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Epsom and Ewell Council admits homelessness
pressure is “getting worse” despite action

17 July 2026

Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s homelessness expenditure remains at its maximum risk rating despite additional
staff, fraud investigations, government funding and the implementation of a homelessness action plan.

The Council’s year-end performance report recorded a £410,000 adverse budget variance for 2025/26, with net
expenditure of £10.679 million against an approved budget of £10.269 million.

The overspend was driven primarily by temporary accommodation costs. It would have been higher without treasury
income approximately £100,000 above forecast and around £200,000 of additional income from property leases completed
later than anticipated.

Councillor Steve McCormick (Conservative Woodcote and Langley) told the Audit and Scrutiny Committee 16th July that
those gains had effectively masked what would otherwise have been a £710,000 operational overspend.

The number of homelessness applications rose by 82.6% during the year to 623. The number of households in nightly-paid
accommodation remained above target and was 5.5% higher than at the equivalent point a year earlier.

The corporate risk of homelessness spending exceeding its budget carries an inherent score of 16 and, unusually, remains
at 16 even after the Council’s controls are taken into account.

Mr McCormick asked whether that meant the controls were ineffective or that external pressures had simply
overwhelmed what the Council could do.

Assistant Director Andrew Bircher said: “Notwithstanding all these actions that we seem to be taking in order to try and
reduce the amount of homelessness, we’re not seeing that come to pass. In fact, we're seeing the number of nightly paid
and the homelessness numbers increasing. If it was getting better, I think we would see our residual risk lower, but what
we're seeing is it’s not getting better; it’s getting worse.”

He distinguished between making prudent financial provision for the costs and successfully reducing the underlying
demand. “The fact that we might be able to cope with that doesn’t mean that it isn’t still a risk,” he said.

Where will the missing £650,000 come from?

Cllr Alex Coley (Independent Ruxley) agreed that officers had undertaken a considerable amount of work. He said almost
every action within the homelessness and rough-sleeping strategy was marked green or completed, with modular housing
the main exception. Without that work, he estimated annual costs could already have reached around £2 million.

However, he questioned whether the budget figures matched the scale of the known pressure. “The allocation of funding
to temporary accommodation was significantly short of the money we spent in the last year, which is £1.4 million,” he
said. “I think we’ve only allocated something like half of that, so £750,000. There is a question, isn’t there: where’s the
other £650,000 going to come from?

“People might reasonably ask: did we actually set a balanced budget back in February?”

Three modular homes nearly two years late

The Council’s modular-homes programme remains more than three months off track against an original completion date
of July 2024.

Only one location, providing three homes, was found to be viable. Progress has since been delayed by a requested land
tribunal hearing, and the performance report supplied no new completion date.

Mr McCormick questioned why the tribunal risk had not been anticipated and what alternative rapid-delivery housing
schemes were being pursued. Officers were unable to answer at the meeting and said a response would be obtained from
the relevant service.

Financial position “unsustainable” without reorganisation

The Annual Governance Statement contained a candid warning from the Head of Paid Service that, although EEBC
remained relatively financially stable, its position would be unsustainable over the longer term without local government
reorganisation.
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Mr McCormick asked whether that meant the Council might otherwise have faced a Section 114 financial emergency.

Mr Bircher said EEBC was in a better position than many neighbouring authorities but had previously relied upon
reserves to balance its budget. “Clearly, use of reserves year after year is not a sustainable position,” he said.

Without reorganisation, the Council would have needed to consider substantial transformation and change programmes.
He said the efficiencies expected from creating the East Surrey Unitary Authority would perform some of the function that
a separate savings programme would otherwise have been required to achieve.

Property problem arises for third time

Without disclosing details discussed at a separate exempt meeting, Cllr Coley also challenged the red-rated risk attached
to the Council’s property portfolio.

He said a problem involving the Council’s investment company had now arisen for a third time and would cost more than
six figures. Previous advice had said doing nothing was not an option, but the problem had nevertheless been allowed to
recur. “I would like to know what the control is so it doesn’t happen a fourth time,” he said.

Mr Bircher agreed the risk register should be updated with new mitigation but declined to bring a separate report back to
the committee.

Mr McCormick noted that the Council described its approach as “treat” while both the inherent and residual property risk
remained at 12. He asked what active measures had been taken to prevent commercial tenants defaulting. That question
was also taken away for a later response.

ICT and other services off target

The Council’s 2024/25 ICT roadmap, originally due for completion in March 2025, remains off track. Its IT service-
interruption risk remains high, with ageing components and dependence on outside suppliers identified as continuing
threats.

Although new firewalls had been installed and other network work was progressing, Mr McCormick asked why the cyber-
security response-plan review had slipped to September 2026 and whether investment might become redundant when
systems were combined under the new unitary council.

Other significantly off-target indicators included long-term sickness absence and the proportion of parking penalty
appeals answered within ten working days, which had fallen from 100% to 63%.

Mr Bircher said parking staff were diverted at the financial year-end to time-critical work such as permit and garden-
waste renewals. The Council had chosen not to fund temporary extra capacity, although its response times remained
better than the statutory requirement.

“When someone is accountable, they do not”

Many detailed questions were left unanswered because the heads of the relevant services were not at the meeting.

Mr McCormick asked how councillors and the public could be assured that written answers would subsequently be
provided and published. Mr Bircher said it would be disproportionate to require every head of service to attend in case a
question arose and that Democratic Services had a good record of recording questions and obtaining later answers.

Cllr Coley contrasted the attendance with a Strategy and Resources meeting two days earlier, at which the Chief
Executive, Section 151 Officer, Monitoring Officer and senior property officers were present.

“The public and members might get the impression that when somebody wants something, everyone shows up, and when
someone’s accountable, they do not,” he said.

The committee noted the performance and risk report.

Sam Jones - Reporter

Related reports:

Epsom’s homelessness crisis

What are the solutions to Epsom’s homeless crisis?

Council grapples with rising cost of homelessness

Micro-homes for a macro-problem?

Did a fair view prevail on Epsom’s modular homes for the homeless?
Epsom housing project in access gridlock

Pods off in bricks grant for Epsom homeless
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Stoneleigh library flats for homeless
Do good intentions square with homeless savings?
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Whose Local Plan is it anyway?

17 July 2026

®

LETTERS
TO THE
EDITOR

Dear Editor,
Why no review?
I read with interest your article of 2 June about the recent Local Plan consultation.

Mr Brown'’s contention that the consultation was unconstitutional was undoubtedly correct. This is because the Local Plan
documents being consulted on were required first to be ‘considered and approved’ by the Licensing and Planning Policy
Committee (LPPC) under the council’s constitution.

Digging a little further into this failure of the elected councillors to review Local Plan documents indicates that this is a
pervasive and deeply concerning issue.

The Local Plan is the single most important output, by the council, for the future of the borough. Given the local
government reorganisation, it should also be the council’s swan song; an opportunity to provide clear and positive
strategic direction for the next 14 years.

How has the council gone about achieving this? There are a plethora of articles in this paper highlighting repeated
failures of the Residents Association-led council to direct, review or challenge the Local Plan process over several years.
This would be concerning enough on its own, but is exacerbated by not just a reluctance, but an outright refusal by
Residents Association (RA) councillors to undertake the role they were elected to perform.

Reviews of Local Plan documents should have been happening frequently and as a matter of course. As they weren't,
opposition councillors took the unusual step of working together to try to hold the council to account.

Motions have repeatedly been brought both to full council and to the LPPC attempting to require councillors to review
Local Plan documents, but on every occasion they have been voted down by RA councillors.

There appears, to interested observers, to have been a systematic and ongoing attempt to confound any and all attempts
to scrutinise the Local Plan. This has happened for several years, with the three most recent examples being:

» The request by Cllr Lawrence in the 10 March 2026 LPPC meeting to review the new Local Plan documents
before they were submitted to the Inspector. The Monitoring Officer advised against allowing this request. The
Chair, Cllr O’Donovan confirmed he hadn’t even seen the documents being submitted but refused the request to
allow the committee to review them. Cllr Reynolds encouraged the Chair to put the decision to a vote but was
turned down.

» The mid-March 2026 request by Cllrs Persand, Freeman and Geleit to hold a Special meeting of the LPPC to
agree to review the Local Plan documents before they were submitted to the Inspector. The Monitoring Officer
delayed holding the meeting for 2 months until 19 May 2026, after the documents were submitted. The RA
councillors voted not to review the documents.

» Given the urgency of the matter and the failure of the LPPC to perform its role, on 11 June 2026, a request was
made by Cllrs Persand, Freeman, Geleit, Ames, Howells, Lawrence, McCormick and Goldman for an
Extraordinary Council Meeting. The motion was to require the LPPC to review the Local Plan consultation
documents, and if appropriate approve them, in accordance with the constitution. The meeting should clearly
have been scheduled by the Monitoring Officer to occur prior to the 2 July public hearings on the consultation
documents. The Monitoring Officer has instead delayed the meeting until 21 July and tagged it onto the pre-
existing council meeting, after the consultation hearing has been completed.

The councillors mentioned above, from all opposition parties, should be applauded for their tenacity and their willingness
repeatedly to stand up for the residents they represent.
Residents are asking why the Monitoring Officer appears to repeatedly obfuscate, delay and obstruct, and why RA
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councillors are not taking the lead, or at least supporting, attempts by opposition councillors to execute the roles they
were elected to perform.

Given all the above, it perhaps should come as no surprise that the RA was all but wiped out in the recent East Surrey
Council elections. Despite this, or perhaps because of it, the RA should take the opportunity to do what they should have
been doing all along, actively engaging with, and reviewing the Local Plan documents. They should be ensuring the
documents are factually correct (which in many instances they have not been), that they align with the council’s strategy
and that they represent the views of the borough’s residents.

This is the RA’s last chance either to redeem its reputation and leave the door open to a future return to council
membership, or to leave residents bitterly resenting the final failures of the group so many of us voted for over the years,
as they hammer nails into the coffin of the RA group’s legacy.

Whose Local Plan is it anyway?
The Local Plan is written by the council and is the responsibility of the council throughout its drafting and execution.

Since the examination started last summer, council officers and councillors have repeatedly distanced themselves from
the changes officers have specifically proposed to the inspector. These council proposals include building on extensive
additional areas of green belt land such as Downs Farm, Priest Hill, Burgh Heath Road and Cuddington Glade.

Having actively put these sites forward, officers and councillors have denied responsibility, repeatedly arguing that it is
‘the inspector’s Local Plan’ and that they have no say in what happens.

It is worth highlighting that the government guidance says quite the opposite. When reviewing the council’s Local Plan,
the government is at pains to clarify that:

‘The Inspector will always bear in mind that the plan belongs to the LPA, and subject to the duty to ensure the plan’s
soundness, will not seek to impose his or her own views on its vision or its content.’

(The 'LPA’ is the Local Planning Authority, in this case Epsom and Ewell Borough Council).

It couldn’t be much clearer, councillors, the plan is your responsibility before, during and after the examination. If you
choose not to review proposals to put in deeply unpopular sites for development, you remain responsible for the proposals
and accountable to residents for them.

Will the RA councillors perform the role they were elected to perform and that the constitution requires, or will they
continue to shirk that responsibility? Time will tell, but that time is running out.

Yours faithfully,
Ben Cronin
Cheam Road
Epsom and Ewell
Related reports:

Fresh Local Plan row as residents challenge legality of latest Epsom and Ewell consultation

Epsom’s Woodcote Stud homes plan approved
despite transport and Green Belt concerns

17 July 2026

Epsom & Ewell Borough Council has approved plans to redevelop the former Woodcote Stud site in Wilmerhatch Lane
with 14 homes — half of them affordable — and expanded supported-living accommodation.

The Planning Committee backed the scheme by seven votes to one at its meeting on 18 June. The Chair, Cllr Clive
Woodbridge, (RA Ewell Village) did not vote.

The approved development involves demolition of the redundant former stud-farm buildings, while retaining Woodcote
House. A new supported-living building will expand the existing care provision, alongside 14 new homes including seven
affordable properties.

The legal agreement attached to the permission will require affordable housing, biodiversity-net-gain measures and
public-transport works, including a new bus stop and pedestrian crossing on Wilmerhatch Lane.
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The Planning officer told councillors the former stud farm had not been used for its original purpose for several years. He
said the development would provide “an expansion to the existing operation on the site” and new housing, while retaining
the historic Woodcote House.

Applicant’s agent Philip Dunphy of Causeway Planning said the family-owned stud farm had struggled to attract a
replacement operator following the death of its owner in 2021.

He said: “There has been attempts to attract new operators, such as those in the racehorse training industry, but all have
proved unsuccessful.”

Mr Dunphy said potential operators had cited distance from Epsom Racecourse, limited access to training gallops and
wider accessibility difficulties.

He argued that the proposals would prevent the site falling into further vacancy and dilapidation, while delivering “much
needed housing” and supported-living accommodation.

The scheme was considered under national Green Belt policy and the newer concept of “grey belt” land — previously
developed land within the Green Belt that may be suitable for development where it makes only a limited contribution to
Green Belt purposes.

Cllr Woodbridge said the officer report made the case that the land was previously developed and did not perform a
particularly strong Green Belt function.

He added: “This provides useful housing to a council that’s very short of housing, and 50% is affordable housing, which I
think this committee must welcome.”

But several councillors raised questions about whether the site was sufficiently sustainable, given its location between
Epsom and Ashtead and limited public-transport links.

Cllr Kate Chinn (Labour Court) said the route through Woodcote Side could provide a more direct pedestrian and cycling
connection to bus services, but questioned whether it would remain reliably available.

“The only thing I still don’t understand is it’s in the application that they can use the Woodcote Side entrance, but for
pedestrians and cycles, but now I've been told that that could be withdrawn at any time,” she said.

Cllr Chinn added that both the Woodcote Stud area and Langley Vale suffered from “very poor public transport”,
suggesting that wider discussions might be needed about improving bus links.

Cllr Kieran Persand (Conservative Horton) also expressed concern about the development’s distance from railway
stations and the limited frequency of local buses.

He said: “My main concern” was that residents would be likely to depend on cars if sufficient infrastructure was not
available. Cllr Persand also questioned the loss of the site’s equestrian use, pointing to Epsom’s racing and horse-related
heritage. “I think it’s a highly weighted one in Epsom, because once we lose that, it’s a bit of a domino effect, and the
industry itself will suffer from that,” he said.

Officers said no equestrian bodies had submitted objections during the consultation. They said the site had been unused
for equestrian purposes for around five years and was poorly connected to the racecourse and training facilities.

The planning officer said the existing access from Wilmerhatch Lane would be widened to enable larger vehicles to enter
and pass safely. Councillors had raised concerns about potholes and the condition of the approach road, particularly
during construction.

Cllr Humphrey Reynolds (RA West Ewell) praised the quality of the officer report after the decision, telling officers: “It’s
an excellent report, well done.”

Permission remains subject to completion of a Section 106 legal agreement (a developer investment in infrastructure). If
that is not completed by 18 September, officers have been authorised to refuse the application. The permission also
includes conditions covering construction traffic, drainage, tree protection, accessible homes, electric-vehicle charging,
cycle storage and a 30-year habitat-management programme.

Sam Jones - Reporter

Woodcote Stud entrance from Wilmerhatch Lane. EEBC planning documents. Maydencroft

Did Epsom and Ewell councillors approve more
Green Belt release?

17 July 2026
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Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s special Licensing and Planning Policy Committee (“LPPC”) meeting on 19 May —
convened after a motion by Clirs Kieran Persand (Conservative - Horton), Rob Geleit (Labour - Court) and Julian
Freeman (LibDem - College) — produced one clear answer to the question troubling many residents: LPPC did not itself
vote to approve additional Green Belt land for development.

In summary the effect of the lengthy five-part motion was to ensure Council officers should not be sending revised Local
Plan evidence and potentially significant Green Belt-related material to the Inspector without renewed political scrutiny
and approval by LPPC / Full Council. All parts of the motion were defeated.

But the two-and-a-half-hour meeting revealed a deeper and increasingly bitter dispute over whether officers have already
steered the Local Plan examination towards further Green Belt release without fresh political approval.

The meeting unfolded against the backdrop of continuing examination of EEBC’s Local Plan by the Planning Inspectorate
and followed recent publication of officer work identifying additional sites “potentially suitable for allocation”, including
five Green Belt sites, as part of the Inspector’s request for further work.

At the centre of the argument lay a constitutional question: once the Local Plan entered examination, did political control
of substantive Green Belt decisions remain with councillors — or had delegated authority lawfully passed practical control
to officers working under the Inspector’s direction?

The atmosphere in the chamber suggested members were debating much more than planning procedure.

Before debate even began, Cllr Shanice Goldman (Conservative Nonsuch) made an unusually direct statement from the
public seating area challenging how the council had reached this stage. She said delegated authority granted in
November 2024 had been understood to concern “small grammatical errors”, but had, in her view, later been exercised
more broadly than members intended.

“These are not minor administrative matters,” she told the committee. “They are material decisions which properly fall
within the remit of elected councillors who are accountable to the public.” She added: “This issue is bigger than one site
or one submission. It goes to the heart of governance, transparency, constitutional process, and public confidence in
decision making.”

Head of Planning Policy and Economic Development Ian Mawer then delivered a lengthy procedural update attempting to
clarify what officers say has — and has not — happened.

Mawer stressed repeatedly that the Local Plan remains the version submitted in March 2025 and that no modifications
have yet been made.

“I wish to emphasize that the Local Plan remains as submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in March 2025 as it stands —
no changes have been made to it,” he said. “It is the Inspector alone that can make changes known as main modifications
to address soundness issues.”

He explained that the Inspector had required additional work after October 2025 hearings, including revisiting part of the
Green Belt Topic Paper and reassessing urban sites. That work, he said, eventually produced 17 sites considered
“potentially suitable for allocation” — 12 urban and five Green Belt — but only as evidence to assist the examination.

He also cautioned against confusion over “Grey Belt”, noting EEBC’s plan is being examined under a pre-Grey-Belt
version of national policy.

The procedural explanation did little to calm critics.

Persand opened by objecting that no legal officer was present, saying he had only been informed late in the day. “I feel
that we should push this to another date, and then discuss it with a legal officer present,” he said. “This is about the
delegation of power that was out of scope by officers in the submission of documents.”

His motion to defer was seconded by Freeman but failed.
From there the meeting descended into repeated procedural clashes.

When Persand attempted to play a recording from a previous meeting concerning how delegated authority had been
described, Chair Peter O’Donovan (RA - Ewell Court) stopped him: “You can’t play recording... it’s not relevant to the
motion.” Persand countered that recordings were permissible and argued earlier comments were directly relevant to
understanding what members thought they had approved.

Freeman challenged the Chair’s ruling: “How is it not relevant? Comments that were made at a previous meeting of this
committee... when you said something along the lines of... minor grammatical errors and omissions.” O’Donovan replied:
“I said there were minor grammatical errors... it is not relevant to the motion in front of us.”

The core disagreement, however, concerned substance rather than theatre.

Persand argued that documents identifying additional Green Belt land had gone well beyond anything councillors believed
officers were authorised to do.
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“Submitting a document that has 40% extra Green Belt sites to be allocated, and you're changing the evidence base, is not
minor amendments,” he said. “That is major material changes. That is completely out of scope of this delegation of
power.” He warned: “This will go to JR, this will go to Judicial Review.”

Freeman broadly backed that critique while distancing criticism from officers personally.

“With the greatest of respect to Mr Mawer, and I know he’s an officer doing his job... this plan is for councillors to review
and approve, not for officers,” he said. “We are the councillors who have been elected to represent this community... and
we should not be putting that on officers. I find that behaviour to be disgraceful and reprehensible.”

Mawer firmly rejected the suggestion that officers had independently redirected policy.

“We’ve prepared the documents... under the advice of the Inspector,” he said. “We’ve done the work that is necessary for
the examination to proceed.” The documents, he stressed, are now published and subject to consultation. “It will be the
Inspector ultimately who decides if any extra sites go into the Local Plan.”

Pressed by Persand on whether the Inspector had ever explicitly required more Green Belt allocations, Mawer drew a
distinction between the Inspector’s concerns about unmet housing need and the work requested in response. The
Inspector had asked for reassessment, he said; the resulting correspondence led to officers being asked to identify sites
“potentially suitable for allocation”.

Vice-Chair Clive Woodbridge (RA - Ewell Village) attempted several times to steer discussion toward a pragmatic middle
ground.

At one point he suggested the motion had been “overtaken by events” but that the committee might still usefully discuss
the submitted material. “I don’t really see why this committee shouldn’t... have the chance to ask questions about the
work they’ve done on the Green Belt.”

Later, seeking a compromise on future meetings, Woodbridge proposed softening one motion element so that further
LPPC meetings would “update on the Local Plan examination” rather than purport to re-approve already-submitted
documents. He acknowledged limits on councillors’ powers once the examination is underway but argued members should
not face “a complete gap without the opportunity to ask questions.”

Labour councillor Rob Geleit was unconvinced by the dilution. “Surely that amendment really eviscerates the whole point,
does it not?” he asked.

Substitute member Christine Howell (Independent Nonsuch) repeatedly returned the discussion to democratic
legitimacy and Green Belt trust.

“If there is even the slightest doubt in anyone’s mind about the integrity of this process, it must be reviewed again
thoroughly and transparently,” she argued, saying residents had expressed “serious concerns and lack of trust” regarding
Green Belt inclusion.

In one of the evening’s more striking exchanges, Howell sought clarity about councillors’ practical role if the Inspector
ultimately proposes extra sites.

“So... some [sites] have been identified, and at any set time the Inspector could put them all in... and then we don’t have
any ability to question that?” she asked.

O’Donovan’s reply was blunt: “Yeah, basically, but you have ability to question it through the consultation.” He added that
members would later be able to vote on the final modified plan. Howell observed that during consultation councillors
would effectively be participating “just as a resident, as a neighbour, and not in any position of power or influence.”
O’Donovan answered: “That’s right.”

In procedural terms, the committee rejected all five elements of the motion, including proposals to require LPPC review of
documents before submission, tighten delegated authority wording, revisit earlier submissions and mandate additional
scrutiny meetings.

So did LPPC approve more Green Belt release?

Not directly. The committee did not vote to allocate new Green Belt sites on 19 May. Officers maintained throughout that
the Local Plan remains unchanged and that only the Inspector can propose “main modifications”. Critics, however, argue
that by submitting revised evidence identifying additional “potentially suitable” Green Belt sites without renewed member
approval, the council has already moved materially toward expanded Green Belt release during examination.

The public consultation on the new documents runs until 15 June, with a further Inspector’s hearing scheduled for 2 July.

For residents trying to understand the state of play, one point emerged clearly from an evening of procedural warfare: the
argument is no longer simply about how much Green Belt land might be released, but about who, in practice, is making
the decisions.

Sam Jones - Reporter

Related reports:
Persand parses the Local Plan process in Epsom

Next phase in the journey of the Epsom and Ewell Local Plan announced
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Epsom and Ewell Local Plan tensions surface as committee debate curtailed by chair
Fresh Local Plan row as councillor questions Green Belt revisions and governance at Epsom and Ewell
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Plans for 130 Kingswood homes ‘absolute disgrace’
as nearly 700 objectors speak

17 July 2026

Plans to build up to 130 homes on protected green belt land between Kingswood and Burgh Heath have sparked a fierce
backlash, with nearly 700 objections lodged by residents.

Developers want outline planning permission for the scheme on 13 hectares of farmland off Canons Lane, with details like
layout and design to be decided later. The proposal includes a mix of homes, nearly half classed as “affordable”, alongside
green space, play areas, allotments and a community orchard.

Lightwood, the developers, state the land presents a “opportunity to create a high-quality, thoughtfully designed place to
live, work and connect with nature”.

But the scale and location of the development have become the biggest flashpoints. The site sits in the Metropolitan Green
Belt and an Area of Great Landscape Value, currently made up of open fields used for farming. It also borders existing
homes and is criss-crossed by public footpaths used by walkers and cyclists.

Residents say building here would mean sacrificing one of the last stretches of countryside before Greater London.

One objector called the plans “an absolute disgrace”, warning they would “start the loss of the last remaining parcels of
farming land” and harm wildlife. Others pointed to records of protected and declining bird species on the land, arguing
the development would fragment habitats and disrupt migration routes.

Traffic is another major concern. Access would come from Canons Lane, with opponents saying the rural road is not fit for
the extra cars likely to come with 130 households. Nearby routes, including the busy A217, are already under pressure at
peak times.

There are also doubts about whether the scheme would genuinely tackle the housing crisis. Some residents argue that so-
called affordable homes (typically priced below market rates rather than at social rent) would still be out of reach for
many.

Despite this, developers say the site is in a sustainable location, within walking or cycling distance of schools, shops and
transport links, including Kingswood railway station. They argue it would form a logical extension to the existing built-up
area and deliver much-needed housing.

The plans also promise environmental measures, including new tree planting, upgraded footpaths, and sustainable
drainage systems designed to reduce flood risk.

In planning terms, the application is only seeking approval ‘in principle’, with all detailed design matters reserved for a
later stage except for the main access point.

Supporters say the benefits, particularly new homes and affordable housing, should carry significant weight. But with
objections outnumbering supporters almost 175 to one, the council faces a contentious decision over whether those
benefits outweigh the loss of protected countryside.

Emily Dalton LDRS

View of the outline of the proposed development site between Canons Lane and Doric Drive, Kingswood. (Credit:
Lightwood planning documents)
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Oxshott Uproar as 800 Object to Green Belt
Housing Plan

17 July 2026

More than 800 objections later, a controversial plan for 250 new homes on green belt land in Oxshott is set to be decided
by a planning committee, and the recommendation is for approval.

Amidst traffic concerns, infrastructure worries and wanting to protect the green belt, councillors must decide if this huge
village expansion in Oxshott is to go ahead.

Elmbridge Borough Council’s planning committee will consider the outline application for Clouds Hill Farm on
Wednesday, March 25.

The proposal would see existing buildings on the 23-hectare site demolished to make way for a new housing estate, along
with roads, parking, public open space and a “suitable alternative natural greenspace” (SANG).

At this stage, only the access points from Leatherhead Road and Woodlands Lane are being decided, with details like
layout, design and landscaping to come later if permission is granted. The homes are expected to be two to three storeys
high.

Planning officers have recommended approval, arguing that, on balance, the benefits outweigh the harm.

They say the scheme would help deliver new housing, including affordable homes, and could meet national planning rules
for building on so-called “grey belt” land. Surrey County Council highways officers have also raised no objection, subject
to improvements.

But the application has sparked a major backlash locally. More than 800 letters of objection from over 600 households
have been submitted, citing worries about traffic, safety and pressure on local services.

Residents say the area’s roads are already congested and fear an extra 250 homes would make things worse, particularly
along the busy Leatherhead Road.

Others argue that the village lacks the infrastructure of schools, GP surgeries and public transport to support a
development of this size.

Environmental concerns have also been raised heavily. Objectors warn the plans would mean the loss of Green Belt land,
wildlife habitats and trees, and question whether the development can genuinely deliver the required biodiversity net
gain. Some have also flagged flood risk and drainage issues.

Campaign groups and residents’ associations have gone further, claiming the site is not in a sustainable location and that
the project could permanently change the character of the area.

People claim there is not much public transport in the area so there will be a heavy reliance on on cars, making the quiet
Surrey village busier.

Support for the scheme has been far more limited, with a small number of submissions pointing to the need for more
housing and potential improvements to walking and cycling routes.

If councillors agree with officers, outline permission will be granted, but only if the developer signs a legal agreement to
secure key contributions, including affordable housing, environmental mitigation and transport measures.

If that deal is not finalised within six months, the application could still be refused.
Emily Dalton LDRS

Photo: Stables and outbuildings at Clouds Hill Farm, Oxshott. (Credit: Fairmile Group Ltd./Elmbridge Borough Council
planning documents).
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Dorking housing plan rejected again over
affordable homes shortfall

17 July 2026

Plans to build even more homes on the former Aviva site in Dorking have been thrown out after developers failed to
include enough affordable housing. It is the second time the application has been before councillors after the original
plans, which included no affordable homes, were deferred in November.

Then, Mole Valley District Council’s planning officers had recommended the application for 69 homes at the Pixham Lane
site be approved - despite there being no affordable housing included. The updated plan, which included 15 affordable
units, was later recommended for refusal because it again fell short of the council’s 40 per cent target, and independent
assessors believed a higher proportion could feasibly be delivered.

Developers Stonegate Homes (Pixham) maintained it was economically unviable to include any more affordable homes
and warned that rejecting the proposal could result in no homes being built. They told councillors: “We genuinely
understand this is a very important topic. However, critically no two sites are ever the same and while the overarching
policy targets are in place the amount of affordable housing each individual site can deliver will be different.”

They said three different affordability consultants had reached different conclusions about what the site could support,
arguing this showed there would inevitably be disagreement. “Within four months we’ve gone from the council’s own
retained affordability consultants supporting zero affordable housing to the most recent ones concluding that 40 per cent
is achievable. With respect this must not be the case of asking the same question until you get the answer you want,” they
said.

The developer added that their proposal would still make a significant contribution locally. “Our offer is above what would
be required at appeal and would provide 23 per cent of the council’s annual affordable housing in one go. Refusal would
not help address shortfalls in affordability.”

There have already been a series of planning applications approved on the site, which was originally earmarked to be a
new stadium for Dorking Wanderers FC. Around 300 new homes across the Pixham Lane development have already been
granted planning permission.

Residents speaking against the latest proposal said developers were prioritising profit over community needs. “The
developers are clearly trying to maximise the amount of space that is income generating while minimising the amount that
isn’t,” they said. They also warned about the cumulative impact of development in the area, adding: “Residents are really
concerned about the serious cumulative impacts that all these applications for the Aviva site, plus the developments close
by at Station Approach and Lincoln Road, will have on the local environment. The overall total of around 300 new
residential units on this site that have already been agreed is more than sufficient.”

Chris Caulfield LDRS

Former Aviva site in Pixham Lane, near Dorking (image Google)
Related reports:

Will sale of Dorking offices compromise housing plans?

Cycle hub in Dorking development
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Council response to Epsom and Ewell Green Belt
concerns

17 July 2026

In response to the report in the Epsom and Ewell Times, Fresh Local Plan row as councillor questions Green Belt revisions
and governance at Epsom and Ewell, Epsom and Ewell Borough Council has responded as follows:

“The Council submitted the Local Plan on the 10th March 2025 for independent Examination.

The Examination process is led by the Planning Inspector who is tasked with examining the Local Plan on behalf of the
Secretary of State to determine whether the local plan is sound and legally compliant.

During the Local Plan Examination Hearings, the Inspector requested that the council undertake two discrete pieces of
work that required revisiting and updating specific sections of two documents that form part of the Submission Library.

One of these pieces of work was updating Section 4 of the Green Belt Topic Paper in accordance with a revised
methodology agreed with the Inspector during the examination hearings. This work was completed and submitted to the
Inspector by the agreed deadline under delegated authority.

The Council’s letter to the Inspector dated 11th February 2026 makes it clear that the updated Section of the Green Belt
Topic Paper does not consider other constraints to development or conclude whether the sites are suitable for allocation.
However, we state that if this information is required to progress the Examination, then the Council can undertake this
work.

The Inspector’s letter dated 12th February 2026 confirms that the above work is necessary for the examination to
proceed, and has asked the Council to undertake this work along with updates to specific pieces of evidence, notably:

= Housing Trajectory / 5 Year Supply

» The Sustainability Appraisal

» The Habitats Regulations Assessment
» The Infrastructure Delivery Plan

» The Transport Assessment

The Council is now undertaking this work.

The Local Plan Programme Officer confirmed on the 3 March 2026 that the evidence detailed above in addition to the two
pieces of additional work submitted in January 2026, will be subject to public consultation.

There are no timescales for the public consultation at present and it is anticipated that the Inspector will require an
additional Examination Hearing(s) to be held following this public consultation.

It is the Local Plan inspector who makes the final decision on the main modifications to be made to the Local Plan. Prior to
the Inspector issuing her binding report, there will be a six week statutory public consultation on the main modifications
which the inspector considers necessary to make the Regulation 19 version of the plan sound.

Once that process ends, if the Inspector is happy to confirm that the Plan is indeed ‘sound’ subject to main modifications,
all Members will be invited to offer a view and make a decision at Full Council, where they will then be asked to vote on
whether to approve the modified Local Plan or not.”

The Council’s explanation makes clear that revisions to the Green Belt Topic Paper were carried out following requests
from the Planning Inspector and submitted under delegated authority as part of the examination process. It also
emphasises that the updated section does not itself determine whether sites should ultimately be allocated for
development.

However, the statement does not directly address the central issue raised by Horton ward Conservative Councillor Kieran
Persand — namely whether revised evidence, including document COUD 021 and related material, was submitted without
prior scrutiny by the Local Plan Policy Committee or Full Council. The Council’s response focuses on the examination
process and future public consultation, but does not explicitly confirm whether councillors were given an opportunity to
review the revised evidence before it was sent to the Inspector.

As the Local Plan examination moves forward — with further evidence updates, public consultation and potentially
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additional hearings expected — the question of how and when elected members are involved in reviewing changes to the
evidence base may remain a point of political debate within the borough.

Sam Jones - Reporter

_

Related reports:

Fresh Local Plan row as councillor questions Green Belt revisions and governance at Epsom and Ewell
Stage 2 Examination of Epsom & Ewell’s Local Plan opens Tuesday

Epsom & Ewell’s Local Plan under the Green microscope

Epsom and Ewell Local Plan Submitted for Examination

and many more. Search “local plan”.

Affordable housing scheme approved on
Leatherhead green belt

17 July 2026

Greenbelt land in north Leatherhead will be built on after a 100 per cent affordable housing estate was granted planning
permission.

Mole Valley District Council’s development committee approved the proposals despite fears it could open the door to
others looking to pick off valued sites. The 47 homes by developer Carmen Corp will be built in Oxshott Road,
Leatherhead, next to the Tesco store after officers said the need for affordable housing outweighed damage done to green
belt.

The site lies on rundown land near the M25 and its condition raised concerns with those opposed to development who
argued it could encourage others to let greenbelt land fall into disuse to ease planning. Those in favour suggested the 47
affordable homes was too good to pass up - particularly as it was surrounded on three sides by development and currently
looked like “no-man’s land”.

The plans were passed by seven votes in favour to four against.

Claire Malcomson (Liberal Democrat: Holmwoods and Beare Green) said: “Just because it’s degraded land is not a reason.
We welcome affordable houses, we really don’t want people to think we don’t.

“This piece of land has been used badly for flytipping, and yes it would be wonderful if it hadn’t been. But I am concerned
about this and I do feel that developers might be sort of almost trying to twist our arms just because it’s affordable.”

Others argued the site, derelict and surrounded on three sides, was exactly what was meant as grey belt. Its location next
to a large Tesco store, as well as the affordable housing offer, meant the majority backed the plans.

The developer told the March 4 meeting the site suffered from historic misuse, flytipping and ecological decline - and
highlighted the housing shortage in the borough. He also addressed questions on affordable housing, saying extra houses
could only be occupied if they were made available at below market rates - such was the basis of Homes England funding.

Cllr Monica Weller (Liberal Democrats: Bookham West) said: “We need to be honest about what this site actually is now.
Is this pristine, untouchable countryside or is it more, I hate to say, a wasteland?

“I felt that I was going into no-man’s land. Let’s not joke or kid ourselves that this is special, this is rough. And affordable
housing is one of the biggest issues facing families.”

Chris Caulfield LDRS
Plans for Oxshott Road near Leatherhead (image MVDC)

© 2021-2026. No content may be copied without the permission of Epsom and Ewell Times Ltd. Registered office: Upper Chambers, 7 Waterloo Road, Epsom KT19 8AY
12


https://epsomandewelltimes.com/author/sam-jones
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/fresh-local-plan-row-as-councillor-questions-green-belt-revisions-and-governance-at-epsom-and-ewell
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/stage-2-examination-of-epsom-ewells-local-plan-opens-tuesday
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-ewells-local-plan-under-the-green-microscope
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-local-plan-submitted-for-examination
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/affordable-housing-scheme-approved-on-leatherhead-green-belt
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/affordable-housing-scheme-approved-on-leatherhead-green-belt
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/author/chris-caulfield

= EPSOM & EWELL TIMES

Far the community, oy Ehe community. & nog-tor-proft service

16th July 2026

ISSN 2753-2771

° L0

Fresh Local Plan row as councillor questions Green
Belt revisions and governance at Epsom and Ewell

17 July 2026

Concerns are growing over Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s Local Plan after campaigners and a borough councillor
raised questions about revised evidence submitted to the Government Planning Inspector — including whether key
changes were made without councillor oversight.

The controversy centres on documents submitted during the independent examination of the borough’s Local Plan, which
will determine where housing development can take place for years to come.

A Green Belt campaign group, a planning expert and Conservative councillor Kieran Persand have all raised concerns
about revisions to the evidence base — particularly a Green Belt Topic Paper which could influence whether some land
currently protected as Green Belt is opened for development.

Campaigners question governance of revisions

The issue first surfaced in a widely circulated email from the Epsom Greenbelt Group to borough councillors warning of
“urgent and serious concerns regarding the recently submitted revised Local Plan documents and the process by which
they appear to have been approved and issued.”

Campaigners argue that councillors previously authorised officers only to make minor corrections to documents submitted
to the Planning Inspector — not material revisions to the evidence.

They say that if significant changes were submitted without member oversight it would raise serious governance concerns
and undermine democratic accountability.

The group has called on councillors to clarify what authority officers relied upon when submitting revised documents and
whether the Council’s Monitoring Officer has reviewed the matter.

Expert analysis identifies potential Green Belt changes

Planning expert Tim Murphy has reviewed the Council’s January 2026 Green Belt Topic Paper and identified 33 Green
Belt sites assessed for their contribution to preventing urban sprawl and protecting countryside.

Mr Murphy said several sites which scored relatively highly under the Council’s own Green Belt rating system were
nevertheless recommended for boundary changes that could allow development.

The sites highlighted include:
» Land north of College Road at Downs Farm
» Land near Ewell East Station
» Land west of Burgh Heath Road near South Hatch Stables

» Land extending the Noble Park estate within the Hospital Cluster

Mr Murphy said the justification offered was the existence of “exceptional circumstances”, but added that he did not find
the arguments convincing.

He noted that these sites have ratings comparable to Horton Farm and the Hook Road Arena — two locations which
generated significant public opposition during Local Plan hearings last year.

Other Green Belt sites treated differently

Mr Murphy also pointed out that other Green Belt locations with similar ratings are not recommended for boundary
changes, including:

= Hollywood Lodge

= Drift Bridge Farm

= Land off Banstead Road

» Land east of Burgh Heath Road
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» Several smaller sites near Downs Road

The difference in treatment raises questions about consistency in the assessment process.

Meanwhile, a separate planning application for 110 homes at Langley Vale — on land not recommended for Green Belt
boundary change — was recently rejected by councillors by six votes to two.

Councillor calls for urgent review

The debate intensified this week when Horton ward Conservative councillor Kieran Persand wrote to the chair of the
Council’s Local Plan Policy Committee (LPPC) urging urgent action.

In his email to councillors, Persand said he had become aware that revised evidence had been sent to the Planning
Inspector which “materially differs from evidence previously submitted,” including a document known as COUD_021.

He said the document appeared to have been submitted without review or approval by the LPPC, the committee
responsible for overseeing the Local Plan.

Persand wrote that he had already identified “important errors and other concerns” in the document which he believed
should have been addressed before submission.

He also said he had been unable to find any significant change in circumstances — such as changes in national policy —
that would justify altering the conclusions of the borough’s earlier Green Belt assessment.

Further Green Belt additions possible

Persand warned that the situation may be evolving further.

According to correspondence with the Planning Inspector cited in his email, council officers indicated that additional
evidence and amendments could be submitted by 6 March, potentially including recommendations for further
Green Belt sites to be added to the Local Plan.

Persand noted that there were no Local Plan Policy Committee or full council meetings scheduled before that date.

“This suggests that the officers’ amendments to submission documents, and proposals for changes to the Local Plan they
plan to submit on 6 March, will also not be subject to any review or approval by the LPPC or Full Council,” he wrote.

He warned that proceeding without councillor oversight could expose the council to accusations of failing in its duties and
even potential judicial review.

Call for documents to return to councillors

Persand has asked the committee chair to arrange for all evidence documents submitted to the Inspector to be brought
before the Local Plan Policy Committee before any further submission.

He acknowledged that doing so could delay the council’s proposed timetable but argued this would be preferable to
risking more serious problems later in the process.

Questions to the council remain unanswered

The Epsom and Ewell Times contacted the council’s communications department on 28 February seeking clarification on
the situation.

The newspaper asked whether a revised paper recommending the removal of some sites from Green Belt protection had
been submitted to the Planning Inspector.

At the time of publication, no response had been received.

What happens next

The Planning Inspector will ultimately decide whether the borough’s Local Plan is “sound” and can proceed.
However, the council itself remains responsible for setting the borough’s strategic direction.

If significant changes to the evidence base are confirmed, councillors may face renewed debate over housing numbers,
Green Belt protection and how the Local Plan examination is being managed.

The outcome could shape where thousands of new homes are built in the borough — and whether parts of its Green Belt
remain protected — for decades to come.

Sam Jones - Reporter

Related reports:

Epsom & Ewell’s Council responds to Local Plan concerns
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Horses beat cars in Epsom’s Langley Vale housing
development application

17 July 2026

Plans to build up to 110 homes on agricultural fields in Epsom have been thrown out with fears of a horse vs car ‘collision
corridor’. The Langley Vale scheme has been rejected following fierce objections from councillors, local campaigners, and
the Jockey Club.

The proposed site, just a stone’s throw from the world-famous Epsom Downs Racecourse, was described as
“unsustainable” and a threat to both local wildlife and the town’s horse racing heritage.

After a heated debate at Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s planning committee on February 26, councillors shot down
the application. Reasons for refusal included the site’s poor transport links, reliance on private cars, harm to the openness
of the green belt, risks to horses and riders, and adverse effects on the landscape.

Cllr Jan Mason (RA Ruxley) did not mince her words. “It’s not just a few extra cars,” she said. “Have we actually raised
the issue of the Jockey Club? The most famous race in the world is held in Epsom in June and has gone on for probably
300 years. This company is only after money.”

She also highlighted the practical issues for new residents: “If there’s no school nearby, no shops, no bus service, then
sticking families up on the downs isn’t giving them a home. It’'s dumping them where nothing exists.”

Highways and transport were another huge concern. Cllr Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote and Langley), who
represents the area, called the application “fundamentally and legally unsafe,” citing the risk to both residents and the
racing industry. “Records reveal a terrifying reality when a horse spooks, its instinct is to bolt for home, often forcing
these 500 kg animals onto the public road network” he warned. “By placing 110 homes and hundreds of daily car
movements at the mouth of the Warren, a known site for unseated riders, we are creating a collision corridor.”

Local campaigners echoed those concerns. John Mumford, speaking for the Langley Vale Action Group, noted the
overwhelming public opposition of 374 letters of objection and a petition with 2,232 signatures. He said: “ For every
reason put forward to justify the scheme, there are more compelling policy and environmental reasons as to why this
scheme should be refused.”

Bernice Froud (RA Woodcote and Langley), another councillor, painted a vivid picture of the community at risk. “You
cannot mitigate the destruction of a community’s soul.” She pointed to horses being part of Epsom’s heritage amongst
other wildlife. “The rare and beautiful plant, the night flowering catchfly, has chosen our village as its home. Once we
pour concrete over it, we will destroy this site of nature conservation importance forever.”

The Jockey Club added weight to the case, stressing that Epsom’s horse racing industry generates over £63m a year and
that the development would “have a significant adverse impact” on operations and equestrian safety, including routes
used by racehorses to reach training grounds.

While councillors agreed homes, especially affordable ones, are sorely needed, it does not come at any cost.
Emily Dalton LDRS

Related reports:

Keep our Valley Green say Langley Vale campaigners

110-Home Scheme at Langley Vale Sparks Green Belt Fears

Image: View of proposed Langley Vale development. (Credit: Fairfax Aspire Ltd/ Epsom and Ewell Borough Council
planning documents)
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The Ripley effect of rural development in Surrey

17 July 2026

Surrey villagers say they fear their semi-rural community will be “overwhelmed” by development.

Ripley is frequently named one of the prettiest and best places to live in Surrey. But locals are worried it could soon lose
the charming character that drew them there as plans for up to 540 homes on farmland edge closer to submission.

The proposed development of Grove Heath North, between Ripley and Send, would see hundreds of two- and three-storey
houses built on farmland off Portsmouth Road. While the scheme is still at the environmental scoping stage, locals say the
scale alone is enough to change the face of the historic village for good.

‘Completely out of character’

Brian Crosby, chairman of the Grove Heath North Residents’ Association, moved to Ripley 33 years ago from Twickenham
for what he calls its “semi-rural character”.

Brian said: “We want to maintain the identity of villages at the edge of the countryside. This [development] just doesn’t sit
comfortably behind the existing houses. It would virtually join Ripley to Send Marsh creating more urban sprawl.”

He described the proposal as a major speculative development that is not currently identified as a potential development
site in the Local Plan and is a complete shock to our residents who are in disbelief, adding: “The developers do not care
what happens to the village afterwards.”

To add insult to injury, the scheme also borrows the very name of Brian’s road, Grove Heath North, which is almost
opposite the site. He said he has raised the issue with the developer, arguing it will be confusing for emergency vehicles
or delivery drivers in future.

Residents are particularly concerned about three-storey homes, which they say would be “completely out of character” in
a village proud of its heritage and historic High Street, once known as the first stop on the coaching route to Portsmouth
from the 16th century. The Allium Park Development a mile up the road has 3 storey building being built and these are
completely out of character.

While Brian accepts more homes are needed, he argues they should not be built on greenbelt farmland. “This is the easy
option,” he said. “The land is used for agriculture. Don’t we need more farmers and people producing food for our
country?”

Plans include a new village green, a nature trail and suggests a new local shop. However, the application does not clarify
if the developers would build it and the new store would be located next to an existing farm shop.

But Brian said it felt like it was part of a tick-box exercise. “Ripley has one of the largest village greens in the country,” he
said. “Giving us effectively what we have already got isn’t adding anything. Sally added the proposed site already had
public right of way footpaths running across it.

The developer response

A Green Kite Homes spokesperson said: “This site presents an opportunity to deliver a landscape-led development of new
homes and community uses in a highly sustainable location. Our proposals would address identified local housing needs,
delivering homes in a range of sizes and tenures.

“We have also listened carefully to feedback received during the public consultation and, as a result, have decided to
change the name previously used for the site. We will be engaging further with the local parish councils on this.”

Fears over traffic, schools and sewage

Brian and fellow resident Sally pointed to other large schemes in the wider area, including Wisley Airfield (around 2,000
homes), Gosden Hill (1800 homes), Send Marsh (140 homes) and Allium Park (around 620). They argued there is no
“joined-up thinking” about the cumulative impact on roads, schools, doctors and drainage.

Sewage capacity has sparked particular anger. Brian claimed the local works are already struggling and have discharged
into the River Wey during heavy rainfall in the last few weeks. They pointed to comments from Thames Water indicating
major upgrades are not due to be completed until 2030 and Ripley Sewage plant would not be able to meet Government
targets for storm overflows until 2045-2050, and questions whether new homes should be occupied before then.

They questioned the pressure on already stretched services. Brian and Sally warned there is only one GP surgery in
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neighbouring Send which serves both Ripley and Send and one private dentist in Ripley. “The surgery has already had to
increase patient numbers and cannot physically increase further,” they said. “Where are all these people going to go?”

There are also claims the local primary school is oversubscribed and there are no local secondary schools nearby, and
fears that hundreds of additional commuters would pile a “burden of traffic”. They said roads are already busy, with
effectively one main route running through the village, which is often used as a cut-through despite the A3 bypass since
there aren’t on and off connections to the A3 at each end of the village.”

A Green Kite Homes spokesperson said: “As part of the planning process, we will continue to work closely with the council
and statutory consultees to ensure that local infrastructure can appropriately support development of this scale. This will
also include financial contributions towards infrastructure upgrades as part of any future planning consent for the site.”

The current submission is only about setting the scope of environmental studies, not approving the homes themselves.
Guildford Borough Council’s decision on the EIA will determine what issues must be examined in detail before any full
planning application is considered.

Emily Dalton LDRS
Ripley village sign. (Credit: Emily Dalton/LDRS)

© 2021-2026. No content may be copied without the permission of Epsom and Ewell Times Ltd. Registered office: Upper Chambers, 7 Waterloo Road, Epsom KT19 8AY
17


https://epsomandewelltimes.com/author/emily-dalton

