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Mr. Steven Lewis, 
Development Management, 
Reigate and Banstead Council 
Town Hall, 
Reigate 
RH2 0SH                                                 24th July 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Lewis, 
 

15/ 00903/F  45-51 The Avenue, Tadworth 
Proposed demolition of 4 dwellings and development of 30 retirement living apartments 

 
The Residents Association objected to the earlier application and continues to object as we consider that 
the changes are cosmetic in nature and do not address our fundamental concerns. Basically, the site is too 
small for the number of units proposed. We appreciate that 30 units may be necessary to get a viable 
scheme but this does not justify the resultant problems of overdevelopment of the site 
 
1. Harm to the amenity of neighbouring properties, in particular 43, The Avenue. 
 
In our opinion, the development will continue to harm the amenities of 43, The Avenue because a 
neighbouring quiet residential garden will be replaced by an outside sitting / recreational area for up to   
48 residents in the proposed new complex. There will be increased noise, disturbance and probable light 
pollution leading to loss of tranquillity and enjoyment of the adjacent property, plus the dominant 
proximity of the new structure. There will also be light intrusion, pollution  and noise due to the 
proximity of the proposed car park. 
Although the building has been moved slightly, this does little to mitigate the harm. 
The significantly increased depth will lead to loss of daylight to the kitchen and second floor bedroom 
and loss of outlook over the existing gardens. 
To a lesser extent, we also consider that there will be loss of amenity and overlooking of properties in 
Avenue Close and Spindlewoods. 
 
In our opinion, the proposal therefore does not comply with Ho9(v), Ho13, Ho 16(i), Ho 20(i) and Mo5. 
 
2. Impact on the character of the area 
 
We do not consider that the amendments to the design of the front elevation and the more articulated roof 
profile overcome our earlier objections and the Council’s reason for refusal –  
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‘The proposed building by reason of its scale, massing and detailing is considered pearly designed and 
would dominate the plot and street scene which combined would have a seriously harmful impact upon 
the character and appearance of the area.’  
Although the existing dwellings have no particular architectural merit, they are of a scale which reflects 
the character of existing housing in the area. The street scene benefits from gaps between the units and 
spacious gardens which contribute to the openness of the area. The new development, although with an 
articulated frontage and hipped end elevations, will still present a solid wall to the street, with minimal 
gaps on either side. The impact will be increased as it is on the South side of the Avenue so will 
frequently appear in silhouette against the sun. It is also on rising ground which will increase the visual 
barrier as seen from The Avenue. The front elevation sketches are misleading as they do not show the 
increased height to the rear which will be visible and the perspectives are misleading in that they 
minimise the massing. 
The existing adjacent nursing home has a much shorter length of frontage and is therefore not 
comparable in terms of massing and impact. It is of poor design and so should not be used in justification 
of the current proposal or taken as a precedent. 
In terms of design, the elevations are better than previously submitted, having picked up some of the 
criticisms in the Council’s committee report, but the modifications are cosmetic and the articulation will 
not be very apparent from The Avenue as the projections are fairly shallow and  overly complex. 
 
In conclusion, the scheme is unacceptable in terms of massing, scale and detailed design and will have a 
harmful impact on the plot and character  and appearance of the street scene. 
The proposal does not comply with policies CS1, CS4, Ho9(iii), (iv), (v), and (vi), Ho13, Ho16.and Ho 
20. 
 
3. Parking and traffic generation 
 
We are concerned that the traffic implications and inadequate parking were not used as reasons for 
refusal for the earlier scheme. We are aware that Surrey Council is concerned at congestion in the area as 
Councillor Michael Gosling is looking at possible changes to on-street parking arrangements in 
Kingswood Road. We request that meetings are held with the County Council so that the accumulative 
impact of traffic and parking can be fully taken into account and the County Council reconsiders its 
position. As an example of safety concerns, an ambulance could not get through recently leading to 
significant delays when trying to trace the owners of parked cars. 
 
We appreciate that the parking provision ratio is higher than that currently used by McCarthy and Stone. 
However, it is below the Surrey County Council standard for apartments. It takes insufficient account of 
the high car ownership rates in the area and the fact that very many people of pensionable age in our area 
still drive. It also makes little allowance for staff parking requirements and delivery and service vehicles 
normally associated with developments of this type - namely hairdressers, chiropodists, retail deliveries 
and  health visitors for example. There is no separate provision for visitors. We do not accept that the 
staff will be local or use public transport, particularly bearing in mind possible shift work. 
The upshot is that there will be increased pressures on the limited on-street parking spaces in an area 
where there is already inadequate provision. This area already suffers from parking associated with the 
nursing home and, more particularly, commuters. There needs to be a higher level of provision if the 
existing problems are not to be exacerbated. We note that refuse vehicle parking and other HGV 
deliveries will take place on the highway, thereby aggravating current parking and access problems. 
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The development is contrary to Ho 9 (xi) as, even though a sheltered housing scheme, because of the 
local circumstances, it should comply with need. It also fails to comply with Mo6 as loading and 
unloading will be from the highway and add to congestion. 
 
Although the level of traffic generation is stated to be low, we consider this to be an underestimate 
bearing in mind the general high levels of car ownership in the area, including amongst the elderly,  
which will be reflected in frequency of trips. This means there will be more traffic in close proximity to 
the busy junction with Kingswood Road leading, to possible safety issues. 
We consider that the TRICS data in the Paul Basham Ltd report is very misleading as all the sites are 
outside the South East, apart from Ramsgate which is not in a prosperous area.  Sites in Rotherham, 
North Shields, Vale of Glamorgan and Penarth are hardly comparable in terms of car ownership rates. 
Also judging from the location descriptions and data on population within a mile, the sites selected are in 
more urban areas where car ownership rates will tend to be lower. Total trips per unit at .285 at peak 
period 11.00 to 12.00 seem far too low. 
 
4. Harm to existing protected Trees 
 
We objected to the previous application on the basis of possible adverse impact on the significant and 
mature trees on the frontage and expressed concern that these protected trees could face major 
disturbance during construction. We felt that the root protected area was inadequate in view of the 
proximity to the road on the northern side and that the new structures would change the water table. Both 
these factors would lead to stress, particularly to the shallow rooted beech and would probably affect the 
vitality and viability of these specimen trees which are so important in the street scene.  
 
We were also concerned that changes to ground levels would adversely affect trees on the margins and 
recommended that the impact be assessed by a professional arboriculturalist before reaching a decision 
on the application. 
 
Since our previous objection, not only do we consider the plans to be more damaging because of the 
proposed inset footpath on the frontage and more excavation to the rear, but we have had sight of the 
excellent report by SJA Trees for Mr. and Mrs Sander which confirms our fears but provides far more 
technical documentation to show that the current application is deeply flawed and should be refused on 
the basis of harm to the protected trees around the periphery of the application site. 
 
The proposal is contrary to Ho 9(i) (which also requires existing trees to be retained (or at least 
comparable replacements provided)), Ho15/1dc6 which and Pc4. 
 
5. Impact on the adjacent ancient woodland buffer zone 
 
Since our objection to the earlier proposal, we now appreciate that Lothian Wood is designated as 
Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland in the revised Surrey County Council Ancient Woodland Inventory. 
Natural England’s advice is that a 15m buffer should be provided between the woodland and 
development. Not only do part of the access road, 6 parking spaces and the substation come within the 
buffer strip but the excavation of some 2 meters will affect the water table of the ancient woodland.  
Paragraph 118 of the NPPF, 5th bullet point, states that  
‘planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats , including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside  
 
 
 
 
ancient woodland, unless the need for , and benefits of, development in that location clearly outweigh the 
loss’  
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As there is clearly no need for the proposed development on this particular site, this is an added ground 
for refusal. It is also contrary to Pc3 which aims to retain and improve ancient woodland sites and CS1 
and CS2f. 
 
We also note that intensification of the use and impact on the ancient woodland could affect local 
wildlife, including badgers and bats because of harm to the local habitats, again contrary to Pc3 and the 
Core Strategy.  
 
6.  Housing mix in Tadworth 
 
We appreciate that there is a need for more housing facilities for the elderly, and government policy and 
CS14 encourage new developments. However, there are already a number of sheltered housing 
developments in the immediate area as well as recent flatted developments. CS14 1 specifically states 
that  
‘The Council will … resist an undue concentration of any one type of dwelling in a location that would 
cause an imbalance and adversely affect community cohesion.’  
We aware that vacant units in retirement schemes frequently are on the market for a considerable time.  
 
We therefore  question local need in this area and also refer to Council policies on obtaining a housing 
mix. (CS14 2.) The principle need in Tadworth is for small, affordable houses for local first time buyers 
and the elderly wishing to downsize rather than go into sheltered housing. 
 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
We conclude that the proposal amounts to over development of a relatively small site. The size of the 
development leads to harm to the neighbours, an adverse impact on the street scene and character of the 
area, harm to protected trees, harm to an ancient woodland, parking problems because of inadequate on-
site parking provision and increased traffic generation on an already overcrowded road network. 
We also question the need for such a development in this particular area, particularly as the area is 
already well provided with retirement accommodation. Certainly the harm to the surrounding area should 
indicate that that there is not a case for provision in this particular location.  
 
The Residents Association believes that this application should be refused on these grounds. If despite 
this, the Council is nevertheless minded to grant approval, the application should be put before the 
Planning Committee so that residents can state their objections and concerns. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gillian Hein 
 (copies to ward councillors) 


