
    CPRE SURREY’S RESPONSE TO THE EPSOM AND EWELL DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 

 

Introduction 

The Surrey Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE Surrey) welcomes this 

opportunity to provide feedback to the Council on the Epsom and Ewell draft Local 

Plan 2022-2040. We would like to thank officers for their responses to the issues that 

we raised at our meeting with them on 1st March 2023.  

CPRE Surrey aims to protect, promote, and enhance the countryside and natural 

environment of Surrey. We work with local communities and their elected 

representatives to find positive and lasting ways to enable our countryside and 

nature to thrive – today and for generations to come. Our goal is a beautiful and 

vibrant countryside that sustains our wildlife, contributes to public health and 

wellbeing, and enriches all our lives. Our submission on this Plan reflects these goals. 

 

Timing 

Our overarching comment concerns the timing of this consultation. The production 

of an up-to-date Local Plan for the Borough is several years late – the Issues and 

Options consultation took place as long ago as 2017. This has exposed Epsom and 

Ewell to speculative planning applications on Green Belt sites such as South Hatch 

and Langley Bottom Farm, as well as resulting in a number of inappropriate proposals 

being advanced within the urban areas of the Borough. 

Given this delay, CPRE Surrey questions why Epsom and Ewell Council has chosen to 

release its draft Local Plan for Regulation 18 consultation at just the time when it is 

aware that the national Government is actively reviewing its approach to building in 

the Green Belt and is known to be reconsidering the way that housing targets are 

calculated for and implemented in individual local authorities. We are particularly 

concerned that a Plan predicated on out-of-date housing need numbers and 

therefore requiring release of extensive Green Belt sites is at odds with the new 

direction set out in recent statements by the Secretary of State for Levelling-Up, 

Housing and Communities. 

CPRE Surrey therefore urges Epsom and Ewell Council to delay the progression of this 

Plan until the Government’s approach to these central issues has been clarified. In 

particular, the Government is very likely to confirm that housing targets are 

‘advisory’ rather than ‘mandatory’. The Government is also likely to say that local 



authorities do not need to change their Green Belt boundaries to meet housing 

targets. The greater part of this Plan could then still be released for public 

consultation with appropriate changes made to housing figures and Green Belt 

proposals. We suggest that this should only require a pause of two or three months. 

The Regulation 19 consultation could still take place on schedule in early 2024. 

 

Key Facts About the Borough 

It is extremely misleading to state as a ‘key fact’ about the Borough that ‘576 homes 

are needed per annum’. Statistics provided on the number of primary schools, areas 

of ancient woodland and so on are, indeed, ‘facts’. The housing need figure is not a 

fact.  

The Council will be aware that this ‘576’ figure is derived from a Standard Method 

formula which Government civil servants have devised to justify the claim that three 

hundred thousand dwellings are needed each year. It relies on outdated 2014 

household projections from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) which are now 

widely recognised to have grossly overestimated the growth of households over the 

period of the Local Plan in areas such as Epsom and Ewell.  

The formula also contains an ‘affordability’ uplift that increases the Borough’s 

housing target by forty per cent. This assumes that by building more houses, their 

prices will fall. There is no evidence that this is the case. House prices in the Borough 

did not fall when the housing on the Hospital Cluster was built. Local housing need is 

not reflected in the 576 figure and the Local Plan should not claim this as ‘a fact’. 

The text under the heading ‘Population’ states, correctly, that the Borough’s 

population increased by 7.7% between 2011 and 2021. However, this figure was 

particularly high because much of the house building on the Hospital Cluster was 

completed over this period and the Plan should highlight that the opportunity 

provided by the conversion of the former hospital sites to residential use represented 

a one-off opportunity that cannot be replicated elsewhere in the Borough.  

 

Vision and Objectives 

CPRE Surrey suggests that, overall, the Plan somewhat lacks ambition. In particular, it 

needs to commit to many more concrete objectives, rather than just saying what will 

not be allowed, particularly in areas such as wildlife and biodiversity. In Epsom and 

Ewell, enhancement in these areas is not just about protected designated sites. It is 



about gardens, parks, allotments and a variety of other open spaces as well. This 

should be reflected in the Vision and Objectives. 

The Vision includes the statement that “Epsom and Ewell will have remained a very 

green borough”. This is to be applauded but conflicts with the Plan’s proposals to 

change Green Belt boundaries at Horton Farm, the Hook Road Arena, and near Ewell 

East Station where existing open, green areas would be replaced by housing estates.  

Strategic Objective 6 is “to ensure that development does not have a detrimental 

impact on the borough’s environmental assets”. Strategic Objective 9 is “to support 

action on climate change and reduction of the borough’s carbon emissions.”  These 

objectives are evidently in conflict with the proposals to convert three substantial 

Green Belt sites to housing. It is suggested that Strategic Objective 6 should be 

amended to include a specific reference to protecting and enhancing the Borough’s 

Green Belt. 

Strategic Objective 1 refers to meeting future housing needs by identifying and 

maintaining a supply of land for housing ensuring this is of the right size and right 

type. It is suggested by CPRE Surrey that there should be a specific reference here to 

meeting the needs of local people who cannot afford to enter the private housing 

market and who need homes that are provided at social rent. 

 

Spatial Strategy 

Paragraph 3.6 of the draft Plan, addressing housing numbers, takes as its starting 

point the outdated Standard Method figure of 576 homes per annum referred to 

above. Recent ONS projections arrive at far lower rates of population and household 

growth for Epsom and Ewell. Nowhere does the text state that the Government is 

actively considering changing the way that housing targets are determined nor does 

it state that the text of the National Planning Policy Framework is likely to be 

changed in the very near future to clarify that Green Belt boundaries no longer need 

to be changed to accommodate housing targets. 

Paragraph 3.7 states that the urban areas of the Borough can only accommodate 

approximately 3,700 dwellings. CPRE Surrey contends that this is a significant 

underestimation of the potential for housebuilding on brownfield sites as we 

elaborate below. However, even if no additional urban capacity for housebuilding can 

be identified, CPRE Surrey believes that 3,700 would be a sufficient number to meet 



Epsom and Ewell’s local housing ‘need’, allowing for those who are currently on the 

Borough’s housing waiting list and ‘hidden households’.  

Consequently, CPRE Surrey strongly contends that the assertion in Paragraph 3.9 that 

changes need to be made to Green Belt boundaries because of ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ is unjustified.  

Paragraph 3.16 states, with reference to the Kiln Lane and Longmead ‘industrial’ 

sites, that “Longer term opportunities for intensification for mixed use could be 

explored in time”. CPRE Surrey queries why such work has not already been 

undertaken by the Council. It is quite evident that both areas, and in particular Kiln 

Lane, offer significant potential, over time, for comprehensive developments which 

would retain, if not enhance, current employment levels and afford the opportunity 

for incorporating significant levels of affordable housing. The Council is a substantial 

landowner in both areas. Inclusion of a significant allowance for homes in these areas 

within the Plan would by itself reduce, if not negate, any need to build on the Green 

Belt. 

The Local Plan allocates zero housing numbers to such areas. Why is this when all the 

other urban sites listed in Appendix 2 of the Plan are included in Table 3.1, which 

shows how the Council intends to meet its housing requirements, even though, as 

stated in paragraph 3.29, “some of these sites have not been confirmed by the 

landowner as being available”? Why, when assessing the potential for incorporating 

housing within brownfield areas, has the Council been inconsistent? 

CPRE Surrey disagrees with the Plan’s conclusion in paragraph 3.22 that, to meet its 

social responsibilities for providing housing, the Council must allow significant 

development on Green Belt areas. Figure 3.2 – the Key Diagram – needs to be 

redrawn to exclude Horton Farm, the Hook Road Arena and the East Ewell greenfield 

sites from the housing allocations.  

Figure 3.2 wrongly labels Priest Hill as Nonsuch Park.  

CPRE Surrey suggests that the Racehorse Training Zone should be extended on Figure 

3.2  to include the area of South Hatch Stables in the Green Belt to the south west of 

Burgh Heath Road. Planning permission was quite recently given for the construction 

of extensive racehorse training facilities at this location. This would then match the 

Equestrian Protection Zones indicated in Figure 6.4. 

Policy S1, together with Table 3.1, needs to be rewritten to exclude the reference to 

5,869 homes, which should be replaced by a figure of approximately 3,600. Table 3.1 



should exclude the housing allocations at Horton Farm, the Hook Road Arena and 

Ewell East. Paragraph 3.32 should exclude the reference to 5,400 dwellings. No 

convincing reasons are given in the Plan to justify the inclusion in Policy S1 of the 

need for ‘small scale retail facilities within the Ewell East Station strategic allocation’ 

and this reference should be removed.  

CPRE Surrey strongly supports Policy S2, and the text in paragraphs 3.37 to 3.41, 

which is concerned with the sustainability and viability of developments. In 

particular, it is vital that project promoters are unable to negotiate away provisions in 

planning approvals for genuinely affordable housing and infrastructure. 

We also strongly support Policy S3, and the text in paragraphs 3.42 to 3.49, 

addressing the efficient use of previously developed land. It is suggested that a 

specific reference should be made here to the Council being prepared, at least in 

exceptional circumstances, to use its compulsory purchase powers to ensure that 

rational areas can be comprehensively developed. 

We support Policy S4 and the accompanying text in paragraphs 3.50 to 3.56 and 3,58 

to 3.61 dealing with development in the Green Belt. It is unclear why the Green Belt 

Study Part 2, referred to in paragraph 3.55, was not completed ahead of the release 

of the draft Plan. It is also unclear why only the first of the two Atkins studies of the 

Borough’s Green Belt has been included as an annex to the 2022 Green Belt Study 

Part 1. 

CPRE Surrey rejects the reasoning behind paragraph 3.57 which needs total revision. 

There is no case to be made for the proposals to develop housing estates at Horton 

Lane, the Hook Road Arena and on land near Ewell East Station which all score highly 

as Green Belt sites. The housing target of 300 dwellings per annum, included in the 

Plan, is unjustifiably high to meet the  genuine housing needs of local people, as set 

out earlier. The Plan is remiss in failing to identify any potential to accommodate 

future housing within the Kiln Lane and Longmead ‘industrial’ areas. Government 

policy is evolving and is very likely to soon exclude the need to change Green Belt 

boundaries to meet centrally imposed housing targets. 

Land at West Park Hospital is included among the Green Belt sites proposed for 

housing development. This, effectively, would be the concluding phase of the 

redevelopment of the Hospital Cluster and would involve either the regeneration of 

existing buildings or their replacement by new buildings on the same footprint. 

Consequently, CPRE Surrey has no objection to the inclusion of these sites in the 

Local Plan. Development should be designed at at least forty dwellings per hectare. 



It is noted that the Chantilly Way site, unlike Horton Farm, the Hook Road Arena, and 

land near Ewell East Station, scores low in terms of its Green Belt performance. 

However, it is suggested that there may be drainage and biodiversity issues 

associated with this site. 

CPRE Surrey supports Policy S5 and the accompanying text dealing with climate 

change but would urge the Council to be much more proactive in its approach to this 

vital issue and to clarify just what measures it will be taking in this area. A specific 

reference to requiring solar panels to be incorporated in the roofs of all new 

commercial and industrial buildings should be included.  

 

Planning for Places 

CPRE Surrey is puzzled that the Council appears to have disregarded evidence from 

its own Green Belt studies when preparing this Plan. Horton Farm, the Hook Road 

Arena, and the site adjacent to Ewell East Station are all highly rated in these studies 

for their Green Belt performance. 

Further to our representations above, Sites SA6, SA8 and SA9 should be removed 

from this section of the draft Local Plan. A lower housing target and further work on 

identifying the potential for mixed future developments on the Kiln Lane and 

Longmead sites would remove the need to develop these Green Belt sites or any 

others that might be proposed. 

It is noted that the proposals for Site SA3 - Depot Road and Upper High Street – 

would involve the provision of a decked car park and housing. Has the Council 

explored the potential for undertaking the same type of development at other large 

areas of car parking that are in private ownership, notably the car park off Kiln Lane 

that serves Sainsburys and other retailers? 

Site SA6 – Horton Farm – should be removed from the Plan. In the Atkins 2017 Green 

Belt study, which forms part of the Council’s evidence base for the Local Plan, this 

area receives one of the highest Green Belt ratings of anywhere in the Borough, 

receiving a top grade for checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and 

preventing neighbouring towns merging into one another. CPRE Surrey understands 

that there could be drainage issues associated with the development of this area. 

Housing approximately four thousand people at this location would undoubtedly 

impose great strains on the area’s physical and social infrastructure, including the 

road system, given the lack of proximity to railway stations. 



Site SA8 – Land adjoining Ewell East Station – should be removed from the Plan. 

Again, the Atkins 2017 study gives this area a maximum rating for checking 

unrestricted sprawl and for preventing urban coalescence. The 2018 Atkins Green 

Belt study states “The parcel performs a critical role in regards to checking the 

unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas forming part of a gap of less than one 

kilometre between the southern urban edges of East Ewell and the eastern edge of 

Epsom”. The study concludes that the area is not suitable for release for 

development. CPRE Surrey understands that those responsible for the relatively new 

Nature Reserve that has been created immediately to the south of this site have very 

significant concerns about the impact of this proposal on one of the country’s most 

important protected areas of chalk downland. One of the justifications for changing 

Green Belt boundaries here is that it would enable additional retail floorspace to be 

provided. There is no indication that there is local demand for more shops in this 

area. 

Site SA9 – Hook Road Arena – should be removed from the Plan. This area receives 

relatively high ratings on all four Green Belt criteria in the 2017 Atkins Green Belt 

study. CPRE Surrey recognises that there could be a case for creating a sports hub at 

this location but not if this is used as justification for housing development. 

 

Homes for All 

‘Homes for All’ is just what this Plan should be concerned with but it is unclear how 

this objective will be achieved through the Plan and indeed it could be claimed that 

meeting genuine housing needs is beyond what can be achieved through the Local 

Plan alone. The Borough needs more homes. These, in the main, should be genuinely 

affordable, meeting the needs of young people and key workers like nurses and 

teachers, What is not needed locally is more ‘stockbroker-type’ housing, such as that 

built recently on Priest Hill off Reigate Road which sold for nearly two million pounds 

each. 

The Council should be examining every opportunity to build genuinely affordable 

homes within our urban area. These should not be subject to developers’ viability 

studies that seek to minimise the number of affordable properties on their estates. 

Other local authorities, such as Portsmouth, Norwich and Doncaster, are working 

proactively to build for social rent and Epsom and Ewell should be doing likewise to 

tackle the Borough’s genuine housing needs. Consequently, the proportions of 



rented affordable housing shown in Table 5.1 should be increased. Policy S6 would 

then be acceptable.  

CPRE Surrey does not agree that the provision of affordable housing on significant 

brownfield sites needs to be at a lower percentage than that on greenfield sites – we 

suggest that Policy S7 should be amended to indicate that 40% affordable should be 

the minimum figure on all comprehensive redevelopment sites. What is missing from 

this Policy, as indicated above, is any commitment by the Council to facilitate the 

construction of housing for mainly social rent without relying on the capricious 

nature of the housing market and the bottom line of developers. The wording in 

Policy S7 relating to viability assessments should be strengthened. 

 

Economy 

CPRE Surrey notes that nowhere in the extensive part of this chapter devoted to 

retail is the case made for the development of a shopping area close to Ewell East 

Station despite the statement in paragraph 4.71 of the Plan that new retail units will 

be provided at this location to supply “convenience retail to meet local needs”. 

Policy S11 rightly affords high protection to the employment areas at Kiln Lane and 

Longmead. It refers to these as ‘industrial estates’ which is misleading. As the Council 

is aware, the principal land uses at these locations are wholesale, offices, and retail, 

including vehicle showrooms. With the exception of the Surrey County Council’s 

waste site, these are not uses that are incompatible with housing.  

As discussed earlier, the Plan should acknowledge the considerable potential of both 

employment areas for incremental comprehensive development over the next 

twenty years, incorporating extensive amounts of genuinely affordable housing and 

retaining, if not enhancing, the level of employment at these locations. A start should 

be made at the northern part of the Kiln Lane estate which, according to Figure 3 of 

the Council’s Longmead and Nonsuch Industrial Estates Capacity Study, September 

2018, is in Council ownership, and where existing land uses are relatively low density 

with extensive car parking. 

 

Built and Natural Environment 

CPRE Surrey strongly supports Policy S12 which deals with design. In particular, the 

Council should recognise that very high housing densities in urban areas can be 

achieved through innovative and user-friendly architecture. This is in accord with the 



Government’s recent emphasis on the importance of good design and beautiful 

development. 

Paragraph 7.59 rightly states that it is important that “development proposals to the 

south [of Epsom] conserve and enhance the natural beauty of this area”. This would 

appear to conflict with the Council’s relatively recent approval of plans to build forty-

six apartments on the site of South Hatch Stables on Burgh Heath Road. 

Paragraph 2 of Policy S14, dealing with Biodiversity, should be strengthened to say 

that there will be no circumstances under which nationally protected sites can be 

adversely affected by development proposals. Paragraph 4 of the same Policy, 

together with paragraph 7.67, should be amended to say that no exemptions will be 

applied to the need to provide a minimum 10% increase in biodiversity units where 

development is permitted. This figure should be used as an absolute minimum and 

not the norm. Biodiversity measures need to be sustainable in the long term. 

In addition to the proposals regarding Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows set out in 

Policy DM11, CPRE Surrey urges that the Plan should include a set of additional 

positive proposals, for implementation by the Council and other agencies, regarding 

the planting of trees in Epsom and Ewell. The Borough’s overall tree cover should be 

increased through the implementation of this Plan. 

Policy DM12, relating to Pollution and Contamination, should acknowledge the issue 

of sewage discharge into the Hogsmill River and paragraph 7.101 needs to be 

amended to say that this particular issue will be addressed early in the Plan period. 

More broadly, we urge the Council to recognise the extent of nature depletion in the 

Borough and to acknowledge that the Local Plan provides the opportunity to restore 

nature and wildlife rather than depleting it further. Green spaces play a vital role for 

local communities in terms of recreation, exercise, physical and mental health and 

general wellbeing.  

 

Infrastructure Delivery 

If the proposals in the Plan to accommodate approximately fifteen thousand more 

people in the Borough by 2040 were to come to fruition, CPRE Surrey questions 

whether the funds are available to the relevant public and private agencies to supply 

the necessary physical and social infrastructure to meet the needs of this level of 

population growth. Specifically, it is highly likely that, over the period of the Plan, 

water shortages in the south-east of England will become much more acute. Is the 



Council assured that the relevant water companies will have the funds and policies in 

place to address this issue? 

It is commendable that this chapter of the Plan includes policy on green 

infrastructure. CPRE Surrey suggests that the intent of this part of the Plan conflicts 

with the proposals elsewhere to remove three substantial sites – Horton Farm, the 

Hook Road Arena, and the site near Ewell East Station – from the Green Belt. It is 

suggested that Policy S17 should be more positive rather than being simply reactive. 

For example, the role of gardens, allotments, and the remaining areas of farmland in 

contributing to the Borough’s   green infrastructure should be highlighted. 

Policy DM15, dealing with Open Space, Sport and Recreation, conflicts with the loss 

of sports pitches which would be entailed if the provisions of SA8 – Land  adjoining 

Ewell East Station - were to be enacted. It is recognised that paragraph 8.33 proposes 

that additional pitch provision is made at Hook Road Arena but, if this is contingent 

on the development of substantial housing at this location, then there is clearly a 

policy conflict here. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 


