Charlwood Parish Council’s Response to the Mole Valley Local Plan to 2033
Charlwood Parish Council (CPC) objects most strongly to the proposals to move the Green Belt boundary in order to ease the approval for house building. Mole Valley’s use of “Exceptional circumstances” to justify removal of significant areas from green belt protection in Charlwood and Hookwood is unjustified. 
Government pressure has resulted in a lack of due diligence by MVDC in assessing Green Belt disposability, as evidenced by factual errors in the “evidence” and an absence of impartial oversight of the process. There is inconsistency with H3, a strategic housing assessment must be carried out prior to further investigation of these locations.
CPC requests the opportunity to work with MVDC in order to identify acceptable locations for development within the Parish that would not require building on previously undeveloped land. CPC is aware of a number of suitable brown field sites and is confident that if given an appropriate time scale (6 months is requested) it would be possible to come forward with locations that are more suitable, more acceptable for our residents and remove any plan to build on previously undeveloped land. The number of proposed properties to be built would be in line with local need. 
Regarding Site Allocations 42, 43 and 44 (all Hookwood): the Plan does not take account of recent and planned extensive housebuilding in the local proximity. The 2500 property development of Westvale Park, 2 miles away, is in mid development, as are several thousand homes across Forge Wood and numerous other locations in Crawley. The proposed 10 000 home ‘West of Ifield’ new town, within around 3 miles and 13 000 new homes across Horsham further add to the planned increase in local supply.
There appears to be very limited demand for new homes in the vicinity of Hookwood, exampled by a number of properties, both old and new builds, having been on the market for in excess of 1 year. The plan fails to consider a number of nearby brown field sites (for example Hookwood: Bluebird House and Fairalls builders merchant, Charlwood: The Limes and Hills Coal Yard), therefore we kindly request a full and thorough call out is made for suitable brown field sites.
The Green Belt boundary must not be moved in order to ease house building.  All house building must take place on existing brown field sites. There is no clear boundary on the three Hookwood sites, therefore there would be a significant risk of creep. The presence of a secure hospital immediately adjacent means police safety and crime reduction studies need to be carried out prior to further feasibility. The nearest frequent public transport (bus) is half a mile from the location, train is 2 miles away, compelling new residents to car use. 
The planned exit onto Reigate Road  for SA42 could only be made safe by introduction of traffic lights. This infrastructure would need to be in place prior to any building work commencing, for the safety of construction staff.
There is very limited employment opportunity in the close locality, meaning new residents are likely to need to use a car for work (20 or 30 miles round trip to the employment centres of Dorking and Leatherhead). The planned location consists of land used for grazing of horses, this land routinely floods throughout winter - there even being a 25 metre long bridge on one of the footpaths due to it frequently being otherwise impassable. Likely habitat for nesting and foraging for several bat species and Great Crested Newts, of which there are known colonies nearby. The plot is within close proximity of Gatwick airport (non compliant with EN9) and the Plan states development will incorporate measures to protect future residents from noise and other disturbance from the local business park, however, it is not clear how residents could be effectively protected from noise and air pollution from the Airport plus the nearby Horsehill oil extraction site which has an Environment Agency permit to flare up to 15 tonnes of gas per day: the locations are therefore not compliant with EN13.
The locations are out of keeping with EN4 as the amenity of existing residents will be damaged by overbearing development (doubling the size of the existing community) and loss of open space and amenity. Allotments and playgrounds would need to be provided but are not provisioned for in the Plan. Neighbouring homes are already starting to experience flooding, and building on green fields will only compound these and other climate change effects. Woodland and orchard areas within the proposed location are highly biodiverse, building here would be a significant loss to the local area.
SA42, Land West Of Reigate Road: (450 dwellings and two gypsy and traveller pitches). Objection. This proposal can not be considered as modest development and therefore is unacceptable under EN3, is highly out of proportion to the existing community  and would result in a doubling of its size and a complete loss of character, and urbanisation of the area.
The local water treatment works (Horley) are currently close to capacity considering the 2500-home development at Westvale Park and cannot deal with further increases. The plan is non-compliant with NRM4 (as flood zone 2 and 3) and CS19 aims to reduce flooding.
The ‘permitted development’ rights to increase the property footprint by 1/3rd, of the new properties would also need to be considered when planning flood mitigations prior to planning approval.
The location is in a seismically active area, with more than 150 earthquakes recorded by the British Geological Survey through 2018 - 2019.
There is no available capacity in local services (school, dentist, GPs or other services).
SA43: Land south of Kennel Lane (21 dwellings): Objection. In addition to the above arguments (SA42), there is no vehicular access to the site. 
SA44:  Land adjacent to Three Acres (19 dwellings): Objection. In addition to the above arguments (SA42), access from the proposed site on to the public highway is <10 meters from a large, extremely busy roundabout, this access is not suitable for the significant number of vehicles this development would bring. There is no defined boundary on 2 sides, which leaves the location vulnerable to creep. 
Policy S1
· This policy needs to reflect the NPPF position clearly: that sustainable development is a balance of social, environmental and economic interests.
Sustainable development is often misrepresented. The policy has a presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. This policy, which balances social, environmental and economic interests, should be properly explained in the Plan, so that it is not a presumption in favour of development per se. The Plan states: ‘where there is no policy, approval will be granted’. This is too open and leaves the district vulnerable to new, unplanned or unconsidered types of development in the future. 
Policy S2
●	The Plan needs to be based on an up to date, evidence-based assessment of truly local housing need, not encouraging migration from other existing and balanced communities, causing disruption to their base. 
CPC does not accept that the housing targets handed down by the Government equate with the actual needs of Mole Valley. Other local councils – eg Tandridge – have rejected these unrealistic housing targets which do not address the needs of local communities in Mole Valley. The Plan should work on the premise of providing truly affordable homes for people who need to live and work locally. We ask that our local Council rejects these government directed numbers, and instead calculate a proper, evidence-based assessment of housing need for Mole Valley. 
Policy S2.4
●	An exhaustive search for more brownfield sites, more creative use of them, more efficient housing densities on those sites, plus windfalls will meet any shortfall without building over Green Belt land
CPC particularly objects to the change to Green Belt protection policies. There is no convincing evidence that MVDC has carried out an exhaustive search for brownfield sites because the process has not been community led and there is no demonstrated calculation that the number of proposed homes is actually the number needed. Potential brown field sites include: 
●	The adult education centre in Dorking
●	The old BT building next to Pippbrook.
It is highly likely that there are many premises over shops and car parks that are vacant in Mole Valley that could be suitable for increase in height by 1 - 2 additional storeys. Have public bodies been invited to bring forward proposals for their brownfield sites? Have supermarkets and large employers been approached with regard to building above existing car parks? The approach to finding locations has at least partially relied on private landowners coming forward – an approach which was unsuccessful in 2014. 
MVDC should further investigate the ‘stack and wrap’ technique of converting surface-level parking into multi-storey structures with flats above. This could provide high-quality affordable housing in central locations close to public transport and other amenities (as with site SA29 at Dorking Railway Station).  Any ‘stack and wrap’ developments should be considered as sustainable development. 
MVDC should consider innovative funding models, housing policies and land acquisition practices to support the objectives of the Local Plan (for example bye-laws outlawing the use of dwellings as second homes in the District; the creation of Community Land Trusts; more proactive use of Empty Dwelling Management Orders).
The Green Belt is important, not only for the reasons set out in legislation to protect it, but also because of the need to use land to mitigate against climate change. It is vitally important to protect green areas and particularly wooded land, which will sequestrate carbon and slow down rain run off which otherwise causes flooding. The Green Belt should be safeguarded and prioritised for tree and hedgerow planting and growing local food.
CPC does not object to previously developed sites within classified Green Belt areas, being used for development and do not object to Policy S2.5.
Policy H1 – Housing Development
CPC does not agree to H1.1 and housing development being allowed within the Green Belt. 
CPC is concerned that too much weight has in the past been placed in the hands of private developers which has led to the under-provision of affordable housing and other community benefits.  Maximum developer profits should be capped at 15%.  
Housing 5: Technical standards
●	Building standards should reflect the latest best-practice on net zero carbon building, whilst supporting excellent design and incorporating green space into living environments. The technical standards should address the urgent need to cut carbon emissions to net zero
Extreme energy efficiency can be combined with affordability and excellent design. 
CPC supports the submission of Dorking Climate Emergency on technical standards.
Missing Policy on Housing Density
●	The Plan should include a policy on optimising housing density
Economy 2 Protection of Employment Land
●	Plans across local authorities should complement each other in delivering net zero carbon objectives and optimising the local supply of employment opportunities
CPC is in support of this policy but is concerned with regard to Surrey County Council’s plan for thermal waste treatment plants in the same locations.
Environment 1: Green Belt
●	The Plan has an inherent conflict: its aims to protect the Green Belt are welcome, but removing land from the Green Belt to build on it is inconsistent and wrong 
Section 9 (para 79) of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy: “The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”. 
The Green Belt is vitally important to protect the integrity of our towns and villages, to ensure that the beautiful Mole Valley landscape is looked after and the wildlife and wider environment are carefully conserved by the present generation. Broadleaf woodland and associated wildlife and the overall quality of the natural environment surrounding the towns and villages requires protection and the Green Belt is a vitally important carbon sink.
The plan does not contain a Policy on Trees
The Plan should have a general policy for trees. An ambitious approach should be taken by safeguarding land for trees within the Plan and setting a target for tree planting with a substantial net gain. Equivalent canopy cover should be the measure for offsetting. Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) must be refused (not qualified as it is in Policy EN9). Ancient trees and mature trees must be given protection within the plan. 
Environment 14 – responding to the Climate Emergency
· The Climate Emergency is fundamental, we must think differently about how we plan for our local communities’ future needs,
The Climate Emergency means that developments which will lead to increased carbon emissions from transport should not be acceptable within the Plan.
Policy EN14 should be reworded to: “Reducing the need to travel and the active promotion of sustainable travel modes, including cycling, e-bikes, walking and public transport.”
Similarly on p80 in the narrative it states: “Carefully thought-out layouts of a development site can also encourage walking and cycling for short journeys rather than car use, helping to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. “ This would benefit from being reworded as: “The layout of a development site needs to be carefully planned to ensure walking and cycling are the first choice for short journeys and public transport for longer journeys and properties must include secure storage for bikes and charging points for e-bikes”.
Infrastructure 1
· Sites which are likely to encourage private car use should not be acceptable in the plan due to  transport being one of the main contributors to carbon emissions, poor local air quality and widespread serious congestion 
The Plan should prioritise building near public transport hubs (as with the sites near Dorking Station) and discourage developments more than 5 miles from areas of employment. Cycling, walking and public transport must be recognised as the norm. 
Infrastructure 2 
While we welcome 1. New development will be required to contribute to the delivery of an integrated, accessible and safe transport network…"
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]This should be followed with: “2. Taking account of the scale and nature of the development, proposals will be required to:... “ and far stronger understanding and support for walking and cycling must be integrated in the Plan as a whole. 

Managing Flood risk - The primary way to manage and reduce flood risk for existing homes is to plant trees in the water catchment. The Plan needs to include this with specific aims, locations and land safeguarded for this purpose. This is a significant omission in the Plan. When reviewing flood mitigations from applicants, calculations must be based on all properties taking up the allowable ‘permitted development’ - i.e. the footprint of the building must be assumed to include the additional 1/3rd footprint increase allowable under permitted development rules. 
Infrastructure 3
Space for allotments and children’s playgrounds must be included for all developments over 30 homes. 
Infrastructure 5
Safeguarding - This should include safeguarding land for trees alongside safeguarding land for roads and etc. The Plan needs to be rebalanced to recognise the Climate Emergency and take the bold steps needed to address it within the next 10 years.
Chapter 7 – Site Allocations
A community-led approach to identifying new sites is key to sustainable communities and adequate effort must be employed in finding an appropriate response to actual needs. CPC doesn’t believe that the original consultation process was satisfactory and believes there are other brownfield sites that could be used to mitigate against the need for such a large-scale proposal in Hookwood. To take one example, Bluebird House could be an ideal location for ground floor businesses with 2 floors of apartments above. 
Boundary changes in Charlwood
As stated in our letter of November 2018, CPC strongly objects to the proposed boundary changes in Charlwood and the encroachment of the village boundary into the well-established Green Belt. We are concerned that land has been taken out of both the Conservation area and the Green Belt – notably behind Charlwood Village Primary School and the area behind Charlwood Mews right up to Spottles and Black Ditch which is an ancient burial site. 
The boundary to the field behind Harrow House has also been changed as has the land to the rear of the Coal Yard. This section forms part of the strategic gap between Charlwood and Gatwick.
[bookmark: _GoBack]CPC feels that the National Planning Policies have a blanket approach that fails to reflect local variations and concerns. It is not our wish, however, to be wholly negative and we do recognise the need for additional low-cost housing across the whole of Mole Valley. We believe potential sites exist in Charlwood that have already been the subject for development initiatives and could be looked at again. The Coal Yard is one and Limes Bistro is another.

Finally, CPC notes and welcomes the comments of Horley Town Council and Reigate Borough Council opposing the plans and wishes to support them. 


