard countryside from encroachment and maintain is overall high scoring against the Green Belt purposes, the site is on the
separation between settlements. Development would permanently edge of settlement with a close relationship with the adjoining urban
reduce openness and weaken the gap between built-up areas character. The Green Belt Topic Paper update (document reference

COUD_021 page 90) acknowledges that, whilst there is a degree of harm,
itis concluded that any harm from the comprehensive development of
the site could be ameliorated.

The site is mostly open playing field or countryside rather than poor-
quality or previously developed land, and that hardstanding or derelict
built form do not justify wider residential allocation.

Landscape and character objections include concern that development
would urbanise a semi-rural edge, harm the setting of Priest Hill Nature
Reserve, affect the character of Banstead Road and Cheam Road, and
introduce built form inconsistent with the surrounding area

Development of the site would urbanise a semi-rural edge, harm the
setting of Priest Hill Nature Reserve and affect the character of
surrounding areas.

Playing Pitch provision and community use

Sport England (SE) objects to the potential allocation unless suitable The Position Statement in relation this site (document reference
replacement provision can be secured. They consider the land to be COUD_024), published by the Councilin December 2025, identifies that
playing field land and consider that there is no evidence that the playing | the part of the site leased by Old Suttonians ceased its use for sports in
fields are surplus to requirements. Sport England also notes that Priest
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Hill is identified in the Playing Pitch Strategy as being used by Sutton &
Epsom RFC and contributing to community rugby demand

Disagreement with the Council’s description of the land as “not publicly
accessible” with responses stating that the site has been used for
decades by local residents for dog walking, informal recreation and
sport and as a route towards Ewell East Station.

Concern that development of the site would result in the loss of an
accessible or semi-accessible green space with strong community
value and outdoor leisure facility which would conflict with public
health and outdoor sport objectives.

1999 and that Old Suttonians do not sub-lease or have use agreements
with any other parties for the land in their leasehold control.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document

reference COUD_029) on page 46 concludes that should the site

be allocated through main modifications, the 3.7ha southern part of the
site thatis in current use by a local sports club should be retained as
playing fields. This approach is evidenced by the position

statement produced following the Examination Hearings (Document
reference COUD_024).

The site is privately owned and there are no public rights of way across
the site.

Infrastructure

Concerns that local infrastructure including schools (which are
oversubscribed), GP surgeries, dentists, hospitals, water, sewerage,
electricity and other public services are already under pressure and
development of the site would worsen existing problems.

Consideration should be given to the cumulative impacts of sites within
the submission local plan and the potential additional sites.

The impact on infrastructure from the potential additional sites has been
assessed as part of the IDP Addendum (document reference COUD_032).

Flood Risk

Concerns raised about Flood Risk, including incidents of surface water
flooding beyond the site boundary around Cheam Road, particularly
under the railway bridge by Ewell East Station and that the development
of the site will increase risk of future incidents.

Loss of permeable land will increase flood risk.

The additional sites for potential allocation document on page 45
identifies that a small proportion of the site is at risk of surface water
flooding.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16: Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage.
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Retail need

There is no clear justification for new retail uses at the site with
reference made to vacant shops in Ewell Village and that new retail
provision could draw activity away from the existing village centre,
weakening its vitality and viability.

The Council anticipates a small neighbourhood parade to meet the day-
to-day needs of residents of the site and users of the train station.

Transport / Accessibility

There are limited rail services from Ewell East Station, with three trains
an hour into London which does not justify the scale of development
proposed.

Network Rail state that if Priest Hill is allocated, improvements to Ewell
East Station would be needed because the station has limited step-free
access and increased use would be expected.

The surrounding road network is already heavily congested with peak
hour congestion resulting in queues and rat-running. Concerns about
highways safety, increased congestion, highway safety and adequacy of
car parking. from development of the site and inadequate car parking.

Concern that future residents would still rely heavily on private cars
despite the proximity of Ewell East Station

Question the accuracy of the accessibility data including the walking
distance to primary schools, GP surgeries etc.

Transport assumptions are unrealistic about the expectation of low car
ownership.

The site in a sustainable location given its proximity to Ewell East railway
station, the amenities within Ewell Village and the potential for local
convenience retail on the site.

Should the site be allocated within the Local Plan through the Inspectors
Main Modifications, the Council will work with Surrey County Council and
other relevant infrastructure providers to deliver appropriate mitigation
including improvements to pedestrian/cycle connectivity and Ewell East
Station.
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Biodiversity

The site forms part of a wider ecological network, including rare chalk
grassland, the adjacent Priest Hill Nature Reserve, and the wider North
Downs / Epsom Downs Biodiversity Opportunity Area.

Concerns raised about impacts on moths and butterflies in the adjacent
Surrey Wildlife Trust nature reserve (designated as an SNCI) and that
ecological mitigation or retained green buffers would not adequately
compensate for the loss of established habitats and open land.

Concerns raised about potential cumulative effects of the site and
another potential allocation (Downs Farm) on nearby SNCls, including
recreational pressure, habitat disturbance and loss, fragmentation,
lighting, air pollution, domestic pets and non-native species

The site provides or supports habitats for mammals, invertebrates,
insects, moths, butterflies, reptiles, skylarks, tawny owls and other
birdlife.

The site’s proximity to the adjoining nature reserve and the need to
consider ecological effects is acknowledged. The Submission Local

Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and Policy S15
(Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to exceed the statutory minimum
of at least 10% from specific greenfield sites. This would apply should the
site be allocated through a main modification to the plan.

Land Promoter representation

Deliverability and Ownership:

The site is in single ownership, enabling quicker and simpler delivery.
Previous concerns about deliverability (e.g. ownership issues) are now
resolved. Development could assist with the Council’s 5-year housing
land supply.

Sustainable Location:

Site is located adjacent to Ewell East railway station, making it highly
accessible. Train frequency is understated in evidence (actual: up to 6—
7 trains per hour). Well-connected by bus services and active travel
routes. Aligns with national policy direction to focus growth around
transport hubs.

Noted
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Site Benefits:

The scheme would deliver:

Around 275-300 homes (with a preference for 300).
Retail/commercial/community uses including potential healthcare
provision.

A new neighbourhood hub and improved station environment.

Public open space, play areas, and green corridors.

10% biodiversity net gain.

CIL contributions toward infrastructure (schools, healthcare, transport).

Challenge to Existing Evidence/Assumptions:
Key criticisms include:
Transport/accessibility assessments underestimate:
o Proximity to green space.
o Walking distances to centres.
o Importance of rail accessibility.
Train frequency data is inaccurate.
Site’s accessibility is stronger than reflected in scoring.

Proposed changes to wording and evidence:

Clarify that the northern part is no longer in use as playing fields.

Allow flexibility for commercial/community uses, not just retail.
Update train service description to reflect higher frequency.

Change wording from “required” improvements to “investigated where
justified” to ensure flexibility.

Support contributions to walking/cycling improvements but resist overly
prescriptive requirements without evidence.

Increase indicative capacity from 275 to 300 dwellings (supported by
technical evidence & consistent with national policy to maximise
density near stations).
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Green Belt position:

Strong support for release of the site from the Green Belt:

Evidence confirms “exceptional circumstances”.

Site is partly previously developed and adjacent to urban area.

Harm can be mitigated through design and retention of southern playing
fields.

Suggest minor boundary amendments to create a logical Green Belt
edge.

Infrastructure considerations:

No fundamental infrastructure constraints identified.

Required improvements (e.g. active travel, water supply reinforcement)
are manageable and typical, not barriers to development.

Development will contribute via CIL and potential on-site provision (e.g.
healthcare).

Concluding comments:

Priest Hill is one of the most sustainable and deliverable Green Belt
sites available.

A key opportunity to help meet housing needs.

Leaseholder comments

Sutton & Epsom Rugby Football Club are active tenant of part of the
Priest Hill land under a long-term lease with more than 54 years
remaining. The site forms a core part of its playing facilities. The
developers assumption that a second phase of development could be
delivered within 6-10 years is wrong because the club intends to
continue its tenancy.

The additional sites for potential allocation document on page 46 states
that the site should retain 3.7ha of land to the South that are in current
use for playing fields by a local sports club.
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Downs Farm (NONO016 and NONO042)
General

The document identifies the site as being suitable for approximately 530
homes but also clearly highlights its constraints which include,
transport, flooding, ecology and biodiversity harm.

Green Belt and Landscape

The site is valued Green Belt land and its release for development would
be irreversible. Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated
to release the site from the Green Belt.

Concern that allocation of the site, along with other Green Belt sites will
erode the Borough’s character, encourage further future Green Belt
release, increase urban sprawl and undermine settlement separation.

The site character is open countryside / farmland that forms part of the
setting of Epsom Downs and provides the visual separation between
settlements.

Criticism that the retention of the southern part of the site for open
space would not compensate for the wider loss of landscape character.

Disproportionately large allocation.

In terms of Green Belt performance, whilst it is recognised that the parcel
performs moderately against the Green Belt purposes and some degree
of harm is recognised, itis concluded that the impact from development
that is focussed on the northern part of the northern parcel could be
ameliorated. The green buffer from the northern parcel and the southern
parcel retained for Green Infrastructure would ensure a degree of
separation is maintained between the urban area of Epsom and Nork.

Transport / Accessibility

The local road network is already under severe pressure, particularly
Reigate Road, Longdown Lane North and South, College Road, Cheam
Road, the Drift Bridge junction. The existing situation is gridlock, peak-

As stated in the Transport Assessment Addendum (document reference
COUD_033a, page 68), “overall the Local Plan sites are mostly
reasonable small and/or well located in relation to existing transport
connections and amenities. As a result, the highways impacts tend to be
local to the development sites themselves and the cumulative impact is
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time queuing, rat-running, school-run congestion, pedestrian safety
concerns and difficulty crossing roads.

Concerns about highway safety on the A240 and deteriorating air quality
as a result of development

The site has poor accessibility with limited public transport and the
distance or practicality of walking to local services and schools. Site will
have a high level of car dependency.

Failure to consider a cumulative assessment of all Reigate Road
Corridor sites

Public transport baseline unclear (variation between documents) and
the proposed mitigation of diverting the 166 bus is questioned due to
service frequency (hourly).

The Southern parcelis closer to Epsom Downs Railway Station and
should be considered for development instead of the northern parcel for
this reason.

in general tolerable. There is a need for localised mitigation tied in with
specific development sites as well as schemes to address cumulative
impacts.”

Should the Downs Farm site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
Surrey County Council (as the Highways Authority), TFL as the operator of
the 166-bus route and the developer to identify and deliver appropriate
transport mitigation.

Biodiversity and Environment

Loss of productive agricultural land.

Impacts upon biodiversity — site supports a wide range of habitats,
including rare calcareous grassland and species - loss and
fragmentation of habitat and wildlife corridors which would cause
irreversible damage.

The site is located within the North Downs Biodiversity Opportunity Area
and the evidence base gives insufficient weight to biodiversity
opportunity, habitat connectivity and nature recovery.

The site’s proximity to the Priest Hill nature reserve and the need to
consider ecological effects is acknowledged. The Submission Local

Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and Policy S15
(Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to exceed the statutory minimum
of at least 10% from specific greenfield sites.
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The site is close to a series of SNCI sites and development of the site
(and other potential additional allocations) would cumulatively have
significant adverse impacts through recreational pressure, disturbance,
fragmentation, pets, lighting, air pollution and spread of non-native
species.

Concern about the lack of detailed habitat surveys and comprehensive
biodiversity assessment which should be undertaken before allocation
is considered.

Pollution (air quality & noise)

Concerns about environmental health with the Chalk pit waste facility
causing pollution, dust and noise, and heavy vehicle movements.

The Submission Local Plan contains policy DM18 ensure that
development does not exacerbate pollution or contamination and where
possible, reduces it.

Infrastructure

Concern that localinfrastructure inclusion schools, GP surgeries,
dentists, hospital services, roads, public transport, water supply,
sewerage and electricity infrastructure are already under pressure and
cannot absorb increased demands were the site to be allocated for over
500 homes.

Concerns about the location of a school or SEND facility adjacent to the
Chalk Pit / waste management facility.

Improvements to utilities infrastructure (water and electricity) which are
not funded or secured.

The impact on infrastructure from the potential additional sites has been
assessed as part of the IDP Addendum (document reference COUD_032).

Heritage

Beyond the site boundary there are conservation areas and nationally
and locally listed buildings. Lack of consideration to the setting and
historic character of the surrounding area, including Epsom College,
Epsom Downs Racecourse, nearby conservation areas and the rural-

A Heritage Impact Assessment has been undertaken for the Downs Farm
site (document reference COUD_029, pages 83 to 84). This identifies and
considers the impact of the potential allocation on the significance of the
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edge character of Longdown Lane and Reigate Road. Allocation of the
site would be inconsistent with the existing conservation character and
would undermine the historic setting.

The area near Drift Bridge contains part of the Outer London Defence
Line and that a pillbox or wartime fortification remains on or near the
site, now covered by foliage and should be protected before any
developmentis considered

heritage assets. Any future proposal would need to address heritage
matters.

Flooding

Concerns that developing the site will increase surface water runoff and
increase flood risk beyond the site boundary, including along Reigate
Road and at Drift Bridge.

Concerns in relation to groundwater and aquifers. Need for a site
specific Flood Risk Assessment and drainage strategy to be prepared.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
COUD_29) on page 48 identifies that site is in Flood Zone 1 and a small
proportion of the site is at risk of surface water flooding.

The Submission Local Plan was supported by a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (Level1) (document reference NEO6). The site would not
meet the criteria detailed in Section 3.1 (p9) of the Level 2 SFRA report
(Document reference NEO4) for a site-specific flood risk assessment to
be undertaken.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16 Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage.

Landowner / Agent representation

Welcome the updated conclusions in respect of the Site, which aligns
with our commentary provided at Regulation 19 stage and through
Hearing Statements.

The Site presents a good opportunity for residential developmentin a
suitable and sustainable location, which could help to significantly
reduce the gap between housing needs and housing supply.

The Additional Sites for Potential Allocation Document (page 49)
identifies that the site should be considered for potential allocation.

The need for SEND provision is addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan Addendum (document reference COUD_032, page 12). Surrey
County Council has forecast the potential impact of the potential
additional sites on the demand for specialist SEND provision. A new
forecasting model has been used, which provides borough level forecasts
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Good progress is already being made towards submission of a planning [ rather than the previous ‘quadrant level’ which covered a wider

application for the Site with a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) geographic area. The quadrant forecasts were included in the September
agreed with the Council in April 2026. The intention is for the application | 2025 IDP update. The updated forecasts show there is a significant need
to be submitted in late Summer / early Autumn 2026, following for additional capacity for specialist SEND provision, and additional
community consultation commencing in June 2026. The application will | provision will be required to address this. The Education Authority advise
be submitted in Outline with all matters reserved except for access. that a larger single development may result in the need for land to be

reserved for specialist provision, whereas more piecemeal development
Land for SEND provision could potentially be secured on Site (partly in may require contributions towards expanding an existing establishment.
place of the public open space / green infrastructure area to the south
of the Site) further information is required before this can be specifically
allocated to Downs Farm. This is being explored with the Council and
Surrey County Council.
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COUD_030 - Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum

General comments

Comments received:

EEBC response:

Questioning the purpose, framing and robustness of the Addendum,
including whether the Inspector’s post-hearing letters have been
interpreted too prescriptively as requiring additional allocations rather
than a more robust reassessment of sites and alternatives. Itis also
stated that the Addendum is overly reliant on flawed underlying
evidence and does not provide a sufficiently transparent or evidence-
led basis for assessing reasonable alternatives.

The SA addendum was prepared at the request of the Examining
Inspector to inform consultation on potential additional sites for
allocation in response to matters raised during the Examination

Hearings.

The SA addendum contains reasonable alternatives to reflect the latest
evidence submitted following the Examination Hearings that concluded
onthe 9 October 2026.

The range of growth scenarios and the progression of individual sites are
not sufficiently robust, particularly where Green Belt sites are
progressed despite environmental and infrastructure constraints, or
where brownfield / urban alternatives are said not to have been fully
exhausted. It is also stated that some omitted sites should have been
tested more fully or in more refined scenarios.

The SA addendum explains the basis on which site options were
progressed, ruled out, or tested through the reasonable alternative
growth scenarios.

Site specific comments

Comments received by site:

EEBC response:

Downs Farm (NONO016):

The Addendum does not clearly explain why Downs Farm was not
allocated earlier in the process but is now being progressed as a
potential allocation; that although the Addendum acknowledges the
site’s relatively poor accessibility, Green Belt harm and the potential for
increased pressure on adjoining land, these factors do not appear to

The site featured in reasonable alternatives in the Sustainability
Appraisal supporting the Regulation 18 Local Plan (document reference
PV03) and Proposed Submission Local Plan (document reference
SDO05a). This is reflected in the SA Addendum which states on page 16
that NONO16 (Downs Farm) —is a large site that was given close
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materially alter the overall conclusions; and that biodiversity, landscape
and community impacts are understated. It is also stated that the
document relies too heavily on high-level qualitative judgement and
scenario-based reasoning, without a sufficiently transparent evidence-
led explanation for why the site should now be taken forward.

consideration through the appraisal of reasonable growth scenarios in
both 2023 and 2024. The site is progressed based on the updates to the
Green Belt Topic Paper.

Landowner representation:

Land promoter (Marrons obo Dandara, Rep 266) supports the
Addendum and consider that it rectifies an earlier deficiency by properly
testing higher-growth scenarios, including scenarios that incorporate
Downs Farm. It is also considered that the Addendum supports
progression of Growth Scenario 4 or 5, although the scoring for
Communities and Landscape in relation to Downs Farm is said to be too
negative.

Noted.

Priest Hill (NON013)

SA understates the ecological sensitivity of Priest Hill, particularly given
its relationship with the adjacent Priest Hill Nature Reserve / SNCI,
including concerns about urban edge effects, recreational pressure,
impacts on chalk grassland habitat and the adequacy of mitigation. The
allocation should either be removed or substantially reduced, with
development limited to the northern part of the site and separated from
the reserve by a significant buffer.

The site’s proximity to the adjoining nature reserve and the need to
consider ecological effects is acknowledged. The Sustainability
Appraisal published alongside the Proposed Submission Local Plan
(document reference SD05a) noted the constraint in the form of an
adjacent SNCI.

The potential additional sites for allocation document proposes that the
northern part of the site is used for rresidential and retail uses (4.9ha)
and the retention of sports playing fields on land to the south of the site
(3.7ha).

The playing fields to the south of the site will form a buffer between built
form to the north and the SNCI located to the south of the site.
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Landowner representation:

Land promoter (Carter Jonas obo Priest Hill Land Company, Rep 346)
supports inclusion of Priest Hill within the growth scenarios and
consider that the Addendum shows it to be a sustainable and
deliverable strategic site in a highly accessible location next to Ewell
East Station. The Addendum understates the site’s benefits under the
Communities and Housing criteria.

Noted.

Land west of Burgh Heath Road (COL017)

Concerns are raised regarding limited accessibility and community
benefit, potential biodiversity value including possible chalk grassland
and wildlife interest, effects on local amenity, safety and wellbeing,
impacts on the wider historic environment, possible archaeological
constraints affecting deliverability, the site’s role as an open landscape
buffer, and the likelihood that development would increase reliance on
private car travel.

The site featured in reasonable alternatives in the Sustainability
Appraisal supporting the Regulation 18 Local Plan (document reference
PV03) and Proposed Submission Local Plan (document reference
SDO05a).

This is reflected in the SA addendum which states that a further
consideration to the suitability of the site is that land adjacent to the
south of COL017 is now under construction for a Racehorse Training
Establishment and 46 residential apartments, and the effect of this
development is to reduce the sensitivity of COL017 in landscape and
Green Belt terms.

Omission site - Drift Bridge Farm (NON021)

Landowner representation:

Land promoter (Andrew Black obo Chartwell Land and New Homes 2
Limited, Rep 264 consider that the Addendum does not adequately
justify ruling out Drift Bridge Farm, including because any in-
combination impacts with Downs Farm are not clearly explained. Itis

The SA Addendum explains the basis on which Drift Bridge Farm was
ruled out on balance and sets out the reasonable alternative growth
scenarios identified at this stage of the Examination.
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also considered that the range of growth scenarios tested is too narrow
and does not robustly assess alternatives for meeting housing need.

Omission site - Land near Downs Road east (COL023)

Landowner representation:

Land promoter (Savills obo Atkins Properties, Rep 252) consider that the
original SA and the Addendum should be read together, and that they
recognise the relevance of COL023 and its associated green
infrastructure / biodiversity land. The SA Addendum gives insufficient
weight to COL023, as itis only tested in the highest growth scenario,
despite the site’s potential to deliver housing, affordable housing,
biodiversity enhancement, public access and compensatory Green Belt
improvements.

The SA Addendum explains the basis on which site options were taken
forward to the growth scenarios and the basis on which growth
scenarios were selected for appraisal.

Omission site - Land east of Burgh Heath Road (COL019)

Landowner representation:

Land promoter (Neame Sutton obo Wates, Rep 143) consider that the
SAreveals inconsistencies in the treatment of COL019 compared with
COLO017, and that the SA’s own analysis of Scenario 6 supports
inclusion of COLO19. It is considered that where Scenario 6 performs
less well, the site-specific commentary on COL019 still shows the site
to be acceptable and capable of mitigation.

The Addendum appraises the six reasonable growth scenarios as
packages of sites and sets out the basis on which site options were
progressed, or not progressed, for testing.
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COUD_031 - Habitats Regulations Assessment - Addendum

General comments

General Comments:

EEBC Response:

Concern about indirect effects on European and nationally designated
sites (e.g. SACs, SSSls, chalk streams).

Concerns about the narrow scope of the document and that it only
focuses on European sites and does not consider local biodiversity
designations, recreational pressure concerns or the Green Belts
ecological function.

Habitats will be affected which will negate any successful efforts of the
Woodland Trust in their biodiversity plan.

The HRA is focussed on designated European sites, being undertaken in
accordance with the Habitats Regulations, Planning Practice Guidance
and Habitats Regulations Handbook.

The document tests Scenario 5 in the HRA and not the higher scenario
demonstrating the staged and partial nature of the environmental work.
HRA does not adequately address the cumulative impacts of the overall
plan and additional site allocations.

The HRA addendum assesses the potential increase in development
above what was contained in the Local Plan Submission document on
the designated European sites.

Concern that the document relies heavily on forecasts and
assumptions about traffic growth, recreational behaviour, water use
and effectiveness of mitigation measures. Uncertainty remains in the
long term.

The HRA addendum has been informed by forecasts to enable
predictions to be made as to future cumulative environmental impacts.
The updated transport modelling takes into consideration the cumulative
impact of allocations identified within the Submission Local Plan
document and the potential additional site allocations.

Wider concerns relating to flood risk, drainage and runoff, pollution (air,
noise and light), traffic congestion and infrastructure capacity.

Concerns noted, although no adverse impacts on the integrity of the
assessed European sites due to a change in air quality, water quality or
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anincrease in recreational pressure were identified in the HRA
addendum.

Implausible traffic impact — the appendix to the HRA highlights this.
Work is required on the Transport Assessment to ensure the results are
logical.

The appendix within the HRA addendum, which provides a response from
Logika Group (Air Quality Modelling consultants) states “While there is ho
plausible reason to expect the new allocations to reduce traffic on the
B2032, there is also no plausible reason to expect a significant increase.
The effect on the relevant section of the B2032 is therefore essentially
neutral.”

Site Specific Comments

Comments Received by site:

EEBC Response:

Downs Farm

The focus of the document is too narrow and does not
sufficiently address the ecological sensitivity of the site.

The HRA is focussed on designated European sites, being undertaken in
accordance with the Habitats Regulations, Planning Practice Guidance
and Habitats Regulations Handbook.

Air Quality assessment does not consider local roads that will be
affected from additional development (e.g. A240).

The air quality assessment related to a particular European Site, the Mole
Gap to Reigate Escarpment, rather than the local highway network.

Consider conclusions in relation to water and wastewater are high level
and not site specific relying on the regulatory framework and Local Plan
policy wording to conclude no European-site harm from water quantity.

Condicts the IDP which acknowledges sewage treatment capacity
constraints.

The conclusions on the HRA are focussed on desighated European sites.
Thames Water are aware of the capacity issue and anticipate delivering
an upgrade to the sewage treatment works during the local plan period.
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COUD_032 - Infrastructure Delivery Plan - Addendum

General comments

Delivery, evidence and infrastructure planning

IDP addendum is too high level and strategic.
Lacks site specific detail, funding commitments, delivery mechanisms,
and phasing and timing clarity.

Heavily relies on future engagement, funding and mitigation.

Risk of developments proceeding ahead of infrastructure provision.
Concerns that the cumulative impacts of development have not been
fully assessed.

Inconsistencies and inaccuracies across the evidence.
Full responses from key stakeholders (TfL, Network Rail, Surrey CC)
have not been published.

The purpose of the IDP addendum was to consider the impact on the
borough’s infrastructure if additional sites were to be allocated within the
Local Plan. The impact of delivering approximately 1,000 additional
dwellings was considered, as this is reflective of the capacity of the
potential additional sites which had not been discounted when the
addendum was prepared.

Itis a strategic assessment, and should any additional sites be allocated
within the Local Plan through the Inspectors Main Modifications, then the
Council will work with developers and infrastructure providers to ensure
appropriate infrastructure provision is made.

Transport (Highways, Public Transport and Access)

Concerns that the road networks are already heavily congested with
lengthy queues and peak time grid lock.

Poor road conditions (e.g. potholes and narrow pavements).
Development will generate significant additional traffic and congestion,
exacerbating road safety risks.

Public transportis infrequent, unreliable and overcrowded and
misrepresented in evidence. Bus network capacity issues.
Poor connectivity for walking/cycling.

As stated in the Transport Assessment Addendum (document reference
COUD_033a, page 68), “overall the Local Plan sites are mostly
reasonable small and/or well located in relation to existing transport
connections and amenities. As a result, the highways impacts tend to be
local to the development sites themselves and the cumulative impact is
in general tolerable. There is a need for localised mitigation tied in with
specific development sites as well as schemes to address cumulative
impacts.”

Should any additional sites be allocated through the Inspectors Main
Modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
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No certainty that transport mitigation (junction upgrades, bus
improvements, active travel links) will be delivered or are feasible.

Surrey County Council and other relevant infrastructure providers to
deliver appropriate mitigation.

Healthcare (GPs, hospitals, dentists)

Concern that health services are already at or beyond capacity.
Development is expected to significantly increase demand
across primary and acute care. Need for new GP practices and
healthcare.

Only partial funding identified.

Concern that no response was received from Epsom and St
Helier University Hospitals Trust and therefore infrastructure
needs on healthcare are incomplete.

Aging hospital estate. Capacity will worsen with growth.
No clearly identified, funded or deliverable healthcare
expansion.

In terms of primary healthcare provision, the response from the Surrey
Heartlands Integrated Care Board (ICB) stated “The impact of additional
new housing, delivered over the local plan period, will resultin a
requirement for additional healthcare floorspace. Additional provision
could be delivered through increasing capacity at existing facilities or,
where appropriate, building new facilities.”

The Council and the NHS Surrey and Sussex ICB will continue to engage
to ensure the impact on primary healthcare is addressed appropriately.

Epsom & St Helier University Hospitals Trust were consulted but no
response was received.

Education (Schools & SEND provision)

Concern about education capacity and deficits in school places over
time. IDP significantly underestimates demand from new housing.
Shows declining pupil numbers despite housing growth.

Existing schools are already oversubscribed with a reliance on
temporary ‘bulge’ classes.

For secondary schools a shortfall of places from 2027 onwards is
identified.

The education forecasts show that while the potential additional
allocation sites will yield additional primary age children there is still a
surplus of primary school places across the forecast period.

For secondary provision there is an initial challenge to capacity, which
the education authority advise could be met through temporary bulge
provision in existing schools. There is then a surplus of places by 2031-
32.
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Substantial existing and future deficits in SEND provision with no
funded or deliverable solution.

Early years/childcare — lack of provision.

Post 16 education — no assessment of further education or training
needs.

Council conclusions that there is no need for a new primary school
contradicts the evidence.

With regards to SEND provision, a significant need has been identified
which will require additional provision. Should any additional sites be
allocated though Main Modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the
Council will work with Surrey County Council as the education authority
to identify opportunities for provision to help meet the identified need.

Utilities (Water, wastewater, energy)

Water/wastewater - Need to protect groundwater sources (SPZs) and
manage contamination risks.

Existing sewers are already at or beyond capacity. Reports of discharges
into watercourses (e.g. Hogsmill). Need for upgrades.
Thames Water region is classified as ‘seriously water stressed’.

Electricity - IDP identifies declining spare capacity and future deficits.
Uncertainties around timing and reinforcement.
Telecommunications — capacity (not just coverage) is inadequate.
Existing network overload in places e.g. Epsom Town Centre.

With regards to wastewater, in response to the IDP Addendum Thames
Water have stated they are aware of capacity constraints at the STW
serving the area and anticipate delivering an upgrade during the local
plan period but do not envisage a significant issue with supporting the
increased levels of growth.

SES Water supplies water to part of the borough and have identified
through their response to the IDP Addendum that the potential
allocations at Downs Farm and Priest Hill are likely to require a
reinforcement scheme. The developers are encouraged to engage with
SES Water should these sites be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Local Plan, to ensure any reinforcements can be
delivered in a timely manner.

UK Power Networks (electricity) have stated that when a network
connection request is made by a developer a full network assessment is
undertaken to identify any upgrades which may be required to ensure the
capacity of the infrastructure is not exceeded.
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Drainage & Flood Risk

Policy S16 in the Submission Local Plan relates to flood risk and

Sites are generally located outside high fluvial flood risk areas.
sustainable drainage.

Concerns about existing flooding issues and that surface water flooding
not adequately addressed. The Submission Local Plan was supported by a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (Level1) (Document). Level 2 Site Specific Flood Risk
Sequential test has not been properly applied. Flood risk not evidenced | Assessments were undertaken (Document references NE04 and NE05)

in site selection. for those sites contained within the Submission Local Plan where the
criteriain Section 3.1 (p9) of the Level 2 SFRA report (Document

Loss of Green Belt permeability will increase run off. reference NE04) were met. In addition, a Sequential Test was prepared to
support the submission Local Plan (Document reference NE03) and flood

Detailed site-specific flood risk and drainage strategies needed. risk has been considered through the site assessment methodology

(Document Reference HBO5).

Community facilities & recreation

The impact on infrastructure of an increased population through new
housing development is recognised and appropriate contributions via
Section 106 and CIL will be sought.

Development will put pressure on community services and recreational
infrastructure. No plan to address this.

Green Belt land provides essential community and wellbeing
infrastructure.

Insufficient sports facilities already. Only partial mitigation identified
(Hook Road Arena).

Emergency services

Police — population growth will increase demand. Identified funding The impact on infrastructure of an increased population through new
pressures and resource constraints. No quantification of additional housing development is recognised and appropriate contributions via
demands or costs. Section 106 agreement and CIL will be sought.

Fire & Rescue — Performance concerns and resource challenges.
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https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/other-planning-documents/examination/HB05.%20Site%20Assessment%20Methodology.pdf

‘Requires improvement’ ratings in several areas. Increased
development will increase traffic and slow response times.

Ambulance - Identified need for a new ambulance post but no plan or
site identified.

Limited emergency service capacity, which is not fully assessed or
planned.

Environmental infrastructure (water and natural systems)

The Submission Local Plan contains policy DM18 ensure that

Need for up-to-date environmental evidence & protection of development does not exacerbate pollution or contamination and where
groundwater and water quality. possible, reduces it.

Concerns about impact on chalk streams and sensitive water

) The Submission Local Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and
environments.

Geodiversity) and Policy S15 (Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to

. . exceed the statutory minimum of at least 10% from specific greenfield
Cumulative effect of development on groundwater abstraction and

pollution risk. sites.
Loss of up to 100 hectares of green space. Groundwater abstraction licencing is managed by the Environment
Agency.

Habitat fragmentation. No mitigation to offset loses.
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Site Specific Comments

Comments Received by site:

EEBC Response:

Downs Farm (NONO016)

Transport (Highways, Public Transport and Access)

Concerns that the local road network is already at or beyond
capacity, particularly: Reigate Road (A240), Longdown Lane
North/South, Ewell Bypass, Drift Bridge junction.

Safety concerns including difficult junctions and recorded
accidents.

Site will have increased car dependency due to poor public
transport accessibility, which will generate more traffic than

has been assessed.

Bus service (166) is infrequent and inaccurately described in
evidence.

Pressure on parking near stations and local centres.
Increased traffic will slow emergency vehicle response times.
Lack of clarity on funded/deliverable highways improvements -

mitigation measures are opportunities as opposed to
committed schemes.

Should the Downs Farm site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
Surrey County Council (as the Highways Authority), TFL as the operator of
the 166-bus route and the developer to identify and deliver appropriate
transport mitigation.

Healthcare (GPs, hospitals, dentists)
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Local healthcare services are already overstretched -
difficulties in obtaining GP/dentist appointments, pressure on
Epsom hospital and A&E waiting times.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or
planned.

Should the Downs Farm site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
the NHS Surrey and Sussex ICB to ensure the impact of the development
on primary healthcare is addressed appropriately.

Education (Schools & SEND provision)

Concerns about existing school capacity pressures,
particularly for secondary and SEND provision.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or
planned.

Should the Downs Farm site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
Surrey County Council as the education authority and the developer to
mitigate any impact on primary/secondary education and to address the
need for additional SEND provision.

Utilities (Water, wastewater, energy)

IDP addendum has acknowledged constraints in water supply
and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure.

Pressure on electricity networks.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or
planned.

SES Water have identified that Downs Farm is likely to require a
reinforcement scheme. The developers are encouraged to engage with
SES Water should the Downs Farm site be allocated through the
Inspectors main modifications to the Local Plan, to ensure any
reinforcements can be delivered in a timely manner.

UK Power Networks (electricity) have stated that when a network
connection request is made by a developer a full network assessment is
undertaken to identify any upgrades which may be required to ensure the
capacity of the infrastructure is not exceeded.

Drainage & Flood Risk

Existing surface water flooding issues, particularly on Reigate
Road.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
Coud_29) on page 48 identifies that site is in Flood Zone and a small
proportion of the site is at risk of surface water flooding.
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Increased hard surfacing and loss of permeable greenfield land
will exacerbate flooding.

Lack of site specific flood risk/hydrological assessment —
flooding/drainage issues insufficiently assessed.

The Submission Local Plan was supported by a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (Level1) (document reference NEO6). The site would not
meet the criteria detailed in Section 3.1 (p9) of the Level 2 SFRA report
(Document reference NEO4) for a site-specific flood risk assessment to
be undertaken.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16 Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage.

Community facilities & recreation

Development will increase the demand for open space, while
losing Downs Farm open space.

Loss of green space will have mental health/wellbeing impacts.

There are no public rights of way across the site.

Submission Local Plan Policy DM19 - Open Space, Sport and Recreation
states that on-site provision of open space should be made in
accordance with the Fields in Trust benchmark standard set out below (or
any future equivalent standard) and that the council will negotiate on a
site-by-site basis the type of open space provision where other typologies
may be more appropriate or desirable having regard to the most up to
date Open Space Audit.

Pollution (air quality & noise)

Existing issues with the Chalk pit waste facility causing
pollution, dust and noise.

Development will increase air pollution and traffic emissions.

Siting housing or schools near potentially hazardous uses.

The Submission Local Plan contains policy DM18 ensure that
development does not exacerbate pollution or contamination and where
possible, reduces it.

Green infrastructure
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Loss of wildlife habitat — site is well used by deer, bats, birds
etc...

Loss will remove part of the existing ecological network/green
corridor.

The Submission Local Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and
Geodiversity) and Policy S15 (Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to
exceed the statutory minimum of at least 10% from specific greenfield
sites. This would apply should the site be allocated through a main
modification to the plan.

Land at Priest Hill (NONO013)

Transport (Highways, Public Transport and Access)

Concerns that local road networks are already congested and
constrained, particularly Cheam Road, Banstead Road and Reigate
Road, including the Holmwood Road and Queensmead Avenue which
are used as cut throughs.

Severe peak congestion and gridlock.
Increased development in this area will increase the risk of accidents.
Public transportis limited: trains serving Ewell East station are

infrequent and at capacity, while bus provision is a single route.

Development at Priest Hill will increase parking pressure in the locality.

The site is considered to be in a sustainable location given its proximity to
Ewell East railway station, the amenities within Ewell Village and the
potential for local convenience retail on the site.

Should the site be allocated within the Local Plan through the Inspectors
Main Modifications, the Council will work with Surrey County Council and
other relevant infrastructure providers to deliver appropriate mitigation
including improvements to pedestrian and cycle connectivity.

Healthcare (GPs, hospitals, dentists)

Local healthcare services are already at capacity — difficulties in
obtaining GP/dentist appointments, pressure on Epsom hospital and
A&E waiting times.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or planned.

Should the Priest Hill site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with
the NHS Surrey and Sussex ICB to ensure the impact of the development
on primary healthcare is addressed appropriately.
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Education (Schools & SEND provision)

Concerns about existing primary and secondary school capacity
pressures - lack of available spaces for existing residents with new
development exacerbating this.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or planned.

Should the Priest Hill site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Local Plan, the Council will work with Surrey County
Council as the education authority and the developer to mitigate any
impact on primary/secondary education and to address the need for
additional SEND provision.

Utilities (Water, wastewater, energy)

Concerns that water supply, sewerage systems and electricity networks
are already constrained. New development in this location will make
this worse.

No clear evidence of additional capacity being funded or planned.

SES Water have identified that Priest Hill is likely to require a
reinforcement scheme. The developers are encouraged to engage with
SES Water should the site be allocated through the Inspectors main
modifications to the Local Plan, to ensure any reinforcements can be
delivered in a timely manner.

Drainage & Flood Risk

Concerns about surface water flooding, particularly near roads, railway
bridges and low lying areas such as Cheam Road underpass.

Development will make this worse due to loss of permeable Green Belt
land. Potential risk of property flooding/road safety (due to water

accumulation).

Lack of detailed drainage strategy or mitigation measures.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
Coud_29) on page 45 identifies that site is in Flood Zone 1 and a small
proportion of the site is at risk of surface water flooding.

The Submission Local Plan was supported by a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (Level1) (document reference NEO6E). The site would not
meet the criteria detailed in Section 3.1 (p9) of the Level 2 SFRA report
(Document reference NEO4) for a site-specific flood risk assessment to
be undertaken.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16 Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage. This would apply should the site be allocated through a main
modification to the plan.
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Community facilities & recreation

Responses highlight the importance of Priest Hill as recreational land
with the playing fields being actively used for sports (rugby/football),
dog walking and informal leisure.

Existing evidence (Playing Pitch Strategy & Sports Facilities
Assessment) show a shortage of sports provision in the borough.
Losing this open space will reduce opportunities for physical activity
and negatively impact on community well being.

No clear strategy to replace or re-provide these facilities.

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
COUD_29) on page 46 concludes that should the site be allocated
through main modifications to the Submission Local Plan, the 3.7ha
southern part of the site thatis in current use by a local sports club
should be retained as playing fields. This approach is evidenced by the
position statement produced following the Examination Hearings
(Document reference COUD_024).

The Council acknowledges the shortage of sports provision in the
borough and the lack of ‘secured’ provision (provision which secures its
long-term use through community use agreements) and is seeking to
address this.

Pollution (air quality & noise)

Development will increase air pollution, traffic emissions and noise
levels.

Potential effects on respiratory health and vulnerable groups.
Reduction in overall quality of life.

The Proposed Local Plan contains policy DM18 ensure that development
does not exacerbate pollution or contamination and where possible,
reduces it.

Green infrastructure

Loss of recreation opportunities, biodiversity habitats such as chalk
grassland and protected habitats. Development will have a detrimental
impact on wildlife.

The Submission Local Plan contains Policy S14 (Biodiversity and
Geodiversity) and Policy S15 (Biodiversity Net gain). Policy S15 seeks to
exceed the statutory minimum of at least 10% from specific greenfield
sites.
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Land West of Burgh Heath Road (COL017)

Transport (Highways, Public Transport and Access)

Concerns regarding very poor site accessibility. Low accessibility score
(ranked 181 out of 191 sites).

Limited public transport: infrequent weekday only bus service and
railway stations located 25-26 minutes’ walk away.

Development will have a high car dependency.
Lack of a detailed transport assessment and mitigation.

Poor walking and cycling environment.

The site does perform relatively poorly compared to other Green Belt
sites, however it adjoins the urban area and there is an infrequent bus
service that operates in the local area.

There may be opportunity to improve accessibility to the site by non-car
modes, such as improvements to pavements and connectivity to the
public right of way beyond the site boundary.

Healthcare (GPs, hospitals, dentists)

No evidence provided on the capacity of local GP services or healthcare
infrastructure.

New development will increase pressure on services — no confirmed
mitigation.

Should the site be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications to
the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with the NHS Surrey and
Sussex ICB to ensure the impact of the development on primary
healthcare is addressed appropriately.

Education

Lack of site specific evidence on school capacity.

Should the site be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications to
the Local Plan, the Council will work with Surrey County Council as the
education authority and the developer to mitigate any impact on
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Concern that the cumulative impact of developments has not been primary/secondary education and to address the need for additional
assessed. SEND provision.

Utilities (Water, wastewater, energy)

With regards to wastewater, Thames Water have stated they are aware of
capacity constraints at the STW serving the area and anticipate delivering
an upgrade during the local plan period but do not envisage a significant
issue with supporting the increased levels of growth.

IDP assessmentis too high level and borough wide.
No evidence of capacity assessments or provider commitments.

UK Power Networks (electricity) have stated that when a network
connection request is made by a developer a full network assessment is
undertaken to identify any upgrades which may be required to ensure the
capacity of the infrastructure is not exceeded.

Drainage & Flood Risk

The additional sites for potential allocation (Document reference
No site level assessment. Area is already being developed (South Hatch | COUD_029) on page 37 identifies that the site is in Flood Zone 1 and there
development not yet fully occupied) being baseline conditions are not is no risk of surface water flooding.

certain.
The Submission Local Plan was supported by a Strategic Flood Risk

Assessment (Level1) (document reference NEO6E). The site would not
meet the criteria detailed in Section 3.1 (p9) of the Level 2 SFRA report
(Document reference NEO4) for a site-specific flood risk assessment to
be undertaken.

The submission Local Plan contains Policy S16 Flooding and Sustainable
Drainage.
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COUD_033a - Transport Assessment - Addendum

General comments

Comments Received:

EEBC Response:

Reliance on 2019 base year of the model — concern this may not reflect
current conditions on the network.

Relies on strategic modelling which explicitly acknowledges limitations
in accurately representing individual journeys, junction-level impacts
and real-world behaviour (Results and Analysis Caveats).

Surrey County Council as the Highways Authority have produced the
Transport Assessment Addendum to assess the potential impact of the
allocation site options using the County’s strategic transport model
SINTRAM.

Page 5 of the document states that ‘The strategic transport model has not
been adjusted for Covid-19.... the impacts can be considered worst case
as a result of the underlying vehicle demand being higher than is likely to
be the case in 2040’.

The conclusions rely heavily on modelled outputs rather than observed
conditions. The modelling shows increases in vehicle trips, increased
travel times and reduced speeds, yet still concludes that impacts are
acceptable.

Surrey County Council as the Highways Authority have concluded on
page 68 of the document that:

= Overall, the Local Plan sites are mostly reasonably small and/or well
located in relation to existing transport connections and amenities. As a
result, the highway impacts tend to be local to the development sites
themselves and the cumulative impactis in general tolerable.

= [tis not considered that any impacts would be considered severe in
terms of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

= There is a need for localised mitigation tied in with specified
development sites as well as schemes to address cumulative impacts...
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The document notes that modelled mode shares do not assess the
quality of walk, cycle, public transport or vehicle routes, only time and
distance.

The report does not take account of whether people would actually
walk, cycle, or use public transport because it is poor quality,
inconvenient, uncomfortable, dangerous or unreliable, or through force
of habit.

The mode shares set out in the report (for all sites away from the town
centre) are likely to significantly overstate public transport and active
travel modes and understate car use.

The Local Plan development would materially increase pressure on the
transport network with increases in total vehicle distance and travel
time.

The Surrey Local Transport Plan 4 detailed the Highways Authorities sets
out the ambition to transform Surrey’s transport network up to 2032
including increased use of public transport, walking and cycling. Further
detail on LTP4 and the Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan can
be found on pages 68 and 69 of the report.

Table 1 states 5,327 dwellings which does not align with the delivery
trajectory set out in Section 4 of the Additional Sites for Potential
Allocation, difference of 800 dwellings.

Table 1 only includes sites allocations in the submission Local Plan and
the potential additional site allocations in addition to windfalls.

It does not include completions which feature on the Local Plan
trajectory of the Additional Sites for Potential Allocation.

The proposed allocations should not proceed unless there is clear
evidence that necessary transport improvements will be delivered
before occupation, not simply investigated later.

The infrastructure evidence is incomplete, uncosted, and in several
cases speculative. Without demonstrable deliverability, the proposed
site allocations cannot be considered sound.

A detailed site specific transport assessment will be required to support
any future planning applications at the sites in accordance with
Submission Local Plan Policy S19 ‘Transport’.
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Surrey County Council officers have been actively involved in the
production of the Transport Assessment.

Noted

National Highways does not have any significant concerns in relationto | Noted

the impact of the total development considered in this new

assessment.

Site Specific Comments

Comments Received by site: EEBC Response:

Downs Farm

Concern that the site would be car-dependent (65-68% car
mode share) and that the transport assessment relies on
uncertain mitigation, including improved access to Epsom
downs station and bus service improvements.

Development would generate substantial additional traffic
movements and increase pressure on the local highway
corridor (Reigate Road) which is already heavily congested.

Longdown Lane North and Reigate Road are identified as
hotspots in the study with breakdown in flow predicted at peak
times.

Concerned that mitigation (e.g. bus service diversion) is not
secured and largely conceptual.

Concern about safety of surrounding roads for increased active
travel (pedestrian / cycle use).

the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with Surrey County
Council (as the Highways Authority), TFL as the operator of the 166-bus
route and the developer to identify and deliver appropriate transport
mitigation.
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Concern that modelling does not consider cumulative impacts
of other development in the corridor and that these cumulative
impacts cannot be mitigated.

Surrey County Council Report entitled "A240 Reigate Road,
Ewell - Change of Speed Limit" identified the A240 Reigate
Road as having "one of the worst road safety records in the
County" and this should be afforded significant weight.

The Highways Authority (SCC) note that a correction is required
to page 36 of the Transport Assessment Addendum (COUD
033a) as the frequency of the TfL bus service 166 is hourly at
this location (and not three times per hour as reported, which
reflect services between Banstead and West Croydon only).

As aresult, improved frequency should also be sought,
together with the recommendation to connect the 166 service
directly to the site.

The Transport Assessment has been undertaken as a strategic transport
model and therefore considers the cumulative impacts of development
contained with the submission local plan in addition to the potential site
allocations.

Pages 36-38 of the Transport Assessment provide commentary on the
potential impacts of the site on the highway network in the AM and PM
peaks.

A detailed site-specific transport assessment will be required to support
any future planning application at the site in accordance with Submission
Local Plan Policy S19 ‘Transport’.

Noted. The Additional Sites for Potential Allocation document (COUD_29)
correctly identifies that 166 (Epsom to Croydon) service operates on an
hourly frequency Monday to Friday. The same document identifies the
opportunity to divert the bus service to serve the site.

Land West of Burgh Heath Road

Concerns that the site scores poorly in accessibility terms, there will be
unsafe walking conditions for future residents and poor public
transport.

Should the site be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications to
the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with Surrey County
Council (as the Highways Authority) and the developer to identify and
deliver appropriate transport mitigation.

The South Hatch scheme is a commitment that is currently under
construction and has been factored into the transport modelling.
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Concerns about the cumulative impact of traffic when taking into
account the adjoining South Hatch scheme thatis under construction.

The report does not adequately account for traffic generated when the
adjoining South Hatch scheme is fully completed.

The Transport Assessment does not provide sufficiently fine-grained
analysis of the site-specific impacts of 50 dwellings.

The document notes that modelled mode shares do not assess the
quality of walk, cycle, public transport or vehicle routes, only time and
distance.

The model is a strategic highways model and does not provide a detailed
analysis of all sites, only the larger strategic allocations.

A detailed site-specific transport assessment will be required to support
any future planning application at the site in accordance with Submission
Local Plan Policy S19 ‘Transport’.

Priest Hill

Consider that the transport modelling does not fully capture the severe
congestion in the local area during morning and evening peaks.

The site is forecast to be car-dominated, despite its proximity to Ewell
East, with poor pedestrian and cycle connectivity along the Cheam
Road corridor and severance at the A24 junction.

Cheam Road cannot simply be widened and therefore has no capacity
to absorb additional traffic.

Should the site be allocated through the Inspectors main modifications to
the Submission Local Plan, the Council will work with Surrey County
Council (as the Highways Authority) and the developer to identify and
deliver appropriate transport mitigation.

Given the acknowledged limitations of the modelling and the absence of
detailed junction-level analysis, the conclusions do not provide a robust
basis for supporting the allocation of this site.

Pages 34-36 of the transport assessment provides commentary on the
potential impacts of the site on the highway network in the AM and PM
peaks.

A detailed site-specific transport assessment will be required to support
any future planning application at the site in accordance with Submission
Local Plan Policy S19 ‘Transport’.
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COUD_033b - Transport Assessment Technical Annex

General comments

Comments Received:

EEBC Response:

Critique of methodology and reliability of the strategic model.

Consider there to be discrepancies between observed and modelled
flows and question the realism of public transport usage assumptions.

Out of date traffic counts (2019 data) - model validated against data
that is significantly out-of-date and may be unrepresentative /
underestimate actual traffic flows.

The model is an approximation of real-world conditions rather than a
precise representation of existing traffic patterns.

The Strategic Transport Assessment has been produced by the Highway
Authority (Surrey County Council) on behalf of Epsom and Ewell Borough
Council.

The local model used for the assessment is derived from Surrey County
Council’s (SCC) regional, multi-modal SINTRAM transport model.

Table 10 of page 44 — job data indicates a net increase of 1,058 jobs over
the plan period. It is unclear how these have been calculated.

The jobs forecasts are based on conversion of floorspace using standard
metrics.

Table 4 on page 28 - analysis does not meet the recommended
thresholds set by the government for the data to be deemed
reliable.

Table 5 - the model does not fully achieve the Department for
Transport's desired validation standards observed AM and PM
movements are both below the DfT's desired threshold of 85%.

Under table 4 on page 28 the report states that ‘although the percentage
change is in excess of the TAG criteria of 5% for both mean and standard
deviation in the AM and PM, the absolute differences are low’.

Under Table 5 on page 32, the report states that ‘both the AM and PM
peak hours, the GEH statistics are close to meeting the TAG desired
acceptance level of 85%...°

Document acknowledges that detailed transport assessments will be
required at planning application stage.

The model is a strategic model assessing the cumulative impacts of Local
Plan development. Itis not intended to replace more detailed site-
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specific transport assessments required to support planning
applications.

The revision of Horton Farm to 1,300 dwellings represents a positive and
proportionate refinement of the transport evidence base, as it aligns the
modelled quantum more closely with the Local Plan allocation of
approximately 1,250 homes.

Noted
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Other comments received that do not relate to the documents subject to consultation

General comments

Documents submitted post Local Plan hearing / launch of consultation | The relevant delegation was in place and lawfully exercised.
were not in compliance with the Council’s constitution

Availability of consultation documents in deposit locations The consultation documents in addition to the FAQ document were
during the consultation period. available for inspection during opening hours throughout the consultation
period.

Feedback forms were also made available for people to take away and
complete.

Objections to Green Belt sites contained within the Submission Local
Plan that have been considered through the Stage Examination
Hearings in September and October 2025.
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Appendix 2 - Consultation materials

Posters

Epsom & Ewell
Local Plan

We’re asking for comments
on additional documents
submitted during the Local
Plan Examination

The consultation closes on
Monday 15 June

s - ”~

To view the consuitation documents

and comment: scan the QR code, or visit:
epsom-ewell.inconsult uk/localplan.additionaldocuments -
Locali*ian

Printed copies of the consultation documents can be
found in reception at Epsom Town Hall and in local
libraries during normal opening hours.
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Printer Flyer

Epsom & Ewell
Local Plan

We're asking for comments
on additional documents
submitted during the Local
Plan Examination

The consultation closes on
Monday 15 June

To view the consultat on docummes
and comment, sZen the QR Code or vEIT
sErommawil incorault. ut) locaplan ad ditioneicecum et s

EPSOM
“EWELL OF

Epsom & Ewell’s Local Plan, covenng the penod up to 2040,
= now at Examination Stage - the final stage of the Local Plan

process before the plan can be legally adopted.

Epsom & Ewell Bormugh Councl & camyng out a five-sesk
public consudtation on docaments shrmitted to the inspector
smce 8 October 2028, These docurments relate to addtional
modihcations to the Local Flan followng this consaltztion.

The consultation will run from Monday 11 May 2026 until
Monday 15 June 2020, dosing at 2358

To view the comsultation documents and commment, scan the

Printed copies of the consuitation documents can be found in
reception at Epsom Town Hall and in local libraries s Epsom
& Ewell duning thesr nonmal opening hours.
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Borough Insight magazine

EEBC asks for comments on additional
documents submitted during the Local
Plan Examination

™ Comments (0)

Epsom & Ewell's Local o i i S s | I L B
Plan, covering the period ‘g’vsé)&

up to 2040, is now at

Examination Stage - the B ELTFA S R IGTETR L ETY

final stage of the Local
Plan process before the
plan can be legally
adopted. As part of the
examination, the council
has been instructed by a
government appointed
Planning Inspector to ~ i

undertake additional Find out more

work in relation to epsom-ewell.gov.uk/localplanexamination

potential additional sites

that could be allocated through the Inspector’s main modifications to the plan.

We’re asking for comments
on additional documents
submitted during the Local

Plan Examination

The consultation closes on Monday 15 June

We have launched a consultation to invite comments on specific documents
submitted to the Inspector since October 2025 which identify potential additional
sites that could be allocated in the borough’s Local Plan to increase housing

Anlivinrn: Tha Aantimante alana aiith inctriintiane An haue A Aammant ara availahkla
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Social Media example

Epsom & Ewell Borough Council
" Published by Orlo @ - 12 June at 10:02 - Q

)+ Epsom & Ewell’s Local Plan consultation closes at 23:59 on Monday
15 June — this is your final chance to have your say. The Local Plan,
covering the period up to 204... See more

SOROUGH COUNCUL

Epsom & Ewell Local Plan

We’re asking for comments on
additional documents submitted
during the Local Plan Examination

The consultation closes on
Monday 15 June

Find out more: EpeomenEut \_ ,
epsom-ewell.gov.uk/localplanexamination ,
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Press advert in the Surrey Comet (14 May 2026)

36|
PLANNING

TRAFFIC & Roads

PUBLIC NOTICE
Epsom & Ewsll Barough Cousel
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANKING AST FLANKING] (ENGLAND)
REGULATIONS 2013
PART & Local Plass
LOCAL PLAN EXARINATION: POET HEARING COMBULTATION ON
ADDIMOMAL DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE COUNCIL
This Epsom and Fwel Local Plas (2000 2005) was submitied 1o 1 Plasning
Inspsciorats on e 10 March 2025 and s cumenthy at ssasineticn. Folowing

puskc hoarings Fold in Soaptem 2025 the Councll was requined by
e Irepocior samining the plan to undomaks odditional work, This hao rosulisd
i b Counel SnsumiEnt Lo e | Aepecios, whish

ddifonal
iebartry werd bared poterisl i fo Wl A e
hﬂmddmmhﬂlmﬂmmuﬁmmm
mwmhmmmwmwhmm
o the Local Plan eesminaiion
Hmmmnﬂﬂmmmmm
hatlaim

. Wﬂ-!l-lwvlhhd-ﬂm
EpanTH acdticnaldncomanis
muhmﬂ ars alua weallable for Insp ak

+  Epsom & Ewel Bosough Councl, Town Hall, the Parde, Epsom,
KT18 SBY, mnm&um&mmuﬁm
Clossad harsk kol idary 25 Moy 130

+ Al madn | Brarias in the bamugh (pleass check indivigual lbeary webein for
apening haur}

Consaltwiben perbei:

This corseskirdon pariod runs them Mesdey 11 May o Mosday 15 June 2028

Pl i irilisd b poriod and musl Ba recobvid o s than
A58 hex on tha st dery ol the comlbtien paricil
Rmaponeas

I of o wtardand
muMndmmummm-nMnrmmmnm
T Hall and Borsugh e
Cormplitied ricesorss horms of ol Rl wiilin fiporoes firy B submdisd
o tha Courdd in the islowing ways:

s By emal o localpling epaom- ewel L gov.ux

* By post o Plonning Polizy, Epsom & Ewall Borough
Couned, Town Hal, Tra Paress, Epsom,

LE-

mmm

TOWH AND COUNTRY PLANMHG ACT 1383
PLANKNING [LISTED BUILDIMG AND CONSERVATIOMN AREAS) ACT 1253
{ax

amendesd
TOWK AKD COLUNTRY PLARMIRG (GENFRAL DEVELDPNENT] ORDER
2008 (an amanded)
HWOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR MAJOR DEVELOPNENT
ARTICLE 138
In sexmrrancs wis Fa aboes, nobos i ey
Eman made |2 Epsom & Ewel Bormugh Councd
falloming proposal (a1
ABARITFLH Th Lesgdosm Lane Rerth, Ewall, Surey
Ereolion of & singlo-wionyy rear and sids waension,
ind dotad sl el e

ot wppd ez s
FATEON i CATY GUE the

of an
el | o metaraan babwsen axtebng ren: doee
ic copy of o ,i" o rreny b iresgmcted ooline =t
or vin Infemel access st
EMHTMHH mmmmmm«hwmlmm
Moy oorianis should bo rmads vsing the Taclily provided ot the above wobslis
i o I withng b the Plantieg Desarmen i e abeve addnss.
ahzuld quate b b e et et and should e
i beler than 21 days from the dale of (his nofics.

Anel

It should also ba noted et sy may be raza avalbible
flar irmpachon whmmmumﬂ-umwmmd
Gerammant o | kermaiion) Act 1055 Reprossmalons will

el b nceradackgnd il ahar an aceisation his beus datermined. Lats
repremartarions sannat oy ba Skan ks conskdetan,

Plasss rods thet e Councl de nol accept any responsidity lor sy ncomglals
Fnscrizbione.

i inpneunTie
it Eoo

[Epaain & Ewell Bovaugh Coares]

STAY INFORMED ABOUT
PARKING PERMIT PLANS
FOR YOUR COMMUNITY.

Y¥ou'd want to know if someone was applying to
keep a LORRY NEXT TO YOUR HOUSE, right?

Thea Puitlic Motica Portal i & Fres toouse, onling sardoa that
Al bl you e i applsing for what snd for wihera.

4 THE BURREY COUNTY COUNCIL ™y

(Church Raad (5197) Epsam

Temparary Frobibitien of Trasic Dnder 2035
On 13 Way 2026 Semey County Council made 1he abow mentions] Rengaary Taific Droer
unger Boctian §401) of the Reas TrafMc Regulrien Act 5584, The etk of which will be iz
prebibil vehicies dom cmiening o procecding in thal fengh of Charch Road (G157} Epsom
au paderds Trom B unction sih (02035 College Food to ks unclon mith (02451}
Wiz geme: Cloee. Abomative oule: Church Rood, (2023 Ugper Hiph Streel, (R2E4 Charch
Sireel, and Fitt Foad, or this route in reverse. This Onder is roguinad iz fad Fade tree fodling
werks b, o on Bebal of Borion Arbericullore. Those sarks ane @i ipeniod o b come
ol pwer 1 day, bedween the heurs of 9.30wm and dpm, during Be 12-mon periad of
aperation of this Temparary Deder that commencos on 28 Nay HI2E. Afvanced waiming
signs mill b displayod, and e temporany clsare sill only aperale when th re ievant ralic
05 ane Ssplaped. ADcess 1 prembses within the atiocted length ol road, indeding access

emegancy sorvicd vehickes f hess praperties sl be mainined at all Smes, Wa ihe
Barksmenan e, as il aocess A podesitians and dsmeented cpckisis
Parklaran Ravonis (D 57 and Exsideos A (D21 37) Epsom

Temparary Frobiitien of Trasic Drder 2035
On B May 2008, Surrey County Council mas the above-mesniionsd Temparary Traific Droer
unger Eoction §401) of ther Reas TrafMic Regulrden Act 5584, The efioct of which will be iz
o i e ichos From emiori ng o proceeding i 1hak keng i o« |2 Farkkewnivenue JI2137)
Epsem as eniends from the nerhem boungary al 4 Fardawn fvenee to the southerm
baundary of 6 Paridasn Asenue; (B Parklwn Asenve (D21 57} Epsem as cabanes from ihe
eastem Beerdary 1 e mestern beendary 2| 57 Farkkow Asnae; and i) Easifiean Asenie
{02137) Egsom o exiends [rom ils junchion wii Parklwn fsenue D21 37) 10 lhe weskem
Baendary of 14 Easkiean Assee.
Mtemative wute - (2 BE0 MWost HI and ‘Wheckars Lane, ar this rose in everss
(b} Easidean Assnee. |£) Parklawn fvenue
This Ordes is required to enaltie SBM % daifae gas main replcement and mssocialed
werks. Trase werks are anticipaked t be comisd oul durng the § 2-month period of apeaden
ol this Temperary Order thal cemmences on 25 May 2028 ower 3 phases bedween the hours
of E.Dam and 5 (0. 6o is anicipated 12 comimence on 25 May 2036 fer 2 weeks. b &
ambeipaiod fe comimencs on 22 June A6 b 2 mesks. () s antidpaled W commence 0
2 Jura 2036 b F weaks. Advwanced marning signs will be displaped and the tempanry
casares, which are amdopated to b ik eperation tor 2&-heers per day, will only aperaie
when e refevant traflic sipes ane dsplayed Acress fof emerpency servioes and residents
0 properties miin the cleuns but nel throug sl be mairlaned. oo for pedestrians
dismeented cpdisis and dismounied @ geesirane will be madmiared af all times.

Maripus Roads is West Ewell

Temparary Frobiition of Trasic Dnder 2035
Survey Coumy Caencl propose i make e abawe-merisned Temporary Irder ender Secin
1] of thix Road Taific Regula@an At 9984, e effect of which will ke o probia i vehickes
from emiering of procissng in e entine kgl el - &) 02338 Flough Rood, 'Weest Ewell
] D245 Worihlold Close, West Ewell. o) 02759 Limocroft Clese, West Ewell. d) That lengih
ol 02241 Hingsmiead Close, Wesl Ewell. &) D234 Exalalle Chee, West Ewel Thi Trallic
Order b roained 40 enabbe Bouthem Gas REworks bocarmy odl §as mains replacemen ans'
of coneriions and'or malnlenarce works. These works on andopated to be comied sut
within  mionthe of th: 1.2 month poried of operation ol fils Temporary Order Sl comimences
an I June FHOE. Adsanced maming signs il be dsplayed and te lemgeary disuns
whith are anticipaied te be requined far 34 heurs each, day will only eperaie when e
rafewant braflic signs ae displapes. Acoess Tor podestians and, Samounied cpdsLs ang
equesiiars will be maivianed a1 all imes. The Councl are satisfed tha, in accordarce
With SeClen 32 of e ALl vehioulr BcTess 11 a0 IFem premecs silhin T lenpthe of
rags abowe, O accessible enly thonednam may Be nesiricted in oo % awaid danger o
ey o i inafc wsing thie raad and'or preventing the Fieinesd of sech donger arising
Arcess tz affocted property will be maimialned erder direciion ol gaienen s operalives
Arcess Iaf emengensy services, residonts and Besinesses will Be gaired via e allamalive
e = Chesinglon Road, Ectield Raad and Morhorok Rood
Duatosd 14 Niwy 325
Apthorising D¥ficar - Lisyd Al
Assislani Dinsctor < Network Managome
Enguinies fu Traflz Regulation Orders Team, Hazel House
Morraw Lane, Gelgfed, Barrey GLM TEO Tolephone: 3300 230 1033

Road Trasiic Repulaiion Azt 1584, Section 168
Pabiic Feodgath Ro. 50 [Epsem & Ewell
Temparary Frobibitien of Trasic Dnder 2035
On 7 May 026 Surmey County Courcl mas e adess mentioned lemporary onder, fhe
ahoct of which is %a prohibit all wralic on doot ar by any sfer means Trem emesing &
peecaesing aleng al kenpih of Puliiic Frotpath Ma. 50 (Easam and Ewell fram i juncien
with Ashbey Reas jgrid reference 529684 1 5B614) 5ot for 155 matnes fa gridl rekerence
SEIadd 1534801
The ofer & reguired 1 enaltke & special ewet, e Ensam Dertry, %0 po ahead safely, e
0 enalhe the safe constnuction and dsmanding of lemparary ladiiies at e Rcecserse
Berbare and after e e
The chasure sl b in speration from |1 My %o 15 Jene 2005, Thal peried can be aronded
Iy ther Bcrotany ol Sta far Trarsport ¥ regeined.
Supgested akemadv route: frem fshiey Reas preceed wesl alang the road, then genonally
soufrwes] and southeost an privale acks 1 rejsin the aigai souh of e oo
The: termporary diosun: will only be in oposaiion when approprishe road trific sigas ae
displayoad] on sie by the county councl of an author sed peesan acting an ils bohal
The ‘Swrrey County Council Pult iz Footpath e, 5 (Epsom & Ewal i Terporany Prohibiien
ol Tradic Ondesr 06" mas miade by e coenty counci uneer Sechion 564 of thi: Road Trallic
Fepuiation Aot 5584,
Datesd: 34 Way 2026
Lucy' Wani, Direcier - Highways, Transpen and Retwork Monagemeni
Any angeiies redaiing b this rotios shauld be direciod oo
Counnysile Access Team, Sumey County Ceencil,

Whilebears Ladge, Wenew Depsl Mamaw Lare, Bubtord. 504 780 SUJRREY

\'I:l_:i 23456 DD o ermadl: righ tsofea TspmeyTe gov. ok COUNTY muy
YOUR FIRST
PURCHASE WITH

OFF A DIY CARD

Thursday, May 14, 2025

TRAFFIC & Roads

Transport for London Public Notice

Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984

The A243 GLA Road and Side Rosds (Hook Road and

Warlous Roads, Aoyal Barsugh of Kimgsion Upan Thamas)

(Temporary Prohibition of Traffic) Order 2026

1. Tranapar for London in consu lalion wilth the Roysl Berowgh
of Kingston Upon Thames hereby ghves notice that i
Intends ko maks the above nemed Trafic Order undar
aaclion 14{1) of the Roead TraMic Regulation Act 1984 far the
purposs specified in parsgraph 2. The efect of the Order is
surmmarisad in parsgraph 3.

2. Tha purpesse of the Order is 1o enable Instal ation of HV
elecirical ducts for cable installation works to take placs on
Hook Road

A The efsct of the Order will be to prohiblt ary vebicle from:
(1) entering, exdfing or procesding on the drculatary iraffic

aysbem at $he junctions of Hook Road, the A3 Kingsion
Bypass on and ofl slip rands, Hook Rise Narth and
Hook Rise South, hereafter referred to as Mook junction
Roundaboud, bafensn He jurcliona wish e soufhbound
carriageway of Hook Road and the northibeund
carriageway of Hook Road;

(2} pniering, ax¥ing or procesding on Mansfield Road
between s jumctions with the urnamed service road
fronting Mog 436 to 442 Hook Road and the cicustory
tratfic sysiem at the junctions Hook Road, Bridge Road,
Leatharfaad Road amd Manalield Raad,

3 proawing in & northedy direction an Hook Road

|8 jurction with The Hook Junclion Roundabout
u'ndl-lrmmiFlnld

(4} entering or exiting the service road fronting Moa. 528 o
B3 Hook Aoad at Bs JuncBien with Bridge Aoad;

(5) antering or exiting the service road fronting Mos. 2 to B
Bridgs Road and 1 te 8 Leathsrhaed Road Al its junclion
with Bridge Road:

() burning righl from the norfhbound carriagesay of Hook
Aoad coto Elm Road;

{7} turning right frcem Bm Aced cnto the northbound
carmageway of Hook Road

(8) turning right from Clayton Acad onfo the southbound
carmiagaway of Hook Road;

(8) entering o exiting Chessingian Farace at B8 junchion with
Leatherhead Aoad

Thia Qrddar will alae
(10} suspend The ane wiy working on Ghessinglon Parade to

allow ftwo way warking;

(11} sllew all vahicd s o anber e sarvice road fronting Moa.

529 to 843 Mook Aoad at its junction with Hook Road.

Works wil be phased such thal soms resticlions wil apply only

at cortain timos.

The Order will b efecfive botween T:00 AM on 1st June 2026 ard

T:00 PM an 151 December 2026, or whasn e works hove besn

camplebed, whichever i the sconer. The probibision will apply

only during such timas and to such axant as shal from Sma to
lims ba indicaled by irallic aigna.

4. The prohibitiors wil not apply in respect of
(1) any vehicle being used for tha purposes of those warks

of bar fine brigada, ambulancs or police purpoass;

(2) anything done with the permiasion or af the direction of

a polics constable i uniform or & parscn autharised by
Tranapaor for Londor,

& At such Srees as the probibitions are in force an albemstie
route wil be indicated by traffic signa for the Hook
Junciion closurs via Hook Aoad (southbound). Chessrglon
Roundabout and Hook Road [northbound) fo normal rowa
of travel. For northboeund Iralfic on Hook Rasd wanling
Elm Aoad wia Mook Aced (northbound], Hook Junction
Roundabout and Hook Road [soutbcund) 10 nameal route
of travel. For traffic in Elm Road wanting to go northbound on
Hook Rosd via Hook Rond (southb d] and Ch o
Foundaboul o nermal roubs ol Irevel For iraflic in or waniing
Clayion Road via Hook Rise {northbound), Mook Juncsion
Roundabout and Hook Road (soutbound) and in revarss
b normal roule of Irsvd. For the Chessinglon Boundaibout
closuro warting Mansfidd Road via Hook Road, Claylon Raad
arel Woodgale Avenus of in reverss 1o normal route of avel.
For traffic wanting Mansfield Road va Loatherhead Road,
Mharrill Gardans and Coppard Gardans b nermal reuls of
travel. For the Hook Acad closure al Mook Junclion via AJ
Eingston Bypass |sastbound), Tolwarth Roundabout, Tobsorth
Broacwsy, Ewel Road, Kingsdowns Road and Lipper Brighton
Fioad to normal route of trave.

Bimtad thin 1dth day of May 2038




Media Coverage example

BOROUGH COUNCIL

A focused consultation on aspects of Epsom&Ewell Local Plan which the Borough is due to
complete examination before its absorption into East Surrey:

EEBC asks for comments on additional documents submitted during the
Local Plan Examination

May, 2026

Epsom & Ewell’s Local Plan, covering the period up to 2040, is now at Examination Stage —
the final stage of the Local Plan process before the plan can be legally adopted. As part of
the examination, the council has been instructed by a government appointed Planning
Inspector to undertake additional work in relation to potential additional sites that could be
allocated through the Inspector’s main modifications to the plan.
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Trains realtime departures at Leatherhead

Surrey Hills Radio
http://www.rivermoleriverwatch.org.uk

Epsom Foodbank
https://goodcompany.org.uk

Weather https://www.lavendercam.net
Leatherhead FC

http://www.leatherheadfc.com

http://news.molevalley.gov.uk

https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/community/n

ews/press-releases
SCC Highways & online reporting
https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/do-it-

online/report-it-online

https://www.molevalley.gov.uk/planning-

building/search-planning-application/

https://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/planning/fin

d-or-comment-planning-application

Leret Partnership Joint Venture Bull/Swan




Consultation platform

Local Plan Examination: Post Hearing Consultation on Additional Documents
Submitted by the Council

Consultation Overview
A4s part of the Local Plan examination stage a five-week public consultation is being undertaken on EpsomandEwe“

documents submitted to the Inspector since & Qclober 2025. These documents relate to additional MY Y A
sites that could potentially be allocated through main modifications to the Local Plan following this I.Ocal 22221481
consultafion.

The documents being consulted upon are:

COUD_020 - Assessment of Urban Sites
COUD_021 - Green Belt Topic Paper additional work
COUD_029 - Additional Sites for Potential Allocation document QJ Have Your Say
COUD_030 - Sustainability Appraisal (3A) Report Addendum
COUD_031 - Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Addendum
COUD_032 - Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) Addendum
COUD_033a - Transport Assessment Addendum

COUD_033b - Transport Assessment Technical Annex

The consultation will run from Monday 11 May 2026 until Monday 15 June 2028, closing at 23.59.

Please note comments are only being sought on the documents detailed above and not on any
other documents that have been submitted for Examination, including the Proposed
Submission Local Plan.

Reference copies of the consultafion documents along with copies of the response forms are available
from the Town Hall and borough Libraries during opening hours.

Background and Further Information
This consultation is being held at the request of the Inspector. During the second stage examination EPSOM v
hearings held in September/October 2025 concerns were raised that the Council is not doing enough to @Em .

meet ifs housing needs through the submitied Local Plan. The Plan proposes to meet approximately

47% of the borough’s housing need identified through the standard method that applied when the plan

was prepared. As a result, the Inspector requested the Council undertake additional work which has led BOROUGH COUNCIL
to the submission of several documents, which identify additional potential sites for allocation. These

documents are the subject of this consultation.

The consultation platform can be accessed from the following link: Epsom and Ewell Local Plan

2022-2040 Regulation 19 Consultation - Epsom and Ewell Borough Council Consultations
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https://epsom-ewell.inconsult.uk/Reg19LocalPlanConsultation/consultationHome
https://epsom-ewell.inconsult.uk/Reg19LocalPlanConsultation/consultationHome

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council website pages

Emerging Local Plan 2022-2040 | Epsom and Ewell Borough Council

Submission of the Local Plan

Epenm and Baef's Local Plan (Propored Subrmesion, 370 known 2 the Teguienn 17 VWersan), Jiong wen Ji
reprecenistions rocewes 3t the Fropnsad SUEMITIon Pubcanen a0 3 e SANETeD LEpomng ihe Plan, was
wihmemnd tn the Secrery of St for NOORONGICT SCITININON N AU by 3 Plnving inspecns an 10 Mareh 2005

A 3 utmiccion Sintesnant of Faot Nt Deen Proclren SOmMNg OLE (R 0F INE LETITEON and whire e
SUBMISSION SO0LIMOES G3n Do et

The whmitted SoOUmenes 30 SPRorming eviconsn 130 e found in e Submiccion Library woctor o our

Examinafion wotrogr A002 with 0 repreceniaions rivohad o he proponed irreon Local Pan
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