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Rural Area - Housing Land Requirement 2001-2021 

CSS Requirement 2001-2021 1343 

Completions 2001-2008 398 

Residual Requirement (a-b) 945 

Remaining CSS period in years 13 

Annual average completions required (c/d) 73 

Five year supply (5xe) 365 

Supply (note 1) 83 

Current Number of Years Supply 1.1 

Note 1

Supply for the rural area based on allocations likely in

first 5 years only.
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Appendix B2 

Epsom and Ewell Core Strategy – Inspectors Report 

By Simon Emerson BSc DipTP MRTPI – 16th May 2007 

3. HOUSING PROVISION 

Overall scale of provision 

3.1	 PPS3 indicates that the level of housing provision should be 
determined taking a strategic, evidence based approach through a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The Council has not 
undertaken such work, but it was not a requirement when the CS was 
being prepared. Given this timing, the absence of a SHMA, in isolation, 
does not make this CS unsound, but such work would need to inform 
subsequent parts of the LDF and any review of the CS. 

3.2	 CS9 states that the intention is to meet the housing requirements of the 
submitted DSEP in the period 2007-2022 by providing for at least 2,715 
dwellings based on an annual average of 181 a year. This is a 
reduction from the annualised requirement of the Surrey County 
Structure Plan for the Borough which is 200 dwellings a year. The 
DSEP is as yet in draft and the subject of its own examination. The 
housing figure for the Borough may change. Whilst I consider that it is 
sensible to look forward to the draft RSS, the CS should also 
acknowledge that until the DSEP is approved, the provisions required 
by the Structure Plan will continue to be met. The Council’s Annual 
Monitoring Report (AMR) for 2005/2006 (LD8) published in December 
2006 demonstrates that for the years 2006/7 to 2009/10 the current 
requirement for 200 dwellings per annum will be comfortably exceeded. 
In the absence of a SMHA there is no cogent evidence to indicate that 
the planned scale of provision within the Borough over the next 15 
years should be materially different from that set out. 

3.3	 Policy CS9 states the Council’s intention to monitor the rate of housing 
provision and to manage the supply of land. These are important 
mechanisms to ensure that the housing provision is met and are given 
particular emphasis in PPS3. The CS acknowledges (¶s 3.12.1 and 
3.12.5) that a flexible approach is required to enable the Council to 
respond to the final decision on the housing requirement for the 
Borough when the South East Plan is approved. The CS indicates that 
any revised target can be tracked through the housing trajectory in the 
AMR. This is a necessary acknowledgment of reality, but the CS does 
not indicate what flexibility its strategy has to accommodate any 
changed requirements, nor does it indicate what alternatives might be 
considered if more housing had to be accommodated. The CS lacks 
flexibility and a material change in the housing requirement might well 
require a review of the CS. Test 9 requires a DPD to be reasonably 
flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances. The 
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inflexibility of the CS is a shortcoming and does not represent best 
practice, but given the acknowledgment of a possible need to review, it 
does not make this CS unsound, even though it might be a short lived 
document. However to avoid a potential contradiction, paragraph 1.1.4 
which states that it is not anticipated that the CS will need to be 
frequently revised, should be deleted. 

Meeting Provision 

3.4	 Policy CS10 states that new housing will be located within the defined 
built-up area of Epsom and Ewell and within the three remaining 
hospital cluster sites (West Park, St Ebba’s and the remaining part of 
Horton B). The policy goes on to express some general principles for 
such development and to indicate that higher densities will be directed 
towards Epsom town centre and other centres. Given that, for the most 
part, the built up area boundary coincides with the Green Belt boundary 
the corollary to CS10 is CS2, which states that the general extent of 
the Green Belt will be maintained. If the strategy set out in CS10 is not 
capable of ensuring adequate provision it would require a review of 
CS2. 

3.5	 The CS does not give any indication of the expected components of 
housing supply over the plan period to 2022 and there was no 
background document at submission which did so. There is nothing to 
indicate the key elements that must be delivered by the policies and 
allocations in subsequent DPDs and by development control decisions 
to achieve adequate provision over the plan period. 

3.6	 Paragraph 3.12.4 refers to the AMR 2004/2005 (LD7) which provides a 
housing trajectory for part of the plan period. But this gives an 
inadequate picture in support of the plan. The trajectory is based on the 
requirements of the Structure Plan which extends only to 2015/2016 
and is based on the annualised requirement of 200 dwellings required 
by that plan. Thus it cannot meaningfully underpin the CS and, indeed, 
that was not the purpose of that document. 

3.7	 The Council’s Position Paper on Housing Provision (EEBC/Topic 1) 
produced in response to my initial questions provides considerable 
detail as to the components of housing supply and the Council’s 
expectations of how overall housing provision will be achieved. The 
Paper anticipates housing completions for the rest of 2006/7 and sets 
out housing supply from 1 April 2007. It includes a housing trajectory 
for the whole plan period based on the annualised rate of development 
set out in the CS. This information is similar to that set out in the most 
recent AMR for 2005/2006 (LD8). 

3.8	 In my view, it is essential for the CS to provide the type of information 
included within the above documents (albeit not necessarily at the 
same level of detail). These housing supply figures indicate that the 
Council expects to allocate land for about 260 dwellings and that the 
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Council is not intending to rely on large site windfalls. This intention 
should be made explicit in the CS so as to provide clear policy 
guidance for subsequent DPDs and to inform all those who are 
participating in the emerging Site Allocations DPD. In the absence of 
clear direction in the CS, the preparation and examination of 
subsequent DPDs would be made more complicated. This lack of 
information and direction on housing supply/provision undermines the 
effectiveness of the CS. It is an important gap in its content. As a 
result, it fails test of soundness 6. 

3.9	 The Council recognises (in the light of experience elsewhere) that such 
information should be in the CS and has suggested the addition of 2 
paragraphs and a table in the CS with a more detailed breakdown of 
the numbers in an Appendix (Change B24). In principle, these 
changes, together with another suggested additional paragraph 
referring to allocations (C6), would provide the necessary information 
on housing supply and the consequences for other DPDs. I turn now to 
consider whether the components of housing supply on which the 
Council rely are appropriate and founded on credible evidence. 

Evidence base for housing supply 

3.10	 PS3 requires Strategic Housing Land Availably Assessments (SHLAA) 
to be undertaken to inform planning for housing. The Council has not 
undertaken such an assessment, as it was not a requirement when the 
CS was being prepared. Nevertheless, the components of a SLAA are 
made up largely of elements of existing best practice in assessing 
housing supply. PPS3 states that local development documents should 
set out policies and strategies that will enable continuous delivery of 
housing for at least 15 years from the date of adoption; identify 
sufficient specific deliverable sites in the first 5 years; specific 
developable sites for years 6-10; and, where possible, for years 11-15. 
I would expect that the Council could adopt the CS in July 2007. Its 
housing figures are based on a start date of 1 April 2007. While the CS 
has the lead role in the housing strategy for the Borough it is not 
normally the place to identify specific housing sites. 

a 

a 

3.11 The components of housing supply relied on by the Council include the 
stock of all planning permissions for small, medium and large sites, as 
well as the commitments at the redundant hospital sites. The Council 
has not undertaken specific assessment of the deliverability of all 
these permissions and there must be uncertainty over the deliverability 
of at least some of these sites. I accept that there is a good record of 
planning permissions for housing becoming reality within the 
Borough, but the lack of thorough testing of the deliverability of all of 
the stock of small and medium sites with permission means that there 
is a conflict with the advice in PPS3. 

3.12 There is no evidence to cast doubt on the deliverability of the large 
sites which are clearly identified in the AMRs and the Council’s Position 
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Paper. The 3 remaining redundant hospital sites - Horton B, St Ebba’s 
and West Park - are an important element in creating a phased land 
supply over the middle part of the plan period. English Partnerships 
(EP) owns these sites. At the hearing, the Council indicated that EP 
was about to choose a preferred developer. These three sites all have 
approved development briefs. Horton B and St Ebba’s are included 
within an overall outline planning permission covering adjoining 
hospital sites (now largely developed). West Park is the subject of an 
outline application which the Council have resolved to approve, subject 
to a section 106 obligation and on which planning permission is likely to 
be issued soon. There can be a high degree of confidence that these 
sites will deliver housing within the timescales indicated in the Council’s 
housing trajectories. 

3.13	 The components of supply include 2 elements of windfalls: small sites 
(less than 10 dwellings) and medium sites (10 or more dwellings on 
sites of less than 0.4 ha). There is no assumption about large windfalls 
as the Council expects to allocate sufficient sites over 0.4 ha to make 
up the identified shortfall in supply of about 260 dwellings. PPS3 (¶ 59) 
states that allowances for windfalls should not be included in the first 
10 years of land supply unless there is robust evidence of genuine 
local circumstances that prevent specific sites being released. At the 
hearing, the Council highlighted the compact nature of the Borough, 
the alignment of the built up edge with the Green Belt (and thus the 
lack of any “reserve” land) and the sizeable contribution from small 
windfalls that is reasonably expected. 

3.14	 I note that small and medium sized windfalls have made up an 
important element of housing supply for the Borough over many years 
and that the Borough has been more than meeting its annualised 
housing requirement in recent years. Thus past reliance on windfalls 
has not been misplaced. The expectation of further housing from 
windfalls appears a reasonable and robust expectation based on past 
trends for such permissions becoming a reality. It is not realistic to 
identify and then allocate such numerous small sites. Unless land was 
to be released from the Green Belt, the exclusion of these windfalls 
from housing supply would require the identification of sites for about 
750 dwellings in the urban area in addition to the 260 or so that the 
Council anticipate allocating. I explore below the evidence for either 
possibility. 

3.15	 The Council does not have an urban capacity/potential study which 
identifies specific sites. It relies on the Surrey Housing Potential Study 
(SHPS) 2005 (CC8) as evidence of capacity. This is one of the 
supporting documents provided with the submitted CS. This study was 
prepared jointly by County and District/Borough Councils to inform the 
DSEP. It does not identify any specific sites. Its estimates of the 
potential from large windfalls are based on assumptions about the 
proportion of different types of land uses which are likely to be 
redeveloped for housing. I have seen no evidence which undermines 
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the adequacy of the SHPS for its original purpose, but its contribution 
to the evidence base for the CS is limited. Indeed, the SHPS expected 
individual site-specific local capacity studies to be undertaken for each 
Borough/District (SHPS ¶ 1.1). The absence of any identified sites in 
the SHPS means that it is impossible for the Council, or any other 
party, to explore the likelihood of development occurring or the 
potential capacity of large windfall sites and, in the future, to monitor 
whether past assumptions remain valid. The new LDF process should 
be based on transparent evidence which can be tested. The absence 
of a detailed, site specific capacity study is a serious weakness in the 
evidence base. 

3.16	 The SHPS identifies sources of housing supply for 2 periods: 2006
2016 and 2016- 2026. These figures equate to a capacity of about 380 
dwellings on large windfall sites for the 15 year period of the CS. It thus 
supports the Council’s expectation of allocating sites for about 260 
dwellings, but suggests that it would be impossible to replace the 
reliance on small and medium windfalls with allocated urban sites. The 
Council’s officers expressed a high degree of confidence as to the 
availability of sufficient sites over the plan period to accommodate 260 
dwellings on urban allocations based on their knowledge of a compact 
Borough, Council and Housing Association land holdings, and possible 
reorganisation of various institutional uses which might release land. I 
take seriously such confidence, but it is not a good substitute for 
tangible evidence. 

3.17	 Is previously highlighted, the Council may need to respond to changes 
in the DSEP when it is approved. The absence of a detailed and site 
specific urban capacity/potential study means that there is no proper 
basis for judging whether any increased housing requirement could be 
accommodated within the existing strategy or whether a review of the 
strategy would be needed. The absence of good evidence on land 
supply does not assist the Council in giving the CS any focus in relation 
to where most housing development should take place within the built 
up area or in setting a realistic target for the proportion of housing to be 
built on previously developed land. 

3.18	 In the light of the above, I do not have the evidence to be certain that it 
would be impossible for the Council to allocate sites in the urban areas 
to provide a 10 year supply without reliance on windfalls, but that would 
seem very unlikely in such a compact and generally densely developed 
Borough and the SHPS supports this view. I cannot therefore conclude 
that the CS is consistent with this aspect of national advice in PPS3. 
Nor can I be certain that the Council’s expectation of allocating urban 
sites for about 260 dwellings is achievable, although I accept that it is 
plausible. But this uncertainty only has significance for the last 5 years 
of the plan period as these sites are not required for the first 10 years. 

3.19	 The absence of a site specific urban capacity study and of rigorous 
testing of the deliverability of all the sites with planning permissions 
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(which would come from a SHLAA) means that there are considerable 
shortcomings in the evidence base supporting the CS. There is conflict 
with advice in PPS3 on housing delivery. But in practice these 
shortcomings are very unlikely to adversely affect the delivery of the 
required housing in the short to medium term. Even if a proportion of 
permissions on small and medium sized sites were to be discounted, 
the Borough would still be able to meet the housing requirements in the 
DSEP for the first few years of the CS. The uncertainty about urban 
capacity does not affect housing supply in the short term and there 
would be the opportunity for a review of the CS if future urban capacity 
work revealed insufficient sites. There is the opportunity for the overall 
evidence base to be strengthened to inform the Site Allocations DPD 
and of the possibility of additional sites being allocated in that DPD if 
required to ensure compliance with the approach to housing supply set 
out in PPS3. There are clear local circumstances which give support to 
reliance on windfalls. The justification for this reliance will need to be 
tested again in the future when more evidence is available. Taking into 
account the potential consequences of the shortcomings I have 
identified, the recent nature of the advice in PPS3 and the need to 
avoid setting back plan-making, I consider that, on balance, these 
shortcomings do not make this CS unsound. 

Spatial strategy for housing development 

3.20	 The spatial strategy for housing development set out in CS10 consists 
of the following locational guidance: that development will be within the 
built up area and within the remaining hospital sites; that the use of 
previously developed land is a priority; that proposals should be 
“suitably accessible” and that higher densities should be in central 
locations such as Epsom town centre and other centres. 

3.21	 The 3 hospital sites are clearly an important component of housing 
supply, but there is no indication in the CS as to what the planning 
strategy should be for these sites - no direction is given as to how the 
Site Allocations DPD or Development Control DPDs should address 
them. All the hospital sites are in the Green Belt. In the adopted local 
plan, all the hospitals were identified as Major Developed Sites. Long 
Grove, Horton, St Ebba’s and the Manor Hospitals were also identified 
on a large scale inset map, containing detailed land use notations and 
were the subject of a range of detailed policies. These 4 hospitals 
formed the defined “hospital cluster”. West Park Hospital is not within 
this defined cluster. There is a factual inaccuracy in the existing text of 
the CS (¶ 3.13.1) which infers that West Park Hospital is part of the 
previously defined hospital cluster. In the Council’s view, the planning 
status of the hospital sites is of such longstanding and is sufficiently 
formalised through briefs and permissions as to preclude any genuine 
uncertainty about their future. Nonetheless, a change has been 
proposed (B7) confirming that they would be defined in the Site 
Allocations DPD as Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt. 
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3.22	 Given the importance of these sites for the Borough, I consider the CS 
should not leave this matter ambiguous and unaddressed. The CS fails 
test 7 because of this lack of clarity. It should make clear what 
approach is to be taken in the subsequent DPDs, otherwise it would be 
difficult to judge later whether those documents were consistent with 
the CS. The Council’s suggested change is the minimum necessary to 
achieve this clarity, but given that the 3 hospital sites are strategic 
sources of housing supply (identified in the key diagram) I consider that 
their policy status should be signalled within policy CS10 not just in the 
text. Given the particular planning history and status of these hospital 
sites, this change is one that I could recommend without prejudice to 
any party. 

3.23	 The general approach of encouraging development in accessible 
locations (reiterated in policy CS19) and higher densities in the town 
and other centres is entirely consistent with national policy, but given 
the compact size of the built-up area and my impression of the 
relatively good accessibility of many parts of the Borough, such 
expressions provide little meaningful guidance. As I highlight in chapter 
7, there is considerable overlap between policies on certain criteria 
such as accessibility. Such repetition is unnecessary, potentially 
confusing (as different phrases are used in different policies) and 
makes the CS less easy to read. Policy CS10 lists in bullet points 
matters which are covered in other policies and this duplication should 
be deleted. The last part of the policy refers to densities and makes 
reference to PPS3. This reference is not clear and does not add 
anything to the meaning of the policy especially as PPS3 specifically 
encourages local planning authorities to develop their own density 
policies. It should thus be deleted. The guidance on density in CS10 is 
very broad, but there is the opportunity to develop it further in 
subsequent DPDs. I consider that this should be highlighted to provide 
a clearer cascade of policy on this matter. 

3.24	 PPS3 indicates that DPDs should include a local previously developed 
land target and trajectory. The Council does not yet know what that 
target could or should be. Its Best Value Indicator target is 100%, 
which has been met in recent years. The generalised emphasis in 
CS10 on the use of previously developed land does not therefore give 
much of a policy/locational steer for subsequent DPDs in the context of 
this Borough. Again, in isolation, I do not consider that this makes the 
policy unsound, but it is a weakness. If the CS had been informed by a 
full urban housing capacity study the CS could have been much clearer 
about the contribution of previously developed land to future housing 
provision. 

Conclusion on soundness in relation to housing provision 

3.25	 I have found the CS unsound because of a lack of any detail as to the 
components of housing land supply and the resulting lack of clarity in 
the implications for future development plan documents. In addition, I 
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consider that the assessment of housing capacity within the urban area 
is not founded on a robust and transparent evidence base. The 
additional text put forward by the Council would remedy the lack of 
detail in the CS. It elaborates on, but does not change the strategy of 
the CS and would assist with ensuring that subsequent DPDs are 
consistent with the strategy. I can reasonably recommend the inclusion 
of this detail. 

3.26	 I have found that the evidence base to support the housing strategy is 
weak and I cannot be certain that it fully accords with national policy in 
PPS3, but I have concluded that, on balance, the consequences of 
these shortcomings are not so immediate as to justify a finding of 
fundamental unsoundness. Although I have highlighted uncertainties 
and shortcomings, there is not the evidence to suggest that a different 
spatial strategy, such as reviewing the Green Belt, is required at this 
time. The lack of any comment on the future planning status of the 
hospital sites makes the CS unsound, but this can be remedied by the 
suggested changes. 

3.27	 In summary, the following changes are required for this part of the 
document to be sound (see schedules for specific changes in wording 
required): 

• refer to the Structure Plan housing provision being met before the 
SEP is approved; 
• insert additional text and figures setting out the components of 
housing supply and the need to allocate some urban sites; 
• confirm the continuing status of the hospital sites as Major Developed 
Sites in the Green Belt in the text and in policy CS10; 
• delete from CS10 unnecessary duplication and clarify references to 
density. 
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Rural Area - Housing Land Requirement 2001-2021 

CSS Requirement 2001-2021 3093 

Completions 2001-2008 1004 

Residual Requirement (a-b) 2089 

Remaining CSS period in years 13 

Annual average completions required (c/d) 161 

Five year supply (5xe) 805 

Supply (note 1) 453 

Current Number of Years Supply 2.8 

Note 1

Supply based on Council figures for allocations likely in first 5 years excluding Rural

Potential Sites and untested Planning Permissions
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Appendix 
B4 

Plan Area Likely + Uncertain 
Local Service Centre, Smaller Service Centres, Category A 
Villages 

Village 

Small 
Sites 
Likely 

Small 
Sites 

Uncertain 

Total 
Small 
Sites 

Large 
Sites 
Likely 

Large 
Sites 

Uncertain 

Total 
Large 
Sites 

Overall 
Likely 

Overall 
Uncertain 

Overall 
Total 

Apethorpe 5 5 10 0 0 0 5 5 10 

Barnwell 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 

Brigstock 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10 

Bulwick 0 7 7 26 0 26 26 7 33 

Clopton 12 0 12 0 10 10 12 10 12 

Collyweston 5 4 9 0 0 0 5 4 9 

Denford 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 
Easton on 
the Hill 7 4 11 0 0 0 7 4 11 

Great 
Addington 0 0 0 32 15 47 32 15 47 

Harringworth 11 4 15 0 0 0 11 4 15 

Hemington 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Islip 21 2 23 0 0 0 21 2 23 

King's Cliffe 12 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 12 

Laxton 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 

Lilford 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Lutton 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 

Nassington 6 8 12 0 0 0 6 8 12 

Polebrook 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 

Slipton 5 6 11 0 0 0 5 6 11 

Southwick 2 5 7 0 0 0 2 5 7 

Stoke Doyle 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 

Sudborough 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 

Tansor 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 8 8 

Thorpe 
Waterville 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 

Thurning 10 5 15 0 0 0 10 5 15 

Titchmarsh 6 5 11 18 0 18 24 5 29 

Twywell 17 1 18 0 0 0 17 1 18 

Upper 
Benefield 3 7 10 0 0 0 3 7 10 

Warmington 6 9 15 0 20 20 6 29 35 

Woodnewton 4 7 11 0 0 0 4 7 11 

Total 155 98 251 76 45 121 231 143 362 

Category A villages not in summary of rural 
potential Aldwincle Yarwell 

Cotterstock Woodford 

Denethorpe 

Glapthorne 

Little Addington 
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