
 
(By email) 

Our Ref: MGLA270819-0991 

24 September 2019 

Dear  

Thank you for your request for information about discussions with Surrey authorities about 
population growth and housing, which the GLA received on 27 August 2019. Your request has 
been dealt with under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.  

You requested: 

I understand from the attached letter that the Mayor's office has recently previously 
been in 'discussions' with local authorities ''outside'' London with the aim of delegating 
London's unsustainable population growth and resulting equally unsustainable housing 
demand to areas ''outside'' of London. 

Could you please provide information as to exactly 'who' was contacted and exactly 
'what' was 'discussed' and exactly 'what' was 'agreed' in terms of Surrey and specifically 
Elmbridge.Although the same question regarding all other Surrey Boroughs or even 
Surrey County Council would also help in establishing the information required in this 
case. 

Please find below and attached the information we hold within the scope of your request: 

Due to significant migration flows, population growth and housing demand cannot be 
considered in isolation within London’s boundaries. Therefore, we have been engaging 
authorities outside London constructively in strategic planning and our respective plan-making 
activities. This has taken place at different levels: 

1. Back in 2015, jointly with partners in the East and South East of England, we established
collaboration arrangements to coordinate strategic policy and infrastructure investment
more effectively. At political and at officer level, representatives from Surrey authorities
have been involved in the partnership working. Further details including meeting notes and
participant are available on the following Wider South East website, which is hosted by the
GLA. https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/organisations-we-work/policy-and-
infrastructure-collaboration-across-wider-south-east



2. Meeting our Duty-to-Cooperate requirements, we wrote to Surrey authorities in response to
their planning-related consultations as follows and attached (e-mail format only responses
in italics):

a. Elmbridge BC - Duty-to-Cooperate Scope Statement Consultation – 15 April 2014
b. Elmbridge BC - Duty-to-Cooperate Scope Statement Consultation – 9 January 2015
c. Elmbridge BC - Green Belt Review – Methodology and Absolute Constraints

Consultations – June/July 2015 (to both ‘no comment’ responses)
d. Elmbridge BC - Strategic Options – 23 February 2017
e. Surrey CC - Draft Interim Local Strategic Statement – 29 September 2017
f. Epsom & Ewell BC – Site Allocations Policies Development Pre-Submission – 14

December 2015
g. Epsom & Ewell BC – Partial Review of Core Strategy Housing Policies Issues and

Options – 6 November 2017
h. Mole Valley DC – Duty-to-Cooperate Scoping Statement – 6 March 2017
i. Mole Valley DC - Future Mole Valley – Local Plan Issues and Options – 1 September

2017 
j. Reigate & Banstead BC – Development Management Plan Duty-to-Cooperate

Scoping Statement – 29 April 2015
k. Reigate & Banstead BC – Development Management Plan – 20 June 2016
l. Spelthorne BC – Duty-to-Cooperate Scoping Statement – 17 April 2015
m. Spelthorne BC – Local Plan Issues and Options – 25 June 2018
n. Guildford BC - Proposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sites – 15 July 2016
o. Guildford BC - Proposed Submission Local Plan: strategy and sites (targeted

consultation) – 24 July 2017
p. Runnymede BC – Duty-to-Cooperate Scoping Statement - 13 May 2015
q. Runnymede BC – Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches - 11 August 2016
r. Runnymede BC – Draft Local Plan – 22 February 2018
s. Runnymede BC and Spelthorne BC – Strategic Housing Market Assessment Report -

11 September 2014
t. Tandridge DC – Issues and Approaches – 26 February 2016
u. Tandridge DC – Draft Local Plan – 10 September 2018
v. Waverly BC – Potential Housing Scenarios and Other Issues – 17 October 2014
w. Waverly BC – Proposed Submission Local Plan – 20 October 2016

In addition, the note of a meeting with North East Surrey Housing Market Area 
authorities on 9 February 2018 is attached. 

3. More recently, we have also engaged the Wider South East including Surrey authorities
throughout during the preparation of the new London Plan. Responses to the formal
consultation draft by authorities outside London can be found here:
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-
plan/consultation-responses-draft-new-london-plan/london-plan-consultation-responses-
authorities-outside-london We also discussed the emerging Plan including in particular the
two specific policies about collaboration with the Wider South East (Policies SD2 and SD3)
at a number of Wider South East partnership meetings (see 1.). Further details about the
emerging Plan and the recent Examination in Public can be found on the EiP website.
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/new-london-
plan/examination-public-draft-new-london-plan Matter 16 addressed the Wider South East
and Matter 65 addressed the Green Belt. Relevant Matter Statements by all participants for
the relevant hearings can be found here:   https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-
do/planning/london-plan/new-london-plan/examination-public-draft-new-london-
plan/written-statements



Please note that some names of members of staff are exempt from disclosure under s.40 
(Personal information) of the Freedom of Information Act, so we have made some minor 
redactions. This information could potentially identify specific employees and as such 
constitutes as personal data which is defined by Article 4(1) of the General Data Protection 
Regulation (GDPR) to mean any information relating to an identified or identifiable living 
individual. It is considered that disclosure of this information would contravene the first data 
protection principle under Article 5(1) of GDPR which states that Personal data must be 
processed lawfully, fairly and in a transparent manner in relation to the data subject. We have 
not redacted our senior staff names. 

If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference MGLA270819-0991. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Information Governance Officer 

If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  
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Dear 

Elmbridge Borough Council: Settlement Investment & Development Plans – 
Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement Consultation 

Thank you for your letter of 3rd February 2014 consulting the Mayor of London the Elmbridge Local 
Plan: Settlement Investment & Development Plans – Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement.  I 
apologise for the delay in replying to your.  

In your letter you rightly identify the Mayor of London as both a ‘prescribed person’ under the 
T&CP Local Planning Regs 2012 and a public body with whom your authority considers it will need 
to work with to address potentially significant cross-boundary and strategic matters. 

With reference to your DTC scoping statement – which incidentally I would like to commend as a 
comprehensive and well put together document – you ask four questions.  These are set out below 
together with my responses. 

Has the Council correctly identified the strategic matters and those which could have a 
significant impact on at least two planning areas as part of the preparation of its Local 
Plan documents? 

Yes.  For the Mayor, ‘homes and jobs’ and ‘provision of infrastructure’ are the most important. 

Has the Council correctly identified the relavant authorities, prescribed bodies and other 
consultees that it needs to proactively engage and work with to maximise the 
effectiveness of its planning policies in regards to each strategic matter? 

Yes, but it would be helpful for you also to liaise with Transport for London separately from the 
Mayor.  For duty to cooperate matters, the Council should liaise with the Mayor of London on 
issues of strategic planning, and with Transport for London on the provision of transport 
infrastructure, although there is obviously some overlap. 

Head of Planning Services 
Elmbridge Borough Council 
Civic Centre, High Street 
Esher 
Surrey KT10 9SD 

Our ref: SS/DTC/Elmbridge 

Your ref: ID Plans: Duty to Cooperate 

Scoping Statement 

Date:  15 April 2104 
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Where there are existing processes in place to consider/address strategic matters and 
those which could have a significant impact, are they sufficient? 

I believe there are.  You will be aware of the recent setting up of the officer-level Strategic Spatial 
Planning Liaison Group, in which representatives from across the Wider South East and London will 
be meeting quarterly to discuss DTC issues.  Your representatives on this group are Jack Straw from 
Mole Valley/Surrey Planning Officers Association and Sue Janota from Surrey County Council.  This 
group will only really be able to consider high level region-wide issues however, and is not intended 
to discharge the DTC obligations of individual authorities who will need to liaise one to one – 
through initiatives such as your consultation on this draft document, and our responses to it.  In 
addition, if you would like to meet my officers to discuss any of the matters raised in this letter, 
please do not hesitate to get in touch. 

Do you support the Council’s intended approach and timetable for engaging with the 
identified local authorities, prescribed bodies, and other consultees? 

Yes. 

Turning to wider matters of plan preparation, the Mayor acknowledges that Elmbridge’s housing 
requirement for the period 2011-26 of 3,375 net additional dwellings has already been settled 
through the Core Strategy, adopted in July 2011. 

You will be aware that although the London Plan was also published/adopted in July 2011, we 
have recently consulted you on a series of alterations (the Further Alterations to the London Plan) 
which the Mayor this year has embarked on a to respond to the significant and unforeseen 
additional increases in London’s population revealed by the results of the latest census.   

Full details of the Further Alterations are available at: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/planning/london-plan/draft-further-alterations-to-the-
london-plan . 

London’s population is now expected to increase from 50,000 pa anticipated in the 2011 Plan to 
over 100,000 pa until the end of the present decade.  There is considerable uncertainty as to the 
long term trajectory of this growth, not least because of the effects of the recent recession on the 
housing market in London and the wider south east.  The central demographic assumption in the 
Further Alterations expects growth to average 75,000 pa in the 25 years to 2036.  Depending on 
the length of time taken to tackle the backlog of housing need, this could generate a requirement 
49,000 homes pa (dealing with the backlog in 20 years) and 62,000 homes pa (dealing with the 
backlog in 10 years). 

To address this requirement the Mayor through the Further Alterations seeks to accommodate 
London’s growth within its boundaries. The Further Alterations therefore propose increasing 
London’s identified housing supply target by a third (above that identified in the July 2011 London 
Plan) to 42,000 pa and introducing new policy to bring forward additional capacity through high 
density development at locations within London which are well served by public transport.  Despite 
these proposed policies, there could still be a ‘gap’ between demand and supply of housing in 
London.  Until the demographics ‘bed down’ it is not clear how big the gap will be.    

The Mayor is therefore advising planning authorities in the wider south east with housing markets 
which are influenced by that of London to take account of these uncertainties when addressing 
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Dear 

Elmbridge Borough Council: Elmbridge Local Plan – Duty to Cooperate 
Scoping Statement Consultation 

Thank you for your letter of 24 November 2014 consulting the Mayor of London on the Elmbridge 
Local Plan – Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement. On the 15 April 2014 I responded to the 
Elmbridge Local Plan: Settlement Investment & Development Plans – Duty to Cooperate Scoping 
Statement. In addition to answering the scoping statement questions my response addressed the 
issues of population and housing growth across London and the wider south east. To avoid 
repetition on these important matters I have attached my earlier response.  

The Mayor of London is both a ‘prescribed person’ under the T&CP Local Planning Regs 2012 and 
a public body with whom your authority considers it will need to work with to address potentially 
significant cross-boundary and strategic matters. 

The answers to the four questions asked in your DTC scoping statement are set out below. 

Has the Council correctly identified the strategic matters and those which could have a 
significant impact on at least two planning areas as part of the preparation of its Local 
Plan documents? 

For the Mayor, ‘homes and jobs’ and ‘provision of infrastructure’ are the most important. 

Has the Council correctly identified the relavant authorities, prescribed bodies and other 
consultees that it needs to proactively engage and work with to maximise the 
effectiveness of its planning policies in regards to each strategic matter? 

I welcome the addition of Transport for London as a DTC body for the provision of infrastructure in 
Table 1: Strategic Matters and Duty to Cooperate Bodies.  

Head of Planning Services 
Elmbridge Borough Council 
Civic Centre, High Street 
Esher 
Surrey KT10 9SD 

Our ref: SS/DTC/Elmbridge/EK01 

Your ref: ID Plans: Duty to Cooperate 

Scoping Statement 

Date:  9 January 2015 



















 Development, Enterprise and Environment 

@london.gov.uk | City Hall, London SE1 2AA | london.gov.uk | 020 7983 

Robert Moran 
Chief Executive 

Elmbridge Borough Council 
Civic Centre  
High Street  
Esher  
Surrey KT10 9SD 

Dear Robert, 

Draft Interim Surrey Local Strategic Statement 2016 - 2031 Consultation 

Thank you for consulting us on this draft Local Strategic Statement of the Strategic Planning and 
Infrastructure Partnership.  

We welcome the strategic nature of the Statement. It has clearly potential to support the 
collaboration work across the Wider South East, which the county and districts of Surrey are 
involved in at member and officer level. The Statement could also facilitate direct collaboration 
between London and Surrey on strategic but tangible cross-boundary issues helping us all to 
address our Duty to Co-operate requirements. 

The overview of housing need and supply within the consultation document is important and 
should be kept up-to-date. While Government is now consulting on a standardised methodology to 
assess housing need, the Partnership should note that our latest population and household 
projections provide relevant data for this. They are available on the London Datastore: 
https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/2016-based-projections-national-outputs. These projections 
include consistent data for all local authorities in England and will form the basis for housing need 
in the emerging London Plan. 

We think your approach with the identification of sub-areas within Surrey is helpful from our 
perspective, as there may be more scope for collaboration with those sub-areas directly adjacent to 
London. We welcome the spatial consideration of growth and development areas with the county, 
but more work could be done on strategic conclusions for the potential scale of growth in these 
areas and if/where housing need can be accommodated within the county area. Our support for 
the county’s Housing Infrastructure Funding bid ‘Unlocking Strategic Development Sites’ gives a 
practical example of collaboration opportunities when it comes to growth and infrastructure. 

From an economic perspective it may be useful to explore how to make the most of our economic 
linkages and potential complementarities between our town centres each side of our shared 
boundary. This should also involve relevant Local Enterprise Partnerships. We also face a shared 

Date: 29 Sept 2017 

Our ref: LP/JP29 
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boundary strategic issues which could have a significant impact on at least two planning areas? 

2. Are there any other relevant cross boundary strategic issues that Mole
Valley District Council should address? 

3. Has Mole Valley District Council identified all relevant authorities,
prescribed bodies and other consultees that it needs to engage and work with to maximise the effectiveness of 
planning policies in regards to each strategic matter? 

4. Do you have any other comments regarding the strategic matters discussed
in the Duty to Cooperate Scoping Statement? 

The consultation opens today, 7th February 2017 and responses should be received by 17:00 on 7th March 2017. 
Reponses should be either emailed to planning.policy@molevalley.gov.uk or sent to: 

Please feel free to attach supporting information with your enquiry: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/webform/draft_d2c_scoping_statement_feb_2017_consultation.pdf

The results of this submission may be viewed at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/node/15165/submission/137520 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click 
https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/DYWCm2vlXQrGX2PQPOmvUglFpyBgZc0eUeLO9ihnd3tSUkfvb7QWPm3I8mosUN1
a8mXSHBdw6gmJRcENOpaP7A==  to report this email as spam. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 



 Development, Enterprise and Environment 

@london.gov.uk | City Hall, London SE1 2AA | london.gov.uk | 020 7983 

Planning Policy Manager 

Mole Valley District Council 
Pippbrook 
Dorking 
Surrey 
RH4 1SJ 

Dear 

Future Mole Valley – Local Plan Issues and Options consultation 

Thank you for consulting us on your draft Local Plan Issues and Options. 

The consideration of longer term historic migration trends in the Kingston and North East Surrey 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment is welcomed, although we regret that this is confined to the 
Kingston part of the Housing Market Area and does not extend to the Surrey authorities. The 
Council should also note that our latest population and household projections are now available on 
the London Datastore: https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/2016-based-projections-national-
outputs. These projections include consistent outputs for all local authorities in England and will 
form the basis for housing need in the next London Plan. 

The majority of the draft addresses different options to meet demand but does not provide much 
detail on the potential locations where these options may apply. We understand that this is an early 
stage of the Plan’s development and suggest that the Council may wish to explore further all of the 
supply options. 

From an economic perspective, there is little emerging policy detail. It may be useful to explore 
relevant economic linkages with London also to understand and consider the potential role of the 
borough in the wider market area for industry and logistics provision given the favourable location 
within the transport network. 

Finally, the consultation draft does not include details/plans in terms of specific strategic transport 
requirements and opportunities. As indicated in the response by Transport for London, further 
input can be provided as strategic and cross-boundary issues related to rail, bus and road transport 
are considered. 

If you would like to discuss the matters raised above further, please contact 
@london.gov.uk). 

Date: 1 Sept 2017 

Our ref: LP/JP26 
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Policy Development Officer 
Planning, Economic Prosperity, & Parks 
T: 
E:  @reigate‐banstead.gov.uk 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Town Hall, Castlefield Road 
Reigate 
Surrey, RH2 0SH 
T: 01737 276000 
W: www.reigate‐banstead.gov.uk  

Follow the Council on twitter.com/reigatebanstead  
Sign up for Borough e‐news: www.reigate‐banstead.gov.uk/enews 

From: LDF  
Sent: 08 April 2015 15:30 
Subject: Re: Consultation - Reigate & Banstead BC Development Management Plan, Duty to Cooperate Scoping 
Statement 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: Reigate & Banstead Borough Council’s emerging Development Management Plan – Duty to Cooperate Scoping 
Statement 

The Duty to Cooperate is a legal requirement on local planning authorities to engage with other relevant authorities 
and bodies constructively, actively, and on an on‐going basis, to consider strategic planning matters. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) set out how local authorities 
can meet their legal obligations under the duty, and to ensure that any cooperation between parties leads to 
effective policies which reflect strategic matters.  To assist compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, local authorities 
are advised to ‘scope’ the strategic cross boundary issues which Local Plans are likely to reflect. 

Following adoption of the Core Strategy in July 2014, which sets out the amount and location of growth within the 
borough over the plan period to 2027, Reigate & Banstead Borough Council is now in the process of preparing a 
Development Management Plan (DMP), which will set out the detailed policies for managing development to deliver 
the objectives of the Core Strategy.  It will cover a wide variety of issues, including design and character, nature 
conservation, heritage protection, economic development, and open space.  It will also allocate land for different 
types of development, such as housing and employment, and incorporate protective designations such as the Green 
Belt.  These allocations and designations will be reflected on a Policies Map, which will accompany the DMP. 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council is scoping the strategic planning matters that it considers will need to be 
addressed as it prepares the Development Management Plan.  As such, the Council has prepared a Duty to 
Cooperate Scoping Statement to help ensure that it has identified all relevant cross boundary issues, the 
authorities/bodies that it will need to engage with, and the mechanisms for that engagement.  

As one of the bodies we have identified that we need to engage with, we would welcome your views on our Scoping 
Statement. Please send any comments you have to us by Wednesday 6th May 2015 to LDF@reigate‐banstead.gov.uk
or by post to: 

Planning Policy & Economic Prosperity 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Town Hall 
Castlefield Road 
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informal thoughts, comments or questions from you on the draft consultation document (attached), by 13 June.  If 
you would like to see any of the evidence base referred to in the document, please let me know. Alternatively, 
please feel free to give me a ring to discuss the proposed content of the consultation document further.  

Please note that this information is being shared for the sole purpose of the duty to cooperate and must not be used 
for any other commercial or personal purposes whatsoever. The information is provided “as is” and the Council will 
not be liable for the accuracy or completeness of the information. I should highlight that this information has been 
prepared at an officer level, and has not as yet been subject to sign off by the  Council’s Executive. We therefore ask 
that you do not share this information or any part hereof with any other parties, and treat it in the strictest 
confidence.  

I look forward to hearing from you. If you have no comments to make at this stage, I would be grateful if you could 
confirm that for our records. 

Best regards, 

 Planning Policy 
T: 01737 
E:  @reigate‐banstead.gov.uk  
W: www.reigate‐banstead.gov.uk  

Follow the council on  Twitter / Facebook /  LinkedIn. 

Have you heard about our self and custom house build register?  The Government wants to enable more people to 
build or commission their own home and Local Authorities are required to maintain a register of people who are 
seeking to acquire land to build a home themselves.  Find out more at http://www.reigate‐
banstead.gov.uk/selfbuildregister  

******************************************************************************

This e-mail is for the use of the intended recipient. It may contain confidential or privileged information. If you are not, or suspect that you are not 
the intended recipient you should contact the sender immediately. 

You should note that we cannot guarantee that this message or any attachment is virus free or has not been intercepted and amended. 

The views of the author of this e-mail may not necessarily reflect those of the Authority.

Please note: Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages and content are routinely monitored to maintain system performance and appropriate 
business usage. The usual Government Protective Marking rules and handling procedures apply (as defined by www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk in their 
Security Policy Framework)

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council

Reigate Town Hall, Castlefield Road, Reigate, Surrey RH2 0SH

Telephone : +44 (0)1737 276000

Website : http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk

******************************************************************************
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@london.gov.uk | City Hall, London SE1 2AA | london.gov.uk | 020 7983 

Local Plans Manager 
Runnymede Borough Council 
Civic Centre 
Station Road 
Addlestone 
KT15 2AH 

Dear 

Runnymede 2030 Draft Local Plan Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Local Plan consultation. 

We welcome that the Council’s joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) update with 
Spelthorne uses 10-year historic migration trends and considers our 2016-based projections 
(available on the London Datastore: https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/2016-based-projections-
national-outputs). These projections form the basis for housing need in the draft London Plan, 
which we are consulting on until 2 March 2018. 

We welcome the Council’s work to close the gap between housing need and supply within its 
boundaries but would encourage further cooperation with neighbouring authorities to address 
longer-term housing need. 

As Runnymede has good access to the motorway network (M3/M25), it may also be useful to 
understand the Council’s consideration on land for industry and logistics in the context of related 
requirements for the wider area. This was also raised in our response to the Council’s Issues and 
Options consultation in summer 2016. 

It should be noted that the borough is located on the draft London Plan’s ‘South West Mainline, 
Crossrail 2 South West (London – Surrey / Southern Rail Access to Heathrow) and A3’ Strategic 
Infrastructure Priority (see Policy SD3 and Figure 2.15). 

We welcome the supportive reference to Crossrail 2 that has been added to this draft (paragraph 
5.53). We would also welcome a reference to the contribution that additional rail capacity released 
by Crossrail 2 could make in supporting future growth. 

Finally, we would be grateful, if you would consider extending some of the Mayor’s strategic 
transport policy objectives, as set out in the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy, to the borough, 
including the promotion of Healthy Streets, rebalancing the transport system towards walking, 
cycling and public transport, improving air quality and reducing road danger. 

Date: 22 February 2018 
Our ref: LP/JP40 













Dear 

Draft Local Plan Consultation (Regulation 19) 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on your draft Local Plan (Regulation 19) 
Consultation. 

As stated in our previous response, the Mayor welcomes the District’s approach to housing need set out in 
your Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It should be noted that the Greater London Authority’s latest 
projections include consistent outputs for all local authorities in England and form the basis for housing 
need in the draft London Plan. They are available on the London Datastore: 
https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/2016-based-projections-national-outputs 

The District is located in close proximity to the draft new London Plan’s Strategic Infrastructure Priority 
called ‘Brighton Mainline (London – Gatwick - Brighton (see Policy SD3 and Figure 2.15 of the draft new 
London Plan). 

Given the District’s good access to the motorway network (M25/M23 in particular), the Mayor welcomes 
your draft Plan’s commitment to identify at least 15.3ha of additional employment land for B1, B2 and B8 
uses. 

As Tandridge borders London, we would be grateful if you would consider extending some of the Mayor’s 
strategic transport policy objectives to the district including the promotion of Healthy Streets, rebalancing 
the transport system towards walking, cycling and public transport, improving air quality and reducing 
road danger. 

Head of Strategic Planning Policy 
Tandridge District Council 
8 Station Road East 
Oxted RH8 0BT 

Department:  Planning 

Our Reference: LP/JP46 
10 September 2018 
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Waverley Borough Council is consulting on a number of potential housing scenarios and other issues to 
help draw up a new Local Plan. This consultation will help us to decide where future developments 
should go. It will run for just over six weeks from the 3rd September until 17th October 2014.  
Waverley currently has more than 50,000 homes but evidence shows that we may need to find space 
for around 8,500 more homes between 2013 and 2031. This means that almost all the towns and 
villages in Waverley will have to find space for a least some new housing. 
On or around the 8th September, if you are a resident or a business in the Borough, you will receive a 
special edition of the Council’s publication ‘Making Waves’, which will provide some information about 
the potential scenarios for where housing could be located as well as information on some of the other 
issues to be covered by the Local Plan. A feedback form will also be included. This summary leaflet 
clearly cannot cover the whole subject matter and so we would encourage you to read the Council’s 
main document explaining this: “Consultation on Potential Housing Scenarios and Other Issues 
for the Waverley Local Plan”. That document, together with links to all the supporting documents 
and evidence, can be found on the Council’s website at www.waverley.gov.uk/newlocalplan.  They will 
also be available to see at the Council’s offices at Godalming and Farnham, and at Farnham, 
Godalming, Cranleigh, Haslemere and Bramley libraries. 
Making your comments online 
If you have responded to a more recent consultation in the last year, such as the Statement of 
Community Involvement, you can login using your email address and password. If you have forgotten 
your password you can get a reminder. 
If you have never made any comments online, please register. You will then receive a verification 
email and be able to take part. 
When on the consultation page, you will be prompted to complete the questionnaire, which is a mainly 
a series of questions asking you to make choices and to rank the scenarios. There are other questions 
which ask you give your views and comments. If you run out of space, simple instructions will help you 
to attach a document to this part of the questionnaire. Please remember to save your response. 
You can save your answers as a draft and return to it later. You can also download the summary 
document as a pdf to read alongside the questionnaire. There is also a link on this page to the various 
evidence documents. Please be aware that some are very large and may take a while to download. 
Please click on this link to take part in the consultation. 
Other ways to respond 
You can also fill in the paper version of the feedback form or download a copy to complete from the 
above webpage, and drop it into the Council’s Godalming office, or post it to FREEPOST RTJE EUXU 
RTKT, Waverley Borough Council, Planning Services, Council Offices, The Burys, Godalming GU7 1HR. 

All responses will be publicly available and cannot be treated as confidential (identifiable by name and 
organisation only).  Please note that any other personal information provided will be used by Waverley 
Borough Council to monitor responses and to notify you of other policy consultations, and will not be 
used for any other purposes. All responses will be checked and any considered to be inappropriate will 
be removed. 

Talk to us 
In addition to the information available online and in the libraries, there will be a mobile exhibition 
trailer in the four main settlements and some of the villages. Please see the locations and venues for 
these at www.waverley.gov.uk/newlocalplan 
For more information or assistance on this consultation please contact the Waverley Planning Policy 
Team on 01483 523291 or email planningpolicy@waverley.gov.uk. 
Yours sincerely 

Planning Policy Manager 

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority.  

Click here to report this email as spam.  
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In attendance:  
Juliemma McLoughlin (GLA)  (GLA) 

 (GLA)  (EEBC)  
 (EEBC)  (EBC) 
 (EBC)   (MVDC) 

Apologies: 
 (RBK)  (RBK) 

Introductions  
Those in attendance introduced themselves and their role. 

 opened, providing an introduction from the Housing Market Area (HMA) 
and the assembled Officers from the three Surrey local planning authorities.  
He briefly set out the context under which the four authorities have been 
working with one another on their Strategic Housing market Assessment 
(SHMA) and the consequential objectively assessed housing needs (OAHN) 
that fell out of that process.   explained the importance of the partnership 
in terms of bringing forward the partners’ separate local plans.

 continued by making reference to the GLA Mayor’s statement of “not
imposing growth upon authorities beyond the GLA boundary”.   welcomed 
the clarity that this statement brought.  It was noted that  stated that there 
is an on-going and increasingly closer dialogue developing between the three 
Surrey authorities and RBK, which is warmly welcomed.  He added that both 
Merton and Richmond had also initially sought to be involved within our 
SHMA but had stepped back.  It was noted that LBS had gone their own way. 

Developing a Better Relationship  
There was a brief discussion around this objective – it was noted that JM 
stated that this was desirable objective for all assembled. 

The Draft London Plan – from the GLA Team 
 spoke of the on-going work being undertaken by the GLA to bring forward 

the Draft London Plan.  Key factoids include –  

• The Mayor is keen to meet London’s needs, as identified by the GLA
evidence, within London’s boundary;

• London exists as a single HMA – this position has been tested and
acknowledged;

• The GLA are using a different approach to calculate their population
projections – not ONS household creation projections.  This is the key
difference between the GLA evidence base on OAHN and that being
proposed by Government through their standard methodology.  It is not
yet clear what position the Government on this key difference – but the
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GLA believe that the London Plan falls within the transitional 
arrangements.  It was also noted that the GLA believe that their 
evidence is sound and robust;  

• The GLA’s OAHN figure is based on 10 year historic migration trends.
It was noted that this is the most significant difference between the two
methodologies;

• The GLA propose to deploy a strategy also based on small site delivery
to meet their OAHN (almost in full). This strategy will push future
development out to the outer London boroughs – because that is
where the smaller sites exist in sufficient numbers to meet the OAHN.
The GLA believe that is the right approach to this issue – there simply
aren’t enough large sites available (during the plan period).  Not all of
the outer boroughs are happy with this approach – specifically in
relation to the numbers/ importance being attached to these smaller
sites.  JM stated that this was their most misunderstood policy.   It
could be disentangled as “tiny increments over the long life of the
plan…”

• The GLA are supporting their boroughs in preparing new Article 4
Directions to protect key office assets.   noted that EEBC has
already taken this route with its key office assets as has EBC  He noted
that the Epsom experience was in contrast to London’s – namely that
in Epsom the offices lost to PDCOU were high grade and occupied (not
low quality).   also noted that the Article 4 Direction process was not
straightforward and required the submission of substantive supportive
evidence;

• The GLA are also looking to protect and intensify uses on industrial
sites/ trading estates.  There followed a discussion that set out
theoretical scenarios where B8 storage/ distribution uses could be
substituted in new locations around the capital’s periphery – for
example with access to the major routes like the M25, M3 and A3.
and  noted that this was a realistic possibility but that conflicts in
delivery already existed – namely that there is already pressure for
outer authorities (such as EBC) to release B8 storage and distribution
sites for housing.  Consequently, it may not be possible to co-ordinate
such an approach – as these sites are beyond the control of the GLA.

 noted that EBC was repurposing its surplus industrial land – so
consequently there won’t be an opportunity for London to off-set any
storage/ distribution loses to that particular bit of outer London;

• and JM stated that the Mayor is still seeking to protect the
Metropolitan Green Belt within Greater London.  They expanded this
statement that whilst the NPPF allows London boroughs to review their
individual bits of the Green Belt (and release sites), the GLA would
object to this where this occur (under the aegis of a local plan).  
asked whether this logic extended to non-London authorities who are
contiguous with and incorporate parts of the Metropolitan Green Belt
within their administrative area.  JM said that the GLA would not object
to this happening.   noted that this was neither logical nor consistent
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– as the Green Belt preformed the same strategic role regardless of the
administrative boundaries within which it happened to fall.  This point 
was acknowledged but JM stated that the Mayor was not responsible 
for strategic planning beyond the GLA administrative boundary. 

Once GLA Officers had concluded speaking to their factoids the floor was 
opened to general questions.  Notably there were a series of questions 
relating to how the HMA Partners had calculated their OAHN.  Here are 
some of the key points:  

• asked whether the GLA extended their projections to areas
beyond the GLA boundary – for example to include the three Surrey 
authorities.   stated that their calculations (for the whole country) 
are available to view on their website.   

• stated that she wants to explore the use of the GLA’s figures as
a basis for revisiting our OAHN, which in her opinion could result in 
a lower level of need; the implication that a lower figure might be 
deliverable in full. 

• continued the general discussion by raising the issue of CR2
and the role it will play in terms of industrial land retention beyond 
the plan period.  Others contributed to this discussion – notably  
who stated that there is a desire (from the outer CR2 authorities) 
that the proposed rail improvement functions as a double-edged 
sword.   expanded upon this by setting out how he envisages 
CR2 serving high value/ high density employment opportunities 
beyond the GLA boundary – these uses, in a location like Epsom & 
Ewell, would serve to rebalance the homogeny that could 
perversely be created by the current demand for housing.   There 
was some acknowledgement from JM,  and  that this was a 
likely and desirable outcome from CR2.  

• continued the discussion on CR2 by asking whether the GLA
are looking to the Green Belt (as a source of housing land supply) 
beyond the forthcoming London Plan period – in essence to feed 
CR2.  The GLA Officers provided a brief response to this question – 
namely, reiterating the important role that housing growth will play 
in justifying CR2.  It was noted that GB land that might conceivably 
come forward in support of CR2, such as Chessington, would be 
reserved to feed CR2 when/ if it happened – it would not come 
forward in advance or independent of CR2. 

• stated that CR2 could provide a mechanism to challenge the
planning by numbers approach.  The implementation of CR2 would 
result in a reduction of car trips, with a huge number of journeys 
transferring to rail.   implied that CR2 would facilitate higher 
density housing around rail station localities that would drive up the 
(design) quality of new housing – thereby positively contributing to 
the visual character and appearance of place.    
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• In the light of the growth pressures across the wider South East of
England and the disparity between planning systems;  asked
whether the GLA were actively lobbying/ raising the issue of
national/ regional planning with the Government – specifically as a
necessary mechanism.  A discussion followed.  It was noted that
neither national politicians nor civil servants have an appetite to
return to formalised strategic planning.

• wrapped the discussion up by stating that dialogue between
neighbouring planning authorities was very important – so that we 
can confirm a clear understanding of our shared and different 
strategic objectives.  It was noted and acknowledged by most that 
the artificial administrative boundaries are ultimately meaningless in 
planning/ place-making terms. 

The Position across the Kingston and North East Surrey HMA 

The partners each provided a brief situation up-date on where they are in 
respect of their individual local plans:  

• The partners shared and briefly discussed the letter from RBK. 
noted that as RBK formed part of the Kingston & North-East Surrey
HMA there could be merit in Surrey authorities seeking to share in any
over delivery in Kingston above its London Plan target.

• and provided an overview of Elmbridge’s position – inclusive of 
the OAHN figure and supply of available sites.  Notably that their 
Borough Council had run an Issues & Options Consultation that had 
attracted a significant number of vocal representations that were 
strongly opposed to the identified scale of housing demand and the 
consequential necessity for Green Belt release.  It was noted that the 
Borough Council were undertaking further work to assess the 
maximum capacity of their existing urban areas for higher density 
development and looking at the Green Belt in terms of smaller sub-
divisions of parcels.  Their current project plan envisages a late-2018 
consultation on the preferred approach including allocations. 

• set out the position in Mole Valley – again providing an overview of
their OAHN and how it has been adjusted by the proposed standard 
methodology.   continued by setting out how Mole Valley were 
seeking to meet much of their own need (possibly all) but like the other 
partner authorities are considerably constrained by Green Belt, 
ecological and landscape designation, and infrastructure capacity.   

• Finally  and  set out the position in Epsom & Ewell.  As with 
Elmbridge and Mole Valley, the Borough is constrained by both 
Primary Constraints and the Green Belt.  It was noted that much of the 
Borough’s Green Belt functions as strategic open space for the 
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neighbouring London Boroughs.  provided an overview of the recent 
Issues & Options consultation – noting that most of the responses 
received were from local residents (the development industry had their 
own consultation).  He highlighted that when pressed 75% of 
respondents stated that the least worst option for accommodating 
future growth was a balanced approach of urban intensification 
(including taller buildings) in appropriate locations and a sustainable 
level of Green Belt release; which did not harm its strategic integrity 
(including potential impacts beyond the Borough’s administrative
boundary).   postulated that housing land supply would progressively 
increase over the course of the plan period and that any gap/ shortfall 
between supply and the OAHN figure would narrow.  Nevertheless it 
was noted that housing land supply and the aspirations of the 
development industry will make meeting the Borough’s OAHN in full 
challenging.   

Conclusion - Outputs 

 provided a summing-up for those in attendance.  He stated that he 
believes there are two clear objectives for the assembled authorities in terms 
of moving forward.  These are:  

1. To prepare and agree a memorandum of understanding (or
something of that order) that states that we are engaging and co-
operating with the GLA on strategic planning issues.   believes
that this will address any possible divergence between the three HMA
partners present at the meeting and RBK.  JM stated that this was
fair approach.   concluded that the three HMA partners would
respond to the draft London Plan separately; or through the Surrey-
wide joint statement on the London Plan.  It was noted that  would
contact  and keep her appraised of the outcomes from
this meeting.

2. That the four authorities would agree to share data and information
that can positively inform the place-making processes for which they
are responsible.  In particular, data relating to population projections,
migration and economic development was considered useful to all
assembled.

Those present all agreed that the meeting had been positive and that this 
could be the re-commencement of meaningful cross-boundary working.  




