
Current

ISSN 2753-2771

Page 1
© 2021-2025. No content may be copied without the permission of Epsom and Ewell Times Ltd.

Registered office: Upper Chambers, 7 Waterloo Road, Epsom KT19 8AY

The Plan to improve Planning pays off
Epsom & Ewell Borough Council have received official notification from the Minister of State for Housing and Planning, Rachel
Maclean MP, that their planning department is no longer under review for designation.

In April 2023 the council, along with nine other local authorities, received a letter from Michael Gove MP, the Secretary of State
for  Levelling Up,  Housing and Communities,  which stated that  due to  the performance levels  of  the council  on planning
applications during October 2020 and September 2022, designating the council was under consideration.

See Epsom and Ewell Times report of 15th May 2023 Epsom and Ewell planning improving after Government threat?

The council had been fully aware of this historic issue relating to performance over that period, which was a result of Covid and
capacity-related issues.  Having acknowledged the issues,  the council  took swift  decisive action to  address them, securing
additional staffing resourcing within the department as well as investing in IT and improved ways of working. 

As a result of the council’s actions, service levels and performance on planning applications improved rapidly and significantly.
Since early 2022, the council has continued to determine at least 90% of planning applications within the statutory timescale
target, compared to the government threshold of 70%:

Apr-Jun 2022 – 95%

Jul-Sep 2022 – 91%

Oct-Dec 2022 – 95%

Jan-Mar 2023 – 96%

Apr-Jun 2023 – 95%.

Jul-Sept 2023 – 90%

Jackie King, Chief Executive of Epsom & Ewell Borough Council, said:

“We are very pleased that the Secretary of State has recognised the issues the council faced were historic and temporary in
nature, and that the council has worked very hard to take significant proactive steps to address and improve them, resulting in
our Planning Department far exceeding national targets over the past five consecutive quarters. We have a strong and stable
team and systems in place and are very confident that we will continue to provide a high level of service, over and above what is
expected, into the future.”

Drafting of Epsom and Ewell Local Plan “unpausing”?
Tuesday 26th September Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s Licensing and Planning Policy Committee met to decide whether to
recommend to the Full Council to restart work on the submission of a new Local Plan for the Borough. The motion to do so was
carried after a lengthy debate.

Chairing the committee Councillor Steven McCormick  (RA Woodcote and Langley) stated that following the Full  Council
decision of 22nd March to pause the work on the Local Plan if “unpaused” its submission for approval by the Government could
be expected in May 2025.

A member of the public, who was not identified, opened the debate with the following detailed appraisal: “I am pleased to see
from the 15th of June meeting of this committee’s agenda…. that you have now calculated the actual need for new dwellings.
When you replace the out-of-date 2014 household projections with the more recent 2018 projections and exclude the flawed
affordability uplift, this results in a much more realistic figure of 2664 new dwellings over the plan period.

“To comply with the current version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), you still need to begin with the standard

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/the-plan-to-improve-planning-pays-off
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/epsom-and-ewell-planning-improving-after-government-threat
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method number of 10,368. However, it can be easily demonstrated that this number is unachievable in light of local constraints.
The point where that version of the Local Plan went so horribly wrong was in selecting an arbitrary target of 5,400 new dwellings
and rushing into sacrificing Greenfield and Greenbelt sites to bridge the gap between the identified 3,700 Brownfield sites and
the council’s arbitrary target.

“If the council were to set a new dwelling target of 3,700 plus this 150 (West Park site), then that would result in a target that is
45% above the actual need for new dwellings over the plan period.

“If the council agrees to a target of 3,850 new dwellings with no development on Greenfield or Greenbelt sites, then I am
confident that it will be possible to develop a Local Plan that is acceptable to local residents. Furthermore, the council would have
a compelling rationale for why a target of 10,368 is not achievable given local constraints and that its proposed target is 45%
more than the actual local need.

“If the planning inspector subsequently insists on developing some Greenfield or Greenbelt sites, then he or central government
will be blamed by local residents rather than Epsom and Ewell Borough Council.”

Cllr Muir (Conservative Horton) a non-member of the committee was given three minutes to make a statement and said: “It is
critical when deciding whether or not to unpause the local plan drafting process … that council has clarity over the objectives for
the next draft and the key changes required to achieve those objectives. So, what do we need to decide before unpausing?

“The most controversial of the recommendations put forward in …draft local plan was the proposal to build on the borough’s
protected Greenbelt Land. Using the council’s figures, 84% of those who used the questionnaire to reply to the consultation were
opposed to building on our protected Green Belt. …The large majority [of] elected councillors, stood in May’s local elections on a
platform of protecting the green belt. We are morally obliged to protect this land and the environment for future generations.

“How many houses do we need to build in Epsom? Epsom is already the most densely populated borough in the county. There has
been discussion about the need to meet the government target calculated using the standard method. This is not a mandatory
target. The published local plan proposals do not attempt to meet the target of 10,478 dwellings over the plan period. For context,
this is more than three times the target in the Epsom annual 2007 plan and more than four times the need indicated using the
government’s 2018 household growth projections. The plan instead included a target of 5,875 dwellings, although no calculation
was provided to support this.

“NPPF paragraph 11 states, “Following strategic policy should provide the objectively assessed needs for housing unless the
application of policies in this framework that protect land designated as Greenbelt, local Green Space, and areas at risk of
flooding. These provide a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type, and distribution of development.” We in Epsom
have exactly those strong reasons listed and should use them to protect the borough. The plan identified Brownfield sites that
could accommodate 3,800 dwellings without any use of Greenfield Greenbelt sites. Importantly, using this figure as the housing
target complies with the existing NPPF paragraph 11 and exceeds the housing need derived from the latest government data.

“In conclusion, I support the unpausing of the local plan if and only if we commit to the objectives of protecting our environment
and green spaces through excluding development of the Greenfield Greenbelt sites and including realistic housing targets. And
that this Council commits to speaking to large-scale developers to learn what can be done to address the alleged barriers put
forward by this Council to pursuing the Kiln Lane and Longmead proposal.”

Cllr James Lawrence (LibDem College) also spoke as a non-member of the committee and said:

“I very much do want to see houses built. We have a definitive lack of affordable housing, i.e., first-time buyer housing, ………,
which our draft plan is not adequately addressing. Urban density on our Brownfield site should be increased with an aim for
gentle urban density around six stories max. These units should be mainly single and double-bedroom apartments located within
20 minutes’ walk or cycle of existing infrastructure.

On these grounds, I would like to see the local plan unpaused with a recommendation to be enacted to increase urban density and
remove the inappropriate Green Belt developments.”

Earlier Cllr Julie Morris (LibDem – College) suggested that if the motion was passed the next Full Council being scheduled for
12th December, she may make moves to convene an extraordinary Council to consider the proposal to “unpause” the Local Plan
process on an earlier date, to avoid delay.

Six members of the eight strong committee voted in favour of the motion to recommend to the Full Council the unpausing of the
drafting of the Local Plan.

The Epsom and Ewell Times can confirm that Chairman of the Committee Steve McCormick has secured support from the
requisite number of Councillors to convene an Extraordinary Meeting of the Full Council. Date to be confirmed but likely to be
24th October.
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Related Reports:

Motion to pause Local Plan process

Cllr McCormick’s own answers on Local Plan

Public meeting on Local Plan dominated by greenbelters.

Housing need or desire?

Can Epsom and Ewell get more dense?

Another Surrey Local Plan Pauses
The towns, villages, and open spaces that will take the brunt of Surrey Heath Borough Council’s 6,000 new homes will be kept
under wraps a little longer after the local authority kicked its housing plan into touch.

It is the second time this year the council has paused its local plan after announcing in February it would hold off until after
housing secretary Michael Gove’s long-rumoured but never seen planning changes take effect.

Now the council is blaming the “economic climate” and the need to develop a strategy for Camberley town centre – which has
been hit by the £79 million loss in value of the Camberley Square and House of Fraser sites.

It has said it will now “review the timetable for the remaining stages of the Local Plan process, known as the Local Development
Scheme”.

Surrey Heath Portfolio Holder for sustainable transport and planning, Councillor Alan Ashbery said: “The council is committed to
delivering the best local plan for our residents, while giving maximum protection to our highly valued green belt and special
protection areas.   

“Given the current economic climate, more time is required to review key policies and undertake further work to support the
development in Camberley town centre.  Once these important pieces of work have been completed, a new local development
scheme will be published. This will set out dates for the remaining stages of the process, including publication details prior to
submission to the Secretary of State.” 

The original draft in February was to deliver  6,213 homes up to the year 2038 – with more than 1,000 lined up for green belt
sites. That left 2,700 homes, once those that had already been granted planning permission but had yet to be built  were
discounted.

The council’s draft outlined were housing could be built – this includes employment, commercial, recreation and green spaces and
was drawn up following consultation with residents and businesses in 2022.

After the February delay, it was due to submit a final draft for consideration in November 2023 but this has now been delayed
again, the council said, to allow further work to be carried out.

Related reports:

Gove: meddling and muddled over Surrey Local Plans?

Land, plan and a scam mess for Tandridge

Gove flexing his muscle on a Local Plan?

Spelthorne’s neediest lose out on housing

Motion to pause Local Plan process (Epsom and Ewell)
Image: ffaalumni CC by ND 2
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Gove: meddling and muddled over Surrey Local Plans?
Michael Gove is a Surrey MP and the Cabinet Minister in charge of housing and planning. The progress of Local Plans across the
County are in disarray. Local Plans set the framework for each Surrey Borough’s planning policies, including housing, for years to
come. The Independent Leader of Spelthorne Council in Surrey has taken on Gove in a fierce letter exposing the muddle in the
Central Government’s position. The draft Local Plan for Epsom and Ewell has been paused. Emily Coady-Stemp reports:

The risk of flooding in Staines has been labelled a “major concern” by the council’s leader, as she has hit back at a government
intervention in planning for homes in the borough.

A last-minute intervention ahead of a key meeting meeting this month saw a letter sent to the council saying Michael Gove
directed the council not to withdraw its local plan.

The council nonetheless voted to pause its plan again, a move since approved by the government inspector allocated to it, and a
response has been sent to the housing minister.

Councillor Joanne Sexton (Independent Spelthorne Group, Ashford East) said the authority, where she became leader after local
elections in May 2023, had been preparing its plan for 9,000 homes in the borough through “an unprecedented period of
instability in the planning system”.

She said during this time “major reforms” were being proposed by central government “which seem to change with the wind”.

Her letter to housing minister Rachel Maclean said the option of withdrawing the local plan was put forward at a meeting of the
full council on Thursday September 14 because this may be a quicker way to get a plan through, rather than carry on with
examination of the current draft.

Hearings into the plan started in May this year, but were paused in June while the council brought new members up to speed.
Opening hearings heard concerns about the impact that putting more than half of the new planned homes in Staines would have
on the market town.

Cllr Sexton said in her letter: “I, along with local members, also have a major concern in relation to potential flood risk in Staines
which is where over 50 per cent of our new homes are planned to be provided.” She said an outstanding statement of common
ground from the Environment Agency on flooding concerns could still  end up being “a key issue of soundness”, the term
inspectors use to say if they think a plan will or won’t work. She also asked why a timeline for policy changes that are due from
central government has still not been published.

Cllr Sexton attached a list of more than 60 local planning authorities that have now paused or withdrawn their local plans “as a
result of this chaos and mixed messaging”. She asked if the minister was “mistaken” when she declared in her letter that
Spelthorne would be left with one of the oldest local plans in the country and highlighted other areas where the Secretary of State
had not intervened, including in Basildon and Castle Point.

On Spelthorne not being left with one of the oldest plans in the country, Cllr Sexton asked: “If you concede this point, does it
follow that you should rescind the intervention or is it your intention to intervene in the other councils with plans older than
2009?”

The local plan is the latest in Surrey to run into issues, with Tandridge set to put an end to its plan despite having spent £3.5m on
it, and having first submitted it to government in 2019.

Cllr Sexton “took issue” with the last-minute nature of the letter from government, which came less than four hours before the
meeting took place. She said: “This is completely unreasonable and unacceptable. At the very least you could have formally
advised us earlier that you were minded to intervene so that we would have had the opportunity to understand and respond to
your concerns ahead of the council meeting.”

She said the council would seek further legal advice on the intervention, and would send a “more detailed formal response” on the
intervention in due course.

Referring to what she called a “total disparity” in the approach, Cllr Sexton also referred to a letter sent in April to Kwasi
Kwarteng, Spelthorne’s MP.

In that letter, Ms Maclean said the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities was unable to discuss the details of
Spelthorne’s plan in order for the examination of the plan to “remain fully independent”.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/gove-meddling-and-muddled-over-surrey-local-plans
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Cllr Sexton said: “You are saying that you are unable to discuss the plan, but can unceremoniously intervene and stop the council
deciding their own fate regarding the plan? Can you please explain the total disparity here?”

In his response agreeing to a further pause, the inspector, Jameson Bridgwater, asked the council to address issues he had raised
at the hearings  “in particular flood risk and its potential implications” on sites where homes may be built.

Related reports:

Land, plan and a scam mess for Tandridge

Gove flexing his muscle on a Local Plan?

Spelthorne’s neediest lose out on housing

Motion to pause Local Plan process (Epsom and Ewell)

Image: Joanne Sexton Leader of Spelthorne Borough Council, (Ashford East), at the council building in Knowle Green, Staines.
Credit: Emily Coady-Stemp and Michael Gove.

Land, plan and a scam mess for Tandridge
A land scam, £3.5million spent and residents being “ignored” have come to a head as a district council finally looks set to call an
end to its 6,000-home local plan.

As well as uneven development between the north and south of Tandridge, councillors raised concerns about the draft plan not
looking enough at necessary infrastructure.

After a drawn-out process including hearings in public, the abandoned garden village planned for Godstone and terse public
exchanges with the government’s planning inspector, the council’s leader declared the plan “dead”.

A meeting of the district council’s planning policy committee on Thursday (September 21) decided to ask the inspector for a final
report, despite an additional bill of around £12,000, rather than withdrawing the plan.

Of the options in front of members, the council’s leader said: “In either case, the plan is dead.”

The inspector told the council in July he did not “see a route to soundness for the local plan”, but at a meeting after that the
council put forward options to find a way forward.

The local plan, which set out where and when homes will be built across the district until 2033, was submitted to government for
examination in January 2019.

There was a change of administration in May 2021, when a minority administration of residents’ associations took control of the
council.

The current leader, Councillor Catherine Sayer (Residents’ Alliance, Oxted North and Tandridge), said she thought the local plan
system was “totally unfit for purpose”.

With a government funding bid for works to improve junction 6 of the M25 failing, central to the plans for a new garden village,
she said there was “a big question mark over why the planning inspector did not end the process at that point”.

Cllr Sayer told the meeting: “In an attempt to avoid ending up with no plan at all and the threat that would mean to the green belt
together with a huge waste of taxpayers’ money, we tried to salvage something.
“We proposed amendments and deleted the garden community and attempted to do whatever else the planning inspector had
indicated might make the plan acceptable.”

The leader also told the meeting it was “common knowledge” that some of the green belt land planned for the garden community
had been part of a land scam where more than 350 small plots were sold on an investment basis.

She said: “Most of the owners are believed to reside in India and Pakistan. To enable the garden community to go ahead, it would
have been likely that the council would have needed to use its compulsory purchase powers to assemble the land.”

She said asking for a report from the inspector could “bring some kind of useful closure to what is such an unhappy and costly
chapter for Tandridge District”.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/land-plan-and-a-scam-mess-for-tandridge
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/gove-flexing-his-muscle-on-a-local-plan
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/spelthornes-neediest-lose-out-on-housing
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/motion-to-pause-local-plan-process
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/land-plan-and-a-scam-mess-for-tandridge
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Councillor Jeremy Pursehouse (Independent, Warlingham East Chelsham & Farleigh) said he was “very sad to see the demise of
the garden community” which he said balanced out planned development across the north and the south of district. He said: “We
can’t put everything in Warlingham and Caterham, it just doesn’t work like that. It will just make people who are living in
suburban areas further away from the green of the countryside, we have to share these things around.”

He said the north of the district did not have the infrastructure for the kinds of development being looked at in the plan.

Councillor Mick Gillman (Residents’ Alliance, Burstow, Horne & Outwood) said he lived in the south of the district, which did not
have the railways of the north, and described the A22 as “a car park much of the time”. He added: “It’s driven by infrastructure,
and you’ve got to put a lot of money into the infrastructure in the south to get it up to speed.”

But he also highlighted his reasons he thought it was important to get a report from the inspector.
Cllr Gillman said the council owed it to residents to justify why more than £3.5m had been spent on “something that has failed”.
He added: “What’s even more concerning to me is many of the reasons that the inspector flagged up were those that were flagged
up by residents in the consultation process and they were ignored. And I think residents need to know that they did not get it
wrong, and it was the organisation within the council that got it wrong.”

The meeting unanimously agreed to ask the inspector for a report, rather than withdrawing the plan, and will recommend this to
council. Full council will debate the next steps for the plan, its next scheduled meeting is on Thursday, October 19.
Photo: Catherine Sayer Tandridge District Council leader. Image credit Darren Pepe/Surrey Live.

Gove flexing his muscle on a Local Plan?
A last-minute intervention from Michael Gove continued the uncertainty around the Surrey Borough Council of Spelthorne’s
plan for 9,000 new homes. The Surrey Heath MP ordered the council not to pause its local plan, in a letter sent by the housing
and planning minister, limiting Spelthorne’s options at a crucial meeting.

After what the council’s chief executive described as an urgent ministerial meeting at 3pm on Thursday (September 15), a letter
was sent to the council’s leader setting out Mr Gove’s intentions.

An extraordinary meeting of the council on the same day was set to vote on the options to continue with the plan, keep it on
pause, or withdraw it altogether. The plan has been on pause since councillors asked the government inspector for a hiatus in
June, after hearings had started at the end of May.

The letter from MP Rachael Maclean stated Mr Gove had legal powers to intervene if necessary if he thought an authority was
“failing or omitting to do anything it is necessary to do” regarding preparing, revising or adopting its local plan.

While the chamber was told voting to withdraw its plan, outlining where new homes will be built in the borough up to 2037, was
no longer a lawful action, councillors ultimately voted to extend the pause on the plan.

They also voted to seek further legal advice to “confirm the validity of the minister’s directive”.

The council voted by 20 votes to 16 to extend the pause, pending the publication of changes to national policy, due this autumn.

The council’s leader, Councillor Joanne Sexton (Independent Spelthorne Group, Ashford East) said the council would seek
further  clarification from Mr Gove on the reasons behind the direction.  She added:  “We will  endeavour,  in  the name of
democracy, that we will produce a plan benefiting the residents of Spelthorne by the government’s deadline of June 2025.”

Cllr Sexton said unresolved flood issues in Staines, a plan that delivered “beautiful places” and with the “communities at the heart
of it” were some of the concerns and reasons behind the plan that would be made clear to the government.

The  question  of  the  cost  to  the  council  of  seeking  further  legal  advice  was  also  raised.  Councillor  Karen  Howkins
(Conservative, Laleham and Shepperton Green) asked how much money further legal advice relating to the local plan would cost.
She asked: “Haven’t we spent enough on legal advice regarding the local plan, haven’t we wasted enough money? Isn’t it time
that we stopped wasting money that we haven’t got?”

Officers confirmed the cost of further legal advice should be “not more” than £2,000.

While other councillors raised the “cost to the local community” both of putting through the “wrong plan” or of further delays.

The current draft plan allocates more than 5,400 of the borough’s 9,270 new homes to be built in Staines.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/gove-flexing-his-muscle-on-a-local-plan
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Councillor Howard Williams (Independent Spelthorne Group, Staines) said of the council’s plans to pause its own house building
projects indefinitely that it impacted around a third of the flats planned for Staines. The current plan did not protect the green
belt, he said, did “nothing” to deliver affordable or social housing and included more than 5,000 flats be built where they were
“likely to flood”.

He asked the meeting: “If we stick to the current targets of building 9,000 flats, where are all the flats that can’t now be built in
Staines going to go instead? Sunbury, Stanwell, Ashford, Shepperton? They will all have to be built in other towns in the borough.
So setting unrealistic targets for Staines does not protect other people’s towns or the green belt. That is a fallacy.”

Cycle hub in Dorking development
A football academy, a 130-place children’s nursery, and a cycling hub, have all been approved in Dorking as the Pixham Lane
masterplan steps up a gear.

The site had been seen as an opportunity for a new Dorking Wanderers FC stadium but that was kicked into the long grass when
it became clear the club’s future was at Meadowbank.

Now, developers Stonegate Homes have been granted planning permission by Mole Valley councillors for three new community
buildings as part of a grander vision for the site that could also feature a senior living home for about 200 people and 300 new
homes.

The largest of the buildings approved last week is a 414 square metre nursery, which will be built over two floors, and have space
for up to 130 children across four classrooms.

A new youth academy will be used by Dorking Wanderers Football Club and features classrooms for up to 40 students at any time.

The final building will become a cycling hub after the plans sailed through the Wednesday, September 6 meeting with only minor
objections from councillors.

The council said it expected the hub to be a hit with cyclists as “a place to meet and relax, as well as a place to repair and
purchase cycling equipment and accessories”.

Speaking at the meeting was Councillor Simon Budd who questioned the need for a nursery after two had closed within the past
year, suggesting a lack of demand and that “we would be much better building and SEN school rather than a nursery school”.

The site is surrounded by Dorking railway station as well as a train line running north to London and south to Horsham.

The application site (measuring 0.68ha) lies to the south of Pixham Lane, just east of the A24 and north of Dorking; within the Built up Area. The site, which lies at the south-western corner of the overall ‘AVIVA site’, comprises car
parking which served the former office use. The ground level is generally flat. The site is bounded to the south west by Dorking Railway Station and rail line running north to London and south to Horsham and beyond. To the south east is
a public footpath whilst to the north is the remaining part of the Aviva campus. The site itself is in the Built-up Area; adjoining to the east is land designated Metropolitan Green Belt. It is broadly level throughout. Access to the site can be
obtained from the eastern end of Lincoln Road.

Cllr Rosemary Hobbs said: “If anyone has visited this site and walked in from Lincoln Road, they’ll know this is a particularly
unpleasant looking, very messy looking, area of Dorking. It will greatly enhance the appearance of that part of the town and I
think it is a good use of the land. The nursery will presumably get some business from the number of residents in the properties
on the site.”

Cllr Chris Hunt said: “The cycling hub, who can speak against that as a principle?”

The football academy, he said was also for sports, and a nursery would be used by new families moving into the area. He added –
given the use of the site “I think its a good proposal”.

Mole Valley Borough Council is currently preparing its new long-term planning bible, the Local Plan, which sets out the types
and levels of permitted development in the area.

The council said it has been submitted to the Secretary of State for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities and is currently
under examination by an Inspector. The draft earmarks the site for 276 dwellings and at least three Gypsy and traveller pitches.

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/cycle-hub-in-dorking-development
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Council solve Scots Pine tree puzzle
The Planning Committee Meeting, held at Epsom Town Hall on 7 September 2023 centred around two key topics: a Tree
Preservation Order (TPO) concerning a Scots Pine tree in Grafton Road and the modification of approved plans for a construction
project in Boleyn Avenue. After a brief discussion, two motions were passed.
 
Regarding the Scots Pine tree TPO, a historical mapping error had inaccurately placed the tree. Originally, it was marked as if it
were located in the front garden of No. 10, but it was listed under the address of No. 8 in the TPO schedule. To rectify this, it was
recommended to issue a new TPO, providing temporary protection to the tree. The Planning Development and Enforcement
officer presented the motion and explained the TPO application procedure, highlighting the historical nature of
the error.

Three key recommendations emerged:

Confirmation of Tree Preservation Order No. 476A without modification1.

Revocation of Tree Preservation Order No. 476.2.

Modification of Tree Preservation Order No. 6 to remove the reference to Pine T17.3.

However, some debate ensued as both the tree owner and the neighbour raised concerns. Their primary worries included the
tree’s height, branches falling during strong winds, and damage to the pavement caused by birds. Additionally, the tree owner
expressed frustration over the extended duration of their application and objection to the TPO.
 
During the meeting, several councillors voiced concerns about potential limitations on future actions concerning the tree if the
TPO application succeeded. Councillor Julian Freeman (LibDem College) questioned the evaluation system and its impact on
daylight where the trees were located, while Councillor Peter O’Donovan (RA Ewell Court) expressed concerns about the tree’s
size and height and its potential impact on nearby residents and properties.
 
On the other hand, Councillor Neil Dallen (RA Town) emphasised that the motion primarily aimed to correct documentation. He
clarified, “As I understand, for the TPO to be corrected and put in the right place. If the tree gets too big or branches start falling
off, then even though it’s got a TPO, they can apply to prune the tree or do whatever’s needed. It’s not causing any damage to
property.” The motion passed with one abstention.
 
The second topic discussed was the modification of approved plans for a construction project at 15 Boleyn Avenue. This project
involved  a  two-story,  two-bedroom  dwelling  with  additional  garage  space.  After  a  brief  presentation  by  the  officer  and
clarifications by Councillor Phil Neale (RA Cuddington), the motion received unanimous approval.

Little plots of Council land for housing?
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council’s Strategy and Resources Committee decided Thursday 13th July to submit two Council owned
sites for housing. The Draft Local Plan sets out the framework for local development including meeting housing targets. Proposals
to release green belt land for development were met with strong local opposition and a brake on the Plan’s adoption.

Council officers were tasked with seeking additional brownfield sites suitable for housing, including land owned by the Council
itself.

The Council owns 37% of the Longmead and 35% of the Kiln Lane industrial estates. However, the grant of long leases to various
businesses means that none of its land can be made available in the Local Plan timescale within 2040.

Consideration was given to the Council owned Cox Lane Community building and car park but a doctor’s surgery and nursery
need medium term certainty for their future with the surgery’s lease expiring just before the plan period ending 2040..

Two small plots of Council owned land were stated to be suitable to be submitted to the Local Planning Authority, (the Council

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/council-settle-scots-pine-tree-puzzle
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/little-plots-of-council-land-for-housing
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itself) for consideration for inclusion in the Local Plan. They are a small 0.08 ha site (a former Scout’s Hut) on Wesley Close /
Scotts Farm Road and Richard’s Field Car Park accessed off Chessington Road, offering approximately 35 parking spaces of
which about 14 are reserved as resident permit spaces.

Cllr Graham Jones MBE (RA Cuddington Ward) noted the Wesley Close site had not been submitted before as it was too small.
“What had changed?” An officer explained the proposal was “directly on the back of members request to find more brownfield
sites to meet housing targets. The site had been looked at again and it could achieve 5 dwellings which is the threshold for a call
for sites”.

Cllr Jones asked the same question in relation to the Richards Field car park and Cllr Dallen suggested that there maybe a way of
building residences while keeping parking provision.

The meeting agreed to the submission of the two sites for consideration to be included in a revised draft Local Plan.

In a lengthy explanation officers reported that the legal and cost obstacles to pursuing compulsory purchase orders to acquire
land for housing development are too high. Thus, exercising such powers was not recommended.

Related Reports:

Motion to pause Local Plan process

Public meeting on Local Plan dominated by greenbelters.

Planning or pantomime? Councillors press pause on Plan.

Green complaints not black and white
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council disagrees with the claims made by Green Belt campaigners reported 1st July. Yufan Si of
Epsom and Ewell Green Belt and Alexander Duval stated that their clear objections to Green Belt development were not so
classified in the consultation analysis by EEBC.

Steven McCormick (RA Woodcote and Langley) Chair of the Licensing and Planning Policy Committee has hit back and said: “I
would like to reassure all  residents in the borough that,  contrary to the assertations in this  article,  no responses to the
consultation have been excluded, or ‘not counted’. Every single response we have received has been logged and published on our
online platform, Inovem.

“We received a significant number of responses during the Local Plan consultation. Most respondents chose to complete the
online questionnaire on Inovem. We also received copies of the questionnaire by email and by post, which have since been
uploaded onto Inovem. On the questionnaire, respondents were invited to tick a multiple choice box for each policy area (this
shows as the ‘Option’ column in the published responses), and whether they want to add comments (this shows as the ‘Comment’
column in the published responses).

“Alongside responders that used the questionnaire, we also received a significant number of more general responses by email and
post, which have also been uploaded onto Inovem. Whilst some of these responses made it clear which policy or policies they were
referring to, in the majority of cases officers have used their judgement to assign the responses received to the relevant section of
the Local Plan. As part of this process, officers have not completed the multiple choice ‘option’ questions and have left these
blank, unless a response clearly stated the question number or policy reference and directly quoted one of the multiple-choice
question response options.

“There is an important reason for this. Our officers cannot presume to know which option each respondent would want to use, if
they want to use one at all – this would be a subjective decision by officers, and it may not be correct, particularly where
responses do not state they are specifically for or against a policy, but are providing general feedback, which is common. All
comments are still clearly displayed, and the comments are a vital element used by officers to ascertain what the views of
respondents are regarding the different policies.

“All the comments received during the consultation period will help to inform the preparation of the next version of the plan for
consultation, which will be the version of the Local Plan that the council intends to submit to the government for examination.  

“We will publish a Consultation Statement alongside the next version of the Local Plan that will provide a summary of the main
issues that have been raised and how they have been taken into account. Once again, we would like to assure residents that all

https://epsomandewelltimes.com/motion-to-pause-local-plan-process
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/public-meeting-on-local-plan-dominated-by-greenbelters
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/planning-or-pantomime-councillors-press-pause-on-plan
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/green-complaints-not-black-and-white
https://epsomandewelltimes.com/green-belt-development-objections-excluded
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responses have been published and are viewable on the consultation platform.” 

The Green Belt campaigners did not complain that their objections had not been published. How else could they have known how
their responses were classified or not? Their complaint was that their stated objections were not classified correctly. As the
reader will see from Cllr McCormick’s response the business is not straightforward. The Green complaint is not black and white.

https://epsom-ewell.inconsult.uk/draftlocalplan2022_2040/consultationHome

