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SUMMARY
This is a full application, submitted retrospectively, for the carrying out of
engineering works to resurface, widen and straighten Taxiway C/D. The works to the
taxiway were carried out in September and October 2015 and the improved taxiway
was first used on 21 November 2015. The applicant maintains that the works carried
out constitute permitted development however, the Council’s determination was that
the works do not constitute permitted development under Part 8 Class F and
therefore require planning consent.
Planning permission was sought for the retention of the widened taxiway in 2016
(ref: 16/01043/F). This application was refused in 2017 on the grounds the proposal
constituted inappropriate development within the Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB)
which would erode the openness of the Green Belt and conflict with the purposes
thereof. The considerations in favour of the proposal were considered insufficient to
clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm, including the
detriment to neighbour amenity from additional noise and disturbance due to loss of
natural winter respite from flying, so as to constitute very special circumstances. As
such, the proposal was considered to be contrary to policy Co1 of the Reigate and
Banstead Borough Local Plan 2005, CS1 and CS3 of the Reigate and Banstead
Core Strategy and the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework. An
Enforcement Notice was served requiring the reduction in the width of the taxiway to
that before the widening works commenced and the land to be restored to as it was
before the breach of planning control. An appeal was made against this
Enforcement Notice and a Public Inquiry is presently scheduled for May 2021.
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Since the time of the 2016 application there have been changes to policy by way of
amendments to the NPPF, in particular paragraph 104 which says planning polices
should recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general
aviation airfields, and their need to adapt and change over time – taking into account
their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and emergency service
needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy. The Applicant has also
submitted with this application, a case of very special circumstances to justify the
development in the MGB.
The site is wholly located within the Metropolitan Green Belt where there is a
general presumption against inappropriate development. Engineering operations,
such as those undertaken in this case, can be an exception to this – as per
paragraph 146 of the Framework – but only where they preserve openness of the
Green Belt and would not conflict with the purposes of including land within it.
The development has resulted in an increase in hardstanding which, whilst modest
in the context of the overall Aerodrome, nonetheless has the effect of further
urbanising the character of this part of the Aerodrome thus failing to preserve the
openness of the Metropolitan Green Belt and representing an additional degree of
encroachment into the countryside. The proposal is therefore considered to be
inappropriate development and thus requires demonstration of very special
circumstances in order to be considered acceptable. Consideration for the effect of
the works on the nature and intensity of activities at the Aerodrome must also be
had.
From a review of the submitted monthly fixed wing movement numbers, it is clear
there has been an increase in the number of movements from November - March
since 2015. However, the numbers do remain significantly lower than those
undertaken in the summer months and comparable to more historic numbers of
movements that have taken place, in 2005 for example.
In terms of the very special circumstances case, there are a number of
considerations put forward in favour of the scheme. Weight is attached to the safety
benefits which would arise from the improvements. Weight is also given to the
economic benefits associated with improved year-round certainty and stability for
flying schools and the overall attractiveness of the Aerodrome to users due to
improved safety and infrastructure.
The opportunity to introduce a cap on flight numbers using the taxiway and
formalising the long-standing commitment for the taxiway to be only used as a
runway when grass runways are unserviceable attracts further weight in favour of
the proposal. The benefit of introducing planning control, along with the safety and
economic benefits are cumulatively considered to be sufficient to clearly outweigh
the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm (discussed below), so as to give rise
to very special circumstances.
Whilst there may be some additional noise and disturbance, it is concluded that
overall this would be relatively limited and not to such a level to breach local and
national policy objectives and warrant refusal. The same conclusion was reached in
the previous application for the full hard runway and that proposal resulted in much
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more significant intensification and potential for use of the Aerodrome by larger
aircraft. No other neighbour amenities concerns are identified.
RECOMMENDATION(S)
Planning permission is GRANTED subject to conditions.
Subject to the completion of all documentation required to create a planning
obligation under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended) to secure:
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•

A daily cap of 85 movements per day assessed on a rolling 7 day average
between November and March. The cap will be secured via a condition
which will then be tied to a S106 agreement.
Restriction on the use of taxiway C/D as an unlicensed runway (07/25) by
fixed-wing aircraft to only times which the grass runways are unserviceable,
applicable all year round
A requirement by the operator to use best endeavours to maintain the grass
runways in a serviceable state at all times
Unlicensed runway 07/25 will not be lengthened beyond 500m;
No further modifications will be made to the taxiway that would lead to the
creation of a straight section that would be potentially capable of providing
another unlicensed runway of a greater length than unlicensed runway 07/25
No section of taxiway at the aerodrome will be widened to more than 15m;
The long-standing restriction on the use of unlicensed runway 07/25 by fixedwing aircraft, limited to times when the grass runways are unserviceable, will
remain; and
The only permanent lighting to be installed on Taxiway C/D may be taxiway
edge lighting.

In the event that a satisfactorily completed obligation is not received by 17th May
2021 or such longer period as may be agreed, the Head of Places and Planning be
authorised to refuse permission for the following reason:
The proposal fails to provide an agreement to manage the use of the unlicensed
runway, with the resultant potential for an uncontrolled increase in the intensity
aircraft movements, associated activity and associated levels of general noise and
disturbance, which would cause harm to the Green Belt and potential detriment to
neighbour amenity. The arguments presented by the applicants in support of the
proposal are insufficient to clearly justify such harm and thus the proposal would be
contrary to policy NHE5 of the Development Management Plan 2019, CS1 and CS3
of the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy and the provisions of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
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Consultations:
Highway Authority: The County Highway Authority has undertaken an assessment in
terms of the likely net additional traffic generation, access arrangements and parking
provision and are satisfied that the application would not have a material impact on
the safety and operation of the adjoining public highway. The County Highway
Authority therefore has no highway requirements subject to conditions.
Policy and Community Initiatives – no comments received
Sustainable Drainage SCC – no objection subject to recommended condition
Salfords and Sidlow Parish Council – Objects on the grounds of harm to the Green
Belt, comments on safety case made may be minor safety gains but there continues
to be to be safety shortcomings with the great majority of the length of the taxiways
and with runway 07/25 means the safety argument is not sufficient to justify
engineering works in the MGB, Aerodrome overall is a profitable business, noise
and disturbance greater use of runway 07/25 means people who were not usually
overflown are and shall be even more, cap does not provide a control on he number
of movements from Runway 07/25, conditions recommended in the event planning
permission is granted.
Nutfield Parish Council – ‘Fully support Salfords and Sidlow Parish Council, and
agree with everything that is in their objection.’
Nutfield Conservation Society – Raise the following concerns – Runway 07/25 does
not conform for use by any fixed wing aircraft. Apart from the unauthorised works
carried out in 2015, no taxiway is wide enough to be used by any Code B aircraft.
The proposed daily cap for fixed wing aircraft represents a substantial increase in
annual movements involving intensified use of runway 07/25 during winter months
during which time residents were previously spared form being regularly overflown
by fixed wing aircraft. Whilst NCS are mindful of the need for safety measures not to
be compromised, they would not be supportive of Redhill Aerodrome gaining
commercial benefit from the previous unlawful development. Conditions
recommended in the event planning permission is granted
Contaminated Land Officer – no comments received on the basis of contaminated
land
The Reigate Society – no comments received
Tandridge Council – comment that the application is inappropriate development in
the Metropolitan Green Belt.
Aerodrome Safeguarding, Gatwick Airport Limited – ‘The proposed development
has been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective and does not
conflict with safeguarding criteria. We, therefore, have no objection to this proposal.’
Environmental Health - 18 noise complaints on file since 1999 logged against our
main UPRN for the site, all received before 2015 (bar two, as below).
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Air Quality Officer – ‘I’ve no objection to this development on air quality grounds. As
far as I’m aware the piston aircraft do use leaded fuel, and while far from ideal
(given we are in the 21st century now), it is unlikely that the air quality standard for
lead in the vicinity of the aerodrome will be breached. On the noise front I’ve had
two noise complaints that came in late last year.’
The General Aviation Awareness Council – full support for the application, the
GAAC agrees with the Applicant that paragraphs 95 and 104 of the new NPPF
should be accorded very significant weight , adding considerably to the safety
reasons which have always been put forward by Redhill Aerodrome to justify the
need to the taxiway improvements. Also agreed that no harm or visual intrusion will
be caused to the green belt. Redhill Aerodrome constitutes a strategically important
GA airfield due to its location, diversity of activities and long term potential, a very
material factor in the consideration of these applications
Representations:
Letters were sent to neighbouring properties on 11th August 2020, two site notices
were posted 25th August 2020 and advertised in local press on 20th August 2020.
77 responses (50 in support and 27 in objection) have been received raising the
following issues:
Issue

Response

Noise and disturbance

See paragraph 6.32 – 6.36

Air pollution

See paragraph 6.42

Enforcement notice

See paragraph 6.44

Harm to Green Belt/countryside

See paragraph 6.3 – 6.31 and
condition 4 and 6

Set a precedent

See paragraph 6.41

Use for small executive jets
Alternative location/proposal
preferred
Health fears

See paragraph 6.9

No need for the development

See paragraph 6.20 – 6.23

Inconvenience during construction

See paragraph 6.41

Harm to Conservation Area

See paragraph 6.43

Loss of/harm to trees

See paragraph 6.41

Overdevelopment

See paragraph 6.29 – 6.31

Overlooking and loss of privacy

See paragraph 6.37

Poor design

See paragraph 6.8

Property devaluation

This is not a material planning
consideration

See paragraph 6.41
See paragraph 6.42
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Harm to wildlife habitat

See paragraph 6.41

No harm to Green Belt

See paragraph 6.29 – 6.31

Support – visual amenity benefit

See paragraph 6.26

Support economic growth/jobs

See paragraph 6.26, 6.30

Support – community regeneration
benefit

See paragraph 6..26, 6.30

Support – safety benefits

See paragraph 6.20 – 6.21
6.30

1.0

Site and Character Appraisal

1.1

The Aerodrome is situated between Kings Mill Lane, Masons Bridge Road,
Crab Hill Lane and the Salfords Stream, to the east of the built up areas of
Whitebushes and Salfords. In terms of the Aerodrome as a whole,
approximately two-thirds of its area is within the Tandridge District with the
remainder in Reigate & Banstead. The taxiway which is subject of this
application (Taxiway C/D) is predominantly within Reigate & Banstead
(2.64ha of the application site is within RBBC with 0.47ha in TDC). The whole
of the Aerodrome site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt.

1.2

The wider Aerodome has three grass runways, two running east/west and
one on a north/south axis. A hard surfaced taxiway runs around the perimeter
of the airfield. The taxiways are used on a daily basis by aircraft taxiing to the
runways (whichever is in use), aircraft performing power checks prior to flight
and by ground vehicles, particularly to access and egress the Terminal
building.

1.3

Taxiway C/D; which is the subject of this application and the already
implemented widening, straightening and resurfacing work, is situated close
to the southern boundary of the Aerodrome. The taxiway is on a more open
area of the Aerodrome, with the main hangars, Terminal Building, other
operational and commercial buildings and hardstanding focussed more on
the northern part of the site. The Taxiway is not within an EA Flood Zone.

1.4

The surrounding area is of rural character, consisting of open countryside and
agricultural land within the Metropolitan Green Belt, with sporadic instances
of residential and agricultural buildings. The nearest built up areas and
residential settlements to the Aerodrome are Salfords, Whitebushes and
South Earlswood to the west in Reigate & Banstead, and South Nutfield to
the east in Tandridge (which is a village washed over by the Green Belt).

2.0

Added Value

2.1

Improvements secured at the pre-application stage:
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2.2

Improvements secured during the course of the application: Negotiation was
undertaken with regards agreeing an acceptable cap on the number of flight
movements to best reflect the existing situation.

2.3

Further improvements could be secured: A legal agreement will be used to
secure the following:
A daily cap of 85 movements per day assessed on a rolling 7 day average
between November and March. The cap will be secured via a condition
which will then be tied to a S106 agreement.
Restriction on the use of taxiway C/D as an unlicensed runway (07/25) by
fixed-wing aircraft to only times which the grass runways are unserviceable,
applicable all year round
A requirement by the operator to use best endeavours to maintain the grass
runways in a serviceable state at all times
Unlicensed runway 07/25 will not be lengthened beyond 500m;
No further modifications will be made to the taxiway that would lead to the
creation of a straight section that would be potentially capable of providing
another unlicensed runway of a greater length than unlicensed runway 07/25
No section of taxiway at the aerodrome will be widened to more than 15m;
The long-standing restriction on the use of unlicensed runway 07/25 by fixedwing aircraft, limited to times when the grass runways are unserviceable, will
remain; and
The only permanent lighting to be installed on Taxiway C/D may be taxiway
edge lighting.

•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•

3.0

Relevant Planning and Enforcement History

3.1

97/07300/OUT

All-weather runway

3.2

08/01009/F

Construction of an all-weather
runway with associated works.

3.3

11/00421/SCOPE EIA scoping opinion for subsequent
proposal for hard runway
(11/01254/F)

EIA required
3 May 2011

3.4

11/01342/CONLA Consultation from Tandridge DC on
proposal for hard runway (as per
11/01254/F to RBBC)

Objection

3.5

11/01254/F

Construction of a hard runway to
replace existing grass runways and
ancillary infrastructure comprising
realignment of existing taxiways, a
new taxiway link, drainage
improvements, replacement runway

Objection
6 September 1993
Appeal dismissed
Withdrawn
8 October 2008

Refused
24 November 2011
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lighting and new approach lighting
3.6

12/01504/CONLA Consultation from Tandridge DC on
proposal for hard runway (as per
12/01377/F to RBBC)

Objection

3.7

12/01377/F

Construction of a hard runway to
replace existing grass runways and
ancillary infrastructure comprising
realignment of existing taxiways,
drainage improvements,
replacement runway lighting and
new approach

Refused
6 June 2013
Appeal dismissed

3.8

15/02255/F

Demolition of remaining parts of
building destroyed by fire and
construction of a replacement
single-storey building incorporating
offices, parking and
landscaping.

Approved with
conditions
6 July 2016

3.9

15/02918/CLE

Works to taxiway

Refused
(not permitted
development)

3.10

16/01043/F

Engineering works to resurface,
straighten and widen Taxiway C/D

3.11

19/00162/F

Alterations to hardstanding to revise
the existing taxiway. Revision of
16/01043/F with an amended taxiway width of 10m.

Withdrawn

3.12

19/00662/CONLA Alteration to hardstanding to revise
the existing taxiway. Revision of
2016/764 with an amended taxi-way
width of 10m.

To be withdrawn

3.13

20/01486/CONLA Widening of existing hard-standing
on Taxiway C/D to form a 14m width
across the entire 490m taxiway
stretch (retrospective).

Pending
consideration

3.14

The works to the taxiway (widening, resurfacing and straightening) were
carried out in September and October 2015 and the improved taxiway was
first used on 21 November 2015. The applicant remains of the firm view that
the works undertaken were granted planning permission by virtue of the
Town and County (General Permitted Development) Order.

3.15

The Council’s determination was that the works do not constitute permitted

Refused
16 October 2017
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development under Part 8 Class F (development at an airport), as (i) the
taxiway is considered to constitute a runway (a position accepted by the
applicant as the taxiway has been used for take-off and landings of aircraft for
many years) and (ii) the works carried out consist of the construction of an
extension to said runway (the definition of extension is taken, based on
interpretation in a common sense manner, to apply to lengthways or
widthways enlargement and is not confined to one or the other). On this
basis, it fails to comply with criteria F.1 (a).
3.16

An Enforcement Notice was served requiring the reduction in the width of the
taxiway to that before the widening works commenced and the land to be
restored to as it was before the breach of planning control. An appeal was
made against this Enforcement Notice and a Public Inquiry is presently
scheduled for May/June 2021.

4.0

Proposal and Design Approach

4.1

This is a full application, submitted retrospectively, for the carrying out of
engineering works to resurface, widen and straighten Taxiway C/D.
Specifically, the works are described by the applicant more fully as:
•
•
•
•
•

4.2

The widening of the hardstanding by up to approximately 3m on each
side of the Taxiway to a total width of 14m across the c.490m length of
Taxiway C/D
Straightening of the taxiway to remove the present bend
The entire Taxiway was resurfaced (removing areas that previously
experienced water pooling due to inconsistent levels)
Some ground levelling
The superfluous areas of hardstanding were removed and the ground
re-seeded.

The applicant states that the works were required to meet Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA) safety requirements for a licensed taxiway. The Applicant
sates:
‘The work to Taxiway C/D were a priority for RAL, primarily to address safety
concerns about the use of the unlicensed runway, specifically the following
features:
•
•
•

4.3

Changing levels on the taxiway runway resulting in some associated
pooling of water. These works were required to ensure CAP168
compliance for use of the hardstanding as a taxiway;
The bend in the taxiway; and
Insufficient turning space on the Taxiway when Runway 36 is in use,
requiring excessive differential-braking and use of engine power,
increasing wear and tear on tyres and brakes.’

The Applicant notes ‘This part of the taxiway has also been used as an
unlicensed runway for several years prior to the works being undertaken. As it
is hard-surfaced, it is used when the primary grass runways are too soft (eg
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after periods of rain / when waterlogged).’ As an unlicensed runway, taxiway
C/D operates under the designation 07/25.
4.4

A design and access statement should illustrate the process that has led to
the development proposal, and justify the proposal in a structured way, by
demonstrating the steps taken to appraise the context of the proposed
development. It expects applicants to follow a four-stage design process
comprising:
Assessment;
Involvement;
Evaluation; and
Design.

4.5

Evidence of the applicant’s design approach is set out below:
Assessment

The whole of the Aerodrome site is within the
Metropolitan Green Belt.
The main access to the Aerodrome is from King’s Mill
Lane to the north. This access leads to a significant
cluster of airfield related buildings, some partly occupied
by aviation-related businesses. .
The Aerodrome has three grass runways, two of which
run east/west and one on a north/south axis. A hardsurfaced taxiway runs around the perimeter of the airfield
providing a taxi route between the three runways, the
cluster of commercial and airfield buildings (including
hangars) in the north western corner of the site, and the
terminal building and 15m high control tower to the northeast of the runways. The terminal building and associated
area includes office and ancillary accommodation and
aerodrome fire and rescue services.
Redhill Aerodrome is to the east of Whitebushes and
Salfords and the south west of South Nutfield. The site is
bounded to the north by Kings Mill Lane, to the east by
Redhill Brook (beyond which is Crab Hill Lane and the
M23), to the south by open countryside and to the west
by Mason’s Bridge Road and Kings Mill Lane.
No site features worthy of retention were identified.

Involvement

No evidence of community consultation is submitted
There is no evidence within the applicants submission of
other options considered.
The applicant’s position is that the works were carried out
for safety reasons and the need for the works is
supported by a report ‘Safety Case for Unlicensed
Runway’ dated July 2020 which compares the safety
case for the original curved arrangement, the existing
14m arrangement and the previously proposed 10m
arrangement.

Evaluation
Design
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4.6 Further details of the development are as follows:
Site area

3.11ha (area of application site for
Taxiway C/D only)

Dimensions of Taxiway C/D
hardstanding prior to works

488m (along centreline) x c.8.5m
Area of hardstanding  4,298sqm

Dimensions of Taxiway C/D
hardstanding post works

488m (along centreline) x 14m
Area of hardstanding  7,485sqm

Increase in hardstanding

3,187sqm

% increase in taxiway hardstanding

74%

Increase in hardstanding as a % of
total airside hardstanding on the
Aerodrome

5% (total is approximately 58,800sqm
according to applicants’ submissions)

5.0

Policy Context

5.1

Designation
Metropolitan Green Belt

5.2

Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy
CS1(Sustainable Development)
CS3 (Green Belt)
CS4 (Valued Townscapes and Historic Environment)
CS5 (Valued People/Economic Development),
CS10 (Sustainable Development),
CS11 (Sustainable Construction),
CS12 (Infrastructure Delivery),
CS17 (Travel options and accessibility

5.3

Development Management Plan 2019
NHE5: Development within the Green Belt
NHE3: Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural habitats
EMP3: Employment development outside employment areas
CCF2: Flood risk
TAP1: Access, parking and servicing
DES1: Design of new development
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Other Material Considerations
National Planning Policy Framework
National Planning Practice Guidance
Supplementary Planning Guidance

Surrey Design
Local Distinctiveness Design Guide
A Parking Strategy for Surrey
Parking Standards for Development

Other

Human Rights Act 1998
Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010

6.0

Assessment

6.1

The application site comprises the existing aerodrome within the Metropolitan
Green Belt. The proposal, which is retrospective, consists of improvement
and widening of Taxiway C/D:

6.2

The main issues to consider are:
•
•
•
•
•

Metropolitan Green Belt
Noise impacts
Access, parking and highway implications
Ecology
Other matters

Metropolitan Green Belt
Inappropriate development and harm to the Green Belt
6.3

The site is wholly located within the Metropolitan Green Belt where there is a
general presumption against inappropriate development. Paragraph 144 of
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that ‘when
considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal,
is clearly outweighed by other considerations.’

6.4

The NPPF includes at paragraph 146, a number of exceptions whereby
certain forms of development may not be inappropriate within the Green Belt.
Engineering operations, such as those undertaken in this case, can fall within
the ambit of these exceptions but only where they preserve openness of the
Green Belt and would not conflict with the purposes of including land within it.

6.5

In this case, the works already undertaken to Taxiway C/D have resulted in a
considerable increase in the extent of hardstanding. Based on the plans
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submitted of the Taxiway both pre and post the works, the increase in
hardstanding is assessed as being approximately 3,187 square metres,
although it is recognised that the applicant argues a lower figure in their
Planning Statement (approximately 2000sqm). Below are photos from before
(2013 - top) and after (2019 - bottom) the works.
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6.6

As has previously been established in appeals relating to the Aerodrome
(notably the appeal to 12/01377/F for a hard runway), changes to land
surface can be considered to bring about an adverse effect on openness and
the same is considered to be the case in this instance. Taking the confines of
Taxiway C/D in isolation, the widening/straightening works represent
approximately a 70% increase in hardstanding (or c.38% if the applicant’s
figures are accepted). Across the Aerodrome as a whole (recognising
hardstanding already exists in the form of the perimeter taxiway and around
the hangars), based on the applicants own figures, the changes represent
approximately a 5% increase in overall area hardstanding. The nature of the
improvements in terms of design and appearance is modest and typical of
infrastructure of this nature.

6.7

Whilst the effect is modest in the context of the overall Aerodrome,
irrespective of the measurements and figures taken above, it nonetheless has
the effect of a degree of further urbanisation of the character of this part of the
Aerodrome which is more remote from the main “built up” part of the site
(comprising the hangars etc.), thus failing to preserve the openness of the
Metropolitan Green Belt and representing an additional degree of
encroachment into the countryside. As a result of the works completed,
Taxiway C/D can be glimpsed adjoining roads including Masons Bridge Road
and Crab Hill Lane, meaning that the visual impact and intrusion of the
hardstanding can be appreciated to a modest degree from longer range
vantage points outside of the confines of the Aerodrome.

6.8

In conclusion, the engineering operations – as discussed above – erode the
openness of the Green Belt and represent encroachment of urban form into
the countryside. For this reason, the proposal does not fall within the ambit of
paragraph 146 of the Framework. The works therefore represent
inappropriate development, only to be approved in very special
circumstances.
Intensification of activity

6.9

In addition to the physical effects, consideration also has to be given to the
effect of the works on the nature and intensity of activities at the Aerodrome,
and how this might affect the Green Belt or be considered as ‘any other harm’
in the green belt balancing exercise. As the unlicensed runway has not been
lengthened, it is not accommodating larger aircraft, however, intensification in
flying activities, particularly in terms of the number of flights but also
consequential activity has the potential to detract from the presently rural
nature of the aerodrome and give rise to further perception of encroachment
into the countryside. In addition, and as set out further below, increased flying
activity also brings with it potential amenity impacts for nearby residents.

6.10 The applicant claims within their Planning Statement that the sole reason for
the works to Taxiway C/D is for safety reasons, enabling activities which
already take place in dry weather to continue safely when grass runway is too
soft. The Planning Statement notes that the taxiway has been used as an
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unlicensed runway for a considerable period of time (under the designation
07/25); however, it did not previously meet safety requirements. On this
basis, the applicant argues that the works will not result in an intensification of
flying activity. However, in absence of appropriate controls, this cannot be
guaranteed.
6.11 The critical period in terms of any potential intensification resulting from the
taxiway is the winter period (broadly November to March) when weather is
more likely to result in the grass runways being unserviceable. The Inspector
considering the application for the hard runway acknowledged the winter
period as offering respite from over-flying albeit this was associated with a
significantly larger and more intensive proposal.
6.12 The airfield caters for a range of different types of aviation activities including
fixed wing, helicopter and HEMS (helicopter emergency services). The
airfield has a number of vintage aircraft, a legacy of the aerodrome’s past
history as the home of the Tiger Club for classic aircraft enthusiasts between
1959 and 1989. As at many other general aviation airfields in the UK, the total
number of annual movements has declined since the 1990s, falling from
some 95,282 movements in 1996 to 47,808 movements in 2019. Traffic levels
increased slightly (+2.7%) between 2018 and 2019, but have reduced
significantly during 2020, when operations have been severely restricted due
to the Covid-19 pandemic.
Redhill Aerodrome – Annual movements – 2000 - 2019

6.13 From the monthly fixed wing flight numbers submitted by the Applicant it is
clear that there has been an increase in the number of fixed wing movements
undertaken between March – November in the years following the
construction of the widened and straightened taxiway in 2015. However, it
can also be seen that similar and higher numbers have been undertaken prior
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to the works being completed, in 2005 for example. Whilst data has not been
provided for fixed wing movements prior to 2005, it can also be seen that the
total number of yearly flights were considerably higher between 2000 – 2005.
Redhill Aerodrome – Fixed wing movements November - March 2005 - 2019

6.14 Whist the number of fixed wing movements has increased since 2015, the
natural reduction over winter compared to the summer months has continued,
where flight numbers are considerably fewer over the winter months,
compared to the summer.
Redhill Aerodrome – Fixed Wing Movements 2005 – 2019

6.15 The Applicant states the taxiway works will not facilitate a material increase in
the use of the aerodrome. The critical period in terms of the use of the
taxiway as an unlicensed runway is broadly between end of October and
March, when weather is more likely to restrict the use of the grass runways,
and flying activity is at a reduced level; the activity on taxiway C/D remains a
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small proportion of the Aerodrome’s total flying activity. Therefore, the
Applicant is willing to commit to restricting flight movements from Taxiway
C/D during the period between November to March.
6.16 The Applicant proposed a movements cap at no more than an average of 95
movements per day assessed on a rolling weekly basis. The Council’s
Consultant’s have reviewed the proposed movements cap and provided the
following comments with their report:
‘To mitigate the potential impact of widening the taxiway, RAVL have
proposed that a cap of 95 movements per day on a rolling seven day average
basis is introduced when the 07/25 runway is in use. We understand that this
includes all ‘touch and goes’ during pilot training, counted as two additional
movements. RAVL initially calculated this figure on the basis of the peak
monthly fixed wing movement figure (on a seven day rolling average basis)
over the period 18th October 2019 – 23rd March 2020 using the peak figure
for each date within any month (eg the 1st, 2nd etc). We are not convinced
that this is a sound statistical methodology as it is dependent on when these
dates are correlated to the peak month(s). Furthermore, there are some 11
days with 150 or more movements (mainly ‘touch and goes’) which distort
these figures. We have taken the seven day rolling average on each day over
the full 158 day period and applied a potential cap of 80 movements per day.
On this basis, the total of 9,302 movements over the period would be reduced
by 414 (4.5%) to 8,888 movements. These would mostly be ‘touch and goes’
during training on busy days.
We recognize that there is a policy that there should be little or no
intensification of traffic levels at the airport. Whilst a cap of 80 movements per
day might theoretically limit traffic levels on busy days, the 07/25 runway
could in the longer-term facilitate an increase in training flights on less busy
days. We recognise that it would be restrictive to apply a cap on the number
of movements in any single day. However, we believe that a cap of 80
movements per day on a rolling seven day average basis would provide an
appropriate balance under which the 07/25 runway could operate without any
significant intensification of overall traffic levels at the airfield.’
6.17 The proposed flight cap would allow for a greater number of movements from
the cap proposed in the 2016 application for retention of the widened taxiway,
however, the application notes matters have moved on considerably since the
previous refused taxiway application and the withdrawn 2019 restricted width
application, in particular the safety case advanced. Accordingly the Applicants
do not now consider that it is appropriate for an overall cap on movements
over the winter period to be applied as this would hamper still further the
viability of the aerodrome.
6.18 Following further negotiation with the Applicant, the following cap and terms,
to be agreed by way of a S106 Agreement, is proposed as follows:
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A daily cap of 85 movements per day assessed on a rolling 7 day average
between November and March. The cap will be secured via a condition
which will then be tied to a S106 agreement.
Restriction on the use of taxiway C/D as an unlicensed runway (07/25) by
fixed-wing aircraft to only times which the grass runways are unserviceable,
applicable all year round
A requirement by the operator to use best endeavours to maintain the grass
runways in a serviceable state at all times
Unlicensed runway 07/25 will not be lengthened beyond 500m;
No further modifications will be made to the taxiway that would lead to the
creation of a straight section that would be potentially capable of providing
another unlicensed runway of a greater length than unlicensed runway 07/25
No section of taxiway at the aerodrome will be widened to more than 15m;
The long-standing restriction on the use of unlicensed runway 07/25 by fixedwing aircraft, limited to times when the grass runways are unserviceable, will
remain; and
The only permanent lighting to be installed on Taxiway C/D may be taxiway
edge lighting.
Very special circumstances

6.19 The applicants put forward a number of benefits and considerations in favour
of the proposal which are discussed below.
6.20 The Applicant states: ‘The safety and condition of Taxiway C/D, particularly
as in its existing periodic use as an unlicensed runway, is significantly
enhanced. The NPPF at paragraph 95 identifies that planning policies and
decisions should promote public safety and this benefit (which has the
potential to be life-saving) should be attributed very significant weight.’
6.21

The Council Consultants have reviewed the proposal and on the grounds
and safety benefits the Consultants concluded:
‘We have assessed the potential benefits and possible adverse impacts of
the widened taxiway (C/D) / unlicensed runway (07/25). We disagree with
RAVL and their consultant, WSP Group, that there are ‘very significant safety
benefits’ as a result of these works. We believe that the risk of a runway or
taxiway excursion or other incident was very low prior to the works in view of
the size of aircraft flown. As a result, the safety risk was minimal, although not
zero. This is reflected by the fact that the unlicensed runway was used by all
types of users (including student pilots) prior to the works, on the basis of
their acceptance of the risk involved.
(ii) We recognize, however, that the 07/25 runway was narrow prior to its
widening in comparison to those in regular use at other general aviation
airfields. The runway surface was not fully level and there was a kink at its
eastern end. As such the approach was daunting, particularly for student
pilots. Given that some 81% of all 07/25 movements in Winter 2019/2020
were for flight training, we acknowledge that this situation was unsatisfactory.
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In our opinion, if it were not rectified, this might discourage pilots from using
the aerodrome in the winter or result in the loss of one or more of the flight
schools at the aerodrome.’
6.22

The Applicant has also advanced that the works to Taxiway C/D will aid the
ongoing operations of the Aerodrome in accordance with paragraph 104 of
the NPPF. The Applicant notes the previous condition of Taxiway made it
difficult for flying training schools to operate during winter months. The
Council’s Consultants have noted ‘The utilization of 07/25 by flying schools is
significant, accounting for between 76%-86% of monthly movements over the
periods Nov 2018-Mar 2019 and Oct 2019-Mar 2020.’ The Consultants go on
to say ‘To maintain its financial viability, it is important that aviation
businesses at the airfield, particularly the flying schools, can continue
operations throughout the year. In view of this, we believe it is necessary to
grant planning consent for the 07/25 runway widening and probably, in the
longer-term, some redevelopment of the commercial premises in the
northeastern part of the site.’

6.23 The Consultants have reviewed the operations at the aerodrome and
conclude:
‘We recognize that aviation-related activities at Redhill aerodrome currently
operate at a financial loss, although these are partially cross-subsidized by its
commercial property lettings at the site. These losses are likely to continue in
the short-term due to Covid-19, Brexit and other economic impacts.
Significant development at Redhill aerodrome is not feasible due to the site’s
designation within the Green Belt. Nevertheless, we believe that with an
appropriate marketing plan and some modest development of necessary
aviation-related and commercial facilities, the aerodrome can be financially
sustainable in the longer term. If planning consent for the widened
taxiway/runway is not granted, we believe that it would potentially threaten
this opportunity and could hasten the closure of the aerodrome.’
6.24

Since the determination of the earlier application 16/1043/F, the NPPF was
revised in June 2018 to include paragraph 104 which states:
Planning policies should:
f) recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general
aviation airfields, and their need to adapt and change over time – taking into
account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and
emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy
The Consultant’s report notes ‘Despite this endorsement, the nature of this
network and the level of planning protection given is still to be established.
Furthermore, this would need to correlate with HCLG’s proposals for the
reform of the planning system (see Section 3.1 above). However, whilst the
policy framework needs to be defined in more detail, it is clear that Redhill
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aerodrome is likely to have some level of planning protection given its overall
level of aviation activity and its proximity to London.’
6.25

This is a significant change in policy since the time of the earlier application.
An approval of the application would accord the provisions of the NPPF by
way of supporting the Aerodrome to provide a safer facility for flight schools
at times when the grass runway is not serviceable, in turn maintaining the
financial viability of the Aerodrome. The Aerodrome does offer employment
opportunities, primarily through its flight schools and granting the proposal
would support the securing of jobs at the site.

6.26

A significant number of responses were received in support of the proposals
many of which appear to be from users of the Aerodrome (in one form or
another). In addition to the points above, these responses highlight visual
amenity benefits and community/regeneration benefits associated with the
application.

6.27

Finally, the proposal is the opportunity to introduce control over the use of
Taxiway C/D. As above, even prior to the improvements being carried out,
the Taxiway has been used as an unlicensed runway without restraint on the
level of activity, for a considerable period of time.

6.28

In contrast, the proposal provides an opportunity to bring its use under formal
planning control through a legal agreement. This includes formalising the
longstanding commitment for the taxiway to be only used as a runway when
grass runways are unserviceable and supplementing this with a daily cap of
85 movements per day assessed on a rolling 7 day average between
November and March. Additional restrictions on the further improvement of
this and other taxiways at the Aerodrome would also be introduced, which
would further support management of any potential future growth or
expansion of infrastructure at the Aerodrome. The opportunity for more formal
management and planning control over the use of this sensitive site is
considered to be a significant benefit which attracts substantial weight in
favour of the proposal.
Conclusions on Green Belt

6.29

The physical changes associated with the engineering works carried out to
Taxiway C/D are considered to be harmful to the openness of the Green Belt
and cause encroachment into the countryside, albeit not on a significant scale
in the context of the Aerodrome as a whole. Nonetheless, the proposal
therefore constitutes inappropriate development and substantial weight must
be afforded to harm to the Green Belt in accordance with the Framework.
With the proposed cap in place, activity at the site would be managed to such
a level that it is not considered that it would materially impact upon the Green
Belt.

6.30

Set against this are the benefits of safety to pilots, trainee pilots and other
users, as well as the economic benefits associated with ensuring the
Aerodrome can provide year-round fixed-wing flight opportunities and existing
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flying school activities remain viable. Added to these is the opportunity to
introduce – through a formal legal agreement – restrictions on the use of the
Taxiway C/D (including a cap on number of aircraft movements) as well as
other provisions which will provide the Council with scope to manage and
avoid unrestricted and uncontrolled future intensification and growth of the
Aerodrome. Compared to the existing situation over which the Council has no
control, this is a significant benefit of the current proposal and weighs heavily
in favour of the scheme.
6.31

Taking this into account, it is considered that cumulatively, the safety,
economic and planning control benefits of the proposal are sufficient to
clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm (discussed
below), so as to give rise to very special circumstances. In this context, the
proposed development is justified and complies with Policy NHE5 of the
Development Management Plan 2019, CS3 of the Core Strategy and the
relevant provisions of the NPPF.

Noise impacts and effects on neighbours
6.32

The previous application and the application for the more intensive hard
runway proposal did not consider the noise and disturbance to be
unacceptable with regards neighbouring residents’ amenities albeit there is
acknowledgement of some disturbance which is relieved at winter and this
was considered in the green belt balancing exercise. Whilst the proposal
would represent a degree of change when compared to the typical winter in
that it would give rise to some reduction in the “natural respite” provided by
inclement weather, the agreed cap would still ensure some meaningful
respite compared to summer is maintained. Furthermore, the winter is likely
to be the period when nearby residents use their gardens and other outside
areas less.

6.33

It is noted that use of the taxiway may result in movements being
concentrated (i.e. to a narrower path) compared to the grass runways;
however, unlike previous hard runway proposals at the Aerodrome, the
changes to the taxiway would not allow for any change in the type, nature,
size and thus noise characteristics of aircraft capable of using it compared to
existing. It is important to note that the previous appeal Inspector for the full
hard runway proposal did not consider that refusal on noise grounds would
be warranted even with a much greater intensification in activity and potential
for use by larger aircraft and this application is unlikely to generate either
given the historically higher number of fixed-wing movements such as in 2005
and the general decline in general aviation.

6.34

The Applicant has provided flight path overlays and notes that the taxiway is
aligned so as to reduce overflying of houses and flights are routed through
the ’Salfords Gap’ to the north of Salfords, compared to the grass runway
where flight routes do not follow this path, and therefore overflying is less
when the grass runway is out of service. It is acknowledged that direct overflying will affect different properties from the taxiway compared with the grass
runway although as it has not been demonstrated that there is any significant
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noise and disturbance to warrant refusal on noise grounds and the taxiway
has long been used for such.
(Taxiway take-offs top photo, grass runway take-offs bottom photo).

6.35

In terms of noise complaints received by the Council, the Council’s most
recent complaints were received last year, one received on 28th July 2020
and one 8th October 2020. Both these complaints were in regard to a wider
period than a one off event. The complaints were received in the
summer/autumn months when the grass runways would be in use and no
change to the existing situation in terms of uncontrolled movements on the
grass runways.

6.36

Given the above, whilst there may be some additional noise and disturbance
due to modest loss of respite or concentration of flying, overall this would
have a very limited impact on the amenity of nearby occupiers and residents,
and the harm would not be to such a level which would breach local and
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national policy objectives. The weight to be afforded to this lost amenity
would therefore be very limited.
6.37

Concerns have been raised in relation to overlooking, loss of privacy and
overbearing; however, given the nature of the works carried out (ground
level), the separation distances of the nearest properties and the conclusions
above in relation to flying activity, it is not considered that any material harm
to neighbour amenity would arise in these respects.

Accessibility, parking and highway implications
6.38

The development would bring about no change to the existing access,
parking and highway arrangements associated with the existing Aerodrome.

6.39

The County Highways Authority were consulted upon the application and
noted:
The proposed development has been considered by THE COUNTY
HIGHWAY AUTHORITY who having assessed the application on safety,
capacity and policy grounds, recommends the following conditions be
imposed in any permission granted:
Condition:
The modified taxiway hereby approved shall only be used as an unlicensed
runway on occasions when the existing grass runways at the Aerodrome are
unserviceable.
Reason: The condition above is required in order that the development
should not prejudice highway safety, nor cause inconvenience to other
highway users, and to accord with the National Planning Policy Framework
2019 and Policy TAP1 Parking, access , and Servicing TAP2 of the Reigate
and Banstead Local Plan Development Management Plan September 2019.
In the latest Technical Note (dated 01 March 2017), the applicant has
provided the monthly fixed wing movement statistics from 2005 to 2016.
These figures show that in the years when the grass runways were
serviceable during the winter months of January to March (e.g. in 2006 and
2012), there was a higher number of fixed wing movements than in those
winters where the grass runways were unusable. It is therefore clear that
flying activity levels fluctuate in line with winter conditions, irrespective of
whether or not the taxiway is used as an unlicensed runway.
It is also understood from the Technical Note that pilot training has always
taken place during winter months, even when the weather is poor and the
grass runways are unserviceable, as students are able to undertake ground
based training. Therefore, the modified taxiway will simply increase the
likelihood that existing students will be able to fly during their lesson, rather
than attract a greater number of instructors and students to the Aerodrome.
While this will lead to an increase in the number of fixed-wing movements, it
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is now clear that there is unlikely to be a corresponding increase in vehicular
movements to and from the site.
The applicant has assessed the personal injury accident record for Kings Mill
Lane, and has found that there is no correlation between poor weather during
the winter months and an increase in accidents along Kings Mill Lane.
Therefore, if the modified taxiway were to lead to a slight increase in
vehicular movements during the winter months, there is no evidence to
suggest that this would result in more accidents on the local highway
network.
Finally, the Technical Note alludes that the modified taxiway will only be used
when the grass runways are unserviceable, hence the proposed condition.
Other matters
6.40

The site is within Flood Zone 1 according to Environment Agency Flood Maps
but is identified as being potentially at risk from surface water flooding. Whilst
the proposal has resulted in some earthworks, ground raising along the
taxiway and increase the impermeable area, improvements have also been
made to drainage including a filter trench alongside the widened taxiway
which will receive surface water run-off and allow infiltration into the ground.
Surrey County Council (SCC) were consulted upon the application as the
Lead Local Flood Authority and initially were not satisfied that the proposed
scheme met the requirements set out in the NPPF, the accompanying PPG
and the Non-statutory Technical Standards for sustainable drainage systems.
This was communicated to the Applicant who submitted additional
information. Following re-consultation with SCC, they have confirmed no
objection to the proposal subject to a condition to require the drainage
mitigation works detailed in the Drainage Strategy Response to be completed
within three months of the date of the decision and the submission of a
verification report. With regards to whether better drainage could avoid the
need for the use of the taxiway during winter months, this is considered
unlikely. It is not an issue of pooling associated with storm events but rather
the prolonged waterlogging of the ground associated with winter weather.

6.41

Objections have been received indicating preference for an alternative
proposal/location; however, no specific alternatives are identified so no
weight can be attached to this. Objection was received on the grounds of
setting a precedent; each application must be determined on its own merits.
The development has been undertaken in 2015 and therefore no further
construction is proposed that would result in inconvenience to neighbouring
properties. The development was undertaken on grassed areas either side of
the existing taxiway and did not result in the loss of any trees. The impact
upon wildlife habitat is not considered to be harmful given the location of the
works undertaken either side of the existing taxiway.

6.42

Concerns have also been raised in relation to air pollution, the Air Quality
Officer was consulted upon the application and raised no objection, noting
‘I’ve no objection to this development on air quality grounds. As far as I’m

M:\BDS\DM\CTreports 2020-21\Meeting 11 - 17 March\Agreed reports\6 - 20.01430.F Redhill Aerodrome.doc

Planning Committee
17th March 2021

Agenda Item: 6
20/01430/F

aware the piston aircraft do use leaded fuel, and while far from ideal (given
we are in the 21st century now), it is unlikely that the air quality standard for
lead in the vicinity of the aerodrome will be breached.’ No significant health or
pollution issues are considered to arise as a result of the planning application.
6.43

Concerns have been raised in relation to the impact of the proposal on
Conservation Areas. The nearest Conservation Area in Reigate & Banstead
is at Cross Oak Lane, some distance south of the Aerodrome. Given the
distances involved and the nature of the works, no adverse impact on this
Conservation Area or its setting has been identified.

6.44

An Enforcement Notice was served requiring the reduction in the width of the
taxiway to that before the widening works commenced and the land to be
restored to as it was before the breach of planning control. An appeal was
made against this Enforcement Notice and a Public Inquiry is presently
scheduled for May/June 2021. In the event that planning permission is
granted, the Enforcement Notice would be withdrawn.

CONDITIONS
1.

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of
three years from the date of this permission.
Reason:
To comply with Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as
amended by Section 51 (1) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004.

2.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:
Plan Type
Reference
Version
Date Received
Site Layout Plan
100
B
09.07.2020
Proposed Plans
SK600
A
09.07.2020
Detailed Technical Plan 220
B
09.07.2020
Proposed Plans
210
A
09.07.2020
Existing Plans
110
B
09.07.2020
Proposed Plans
230
D
09.07.2020
Detailed Technical Plan 405
B
09.07.2020
Location Plan
16910004/1
09.07.2020
Reason:
To define the permission and ensure the development is carried out in accord
with the approved plans and in accordance with National Planning Practice
Guidance.

3.

The use of the unlicensed runway 07/25 by fixed-wing aircraft shall be limited
to only those times when the grass runways are unserviceable.
Reason:
To manage the use of the unlicensed runway and intensity of aircraft
movements and associated activity with regard to policy NHE5 of the
Development Management Plan 2019.
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Between the first calendar day of November and the last calendar day of March in
any year, whilst the airfield is open for fixed wing aircraft traffic, no more than an
average total of 85 daily fixed wing aircraft movements will be permitted to occur
from Runway 07/25 assessed on a rolling seven-day average basis, and where each
take-off and landing is considered to be a single movement. The methodology for
calculating the seven-day average for any day will be the aggregate of that day’s
total movements together with the total movements occurring on the preceding six
calendar days, divided by seven.

Worked example
Day (d/m)
07/25 FW
Movements

26/10
0

27/10
0

28/10
0

29/10
0

30/10
0

31/10
0

1/11
0

2/11
38

3/11
32

4/11
70

5/11
61

6/11
49

7/11
10

8/11
95

9/11
85

10/11
89

11/11
37

12/11
56

13/11
62

7 Day
Rolling
Average

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

0

5

10

20

29

51

37

51

63

66

61

60

62

Reason:
To manage the use of the unlicensed runway and intensity of aircraft
movements and associated activity with regard to policy NHE5 of the
Development Management Plan 2019.
5.

6.

Within 3 months of the date of the permission the drainage mitigation works
as set out in Section 10 and Appendix H of the approved document
(Realignment of Taxiway Alpha-Delta – Drainage Strategy Response, fjori,
February 2021, job no: 1064) shall be completed. A verification report carried
out by a qualified drainage engineer must be submitted to and approved by
the Local Planning Authority. This must demonstrate that the surface water
drainage system has been constructed as per the agreed scheme (or detail
any minor variations), state the national grid reference of any key drainage
elements (surface water attenuation devices/areas, flow restriction devices
and outfalls), and confirm any defects have been rectified.
Reason:
To ensure the Drainage System is constructed to the National Non-Statutory
Technical Standards for SuDS.
In the event the site ceases to be used as an aerodrome, the areas of
hardstanding to the widened taxiway hereby approved, shall be removed and
the land returned to its former condition in accordance with a scheme to be
submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority within 3 months of
the cessation of the use.
Reason:
In the interests of the visual amenities of the Metropolitan Green Belt with
regard Development Management Plan policy NHE5.

7.

The taxiway hereby permitted shall be used for general aviation purposes
only.
Reason:
In the interests of the safeguarding of the Metropolitan Green Belt with regard
Development Management Plan policy NHE5.

8.

The taxiway hereby permitted shall not be used for the take-off or landing of
fixed wing manned jet aircraft not powered by means by propeller or rotor.
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Reason:
In the interests of the safeguarding of the Metropolitan Green Belt with regard
Development Management Plan policy NHE5.
INFORMATIVES
1.

If proposed site works affect an Ordinary Watercourse, Surrey County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority should be contacted to obtain prior
written Consent. More details are available on our website.

2.

This permission is subject to a Section 106 legal Agreement, the provisions of
which shall be adhered to.

REASON FOR PERMISSION
The development hereby permitted has been assessed against development plan
policies NHE3, NHE5, TAP1, EMP3, CCF2 and DES1 and material considerations,
including third party representations. It has been concluded that the development
represents inappropriate development within the green belt but that this is justified
by very special circumstances and it is therefore in accordance with the
development plan and there are no material considerations that justify refusal in the
public interest.
Proactive and Positive Statements
The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this
application by assessing the proposal against all material considerations, including
planning policies and any representations that may have been received and
subsequently determining to grant planning permission in accordance with the
presumption in favour of sustainable development where possible, as set out within
the National Planning Policy Framework.
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Levels on the existing Taxiway provided by
Ryebridge. These differ from the original
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edge.
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original survey to approximate the levels
found on site.
No additional level survey of the soft areas
has been undertaken and all levels are to
be considered indicative.
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