
  

     
  
   

    
  

      

       

  

       
       

      
   

   
 

     
       
  

    

   
     

           
 

    
    

  
     

        

Caterham on the Hill Parish Council 
65 Court Road 
Caterham CR3 5RH 

Tel: 01883 708310 
Email: clerk@caterhamhillparishcouncil.co.uk 

Minutes of a  meeting  of  Caterham on  the  Hill  Parish  Council’s
( 
Planning  Committee   
(  

held on Friday 29th  May  at  2pm  via Zoom
( 

Present: Cllr G Dennis (Chair), Cllr D Brent, , Cllr J Orrick (part meeting), Cllr J Webster 

In attendance: 1 member of the public and Mrs H Broughton, Clerk. 

PL 007  Apologies  for  absence  
Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Botten. 

PL 008  Declarations  of interest  
Cllr Dennis declared a non-pecuniary interest in a planning application for 73 Court Road, 
the nature of his interest being that the applicant was a neighbour. 

PL 009  Previous minutes  
No response to the Parish Council’s request for information on 2015/1746: RAF Kenley Officers 
Mess had been received. 
Issues remained with documents not being loaded correctly onto the TDC Planning Portal. 
RESOLVED: 

i. ( that the Clerk chase for a response to 2015/1746: RAF Kenley Officers Mess.
ii. ( that the Clerk send Cllr Botten details of issues with the planning portal over the

past few weeks. 

PL 010  Planning Decisions  
Recent planning decisions were noted. 

PL 011  Whyteleafe  Road  sites  
Councillor Dennis reported that the planning situation regarding Whyteleafe Road (Local Plan 
allocated site HSG08) remains very complex. Shanly Homes won a proposal at Appeal using 
Annes Walk as access and have been causing distress to residents by attempting to bring in 
lorries and construction material. Local Councillors have just deferred an application to 
discharge conditions for this application and as a result commencing development may be in 
contravention of planning. Their preferred option is to use 172 Whyteleafe Road (which they 
own ) as access but the price being demanded for not using Annes Walk is a more aggressive 
scheme that has a number of problems. Meanwhile the other developer, Chartwell has lost their 
application at Appeal. In contrast the Parish has maintained a straightforward sensible position 
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from the beginning – we wish to see both developers cooperate on a joint development that 
uses a single exit onto Whyteleafe Road, as originally envisaged in the emerging Local Plan 

PL 012  Planning  applications  
To approve responses to the following planning applications: 

2020/714/TPO: 6A Strathmore Close 

Prune/reduce horse chestnut, pine and cypress
)
No comment 

2020/707: 122 Foxon Lane
)
First floor rear extension
)
No comment 

2020/777: 29 Danvers Way 
Single storey side extension, first floor rear extension and loft conversion inc. hip to gable end 
No comment 

2020/771/TPO: 9 St Mary’s Mount 
Crown reduction and cutting back of 9 beech trees and 5 cherries to improve access and light 
levels. 
The Parish Council wishes to make a comment on this application but is unable to view the 
documents on the TDC Planning Portal and therefore requests that the deadline be extended. 

2020/786: 52 Brigade Place 

Loft conversion inc. side window and roof lights
)

The terraces of original historic buildings along Brigade Place are at the heart of the Caterham 
Barracks Conservation Area. The grand military character and dominant presence within the 
street scene derives in large part from the architectural uniformity of these buildings. Breaking 
this by inserting roof lights into the rear roofscapes would detract from key characteristics of the 
Conservation Area especially as they would be visible across the open Cricket Green. The Parish 
draws the attention of the District Council to the reason for refusal of a similar proposal on the 
opposite side of the Green (24 Coldstream Road): 
‘The roof lights, by reason of their combined size and visual impact, result in an unduly 
prominent feature on the rear roof slope of the building. The development harms the special 
interest and significance of the Conservation Area a designated heritage asset, as it results in an 
erosion of uniformity which is one of its key defining features and characteristics.’ 
Our concern is that such applications may become a precedent, leading to a cumulative erosion 
of the historic integrity and visual amenity of the Conservation Area. 

2020/366: 73 Court Road
)
Single storey rear extension; new window bay and porch; remove hedge
)
Comment: 
The mature hedge is part of the established character and visual amenity of Court Road, along 
with those opposite. They also provide a valuable haven for wildlife so please consider retaining 
it if possible. 
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2020/706: 6 Montgomery Way, Kenley Park 
Single storey rear extension 
Comment: Since this application was not available on website please ensure neighbours are able 
to view plans and ensure that there are no overshadowing issues. 

Cllr Orrick joined the meeting. 

2020/41: Flat 1, 9 Queens Park Road 
Ground floor side and rear extension 
No comment 

2019/325/Cond 1: 170 Whyteleafe Road – Chartwell 14 unit scheme
)
Discharge of detailed conditions for materials, archaeology and Construction Management Plan.
)

Objection: 
Unfortunate events on the adjoining site (a different developer) demonstrate how crucial the 
Construction Environment Management Plan will be in safeguarding the health, safety and 
welfare of residents. We therefore expect high standards. Although this example is generally 
professional and informative, the Parish Council has specific local concerns. These need to be 
addressed by means of revisions before this document is approved and the condition 
discharged. 

Virtually all roads in Caterham Hill suffer serious on street parking congestion. It is therefore of 
concern that although on-site spaces are provided they will be insufficient. The CEMP (2.3) notes 
that during work phases 1-6 (ie the majority of main construction) parking will be at a premium 
due to site activities. Therefore parking within unrestricted local roads may occur. There are few 
such spaces and they too are at a premium. The emphasis on public transport in section 2.4 is 
also unrealistic. The railway stations are about a mile away up steep hills and unlikely to be 
feasible for workers carrying tools etc. The bus route is also infrequent and unsuitable for work 
commuting. The fact that the Public Transport Travel Plan proposes no targets or monitoring 
tends to confirm this. Therefore further thought needs to be given to travel planning eg 
additional on-site parking (perhaps moved sequentially around the site as works progress) 
and/or a shuttle minibus. Secure locker storage facilities on site would also assist, so that 
workers do not have to transport tools in their own vehicles every day. 

Item d) of the planning condition requires a programme of works. Whilst we appreciate that this 
will not be available until the main contractor is appointed, there needs to be a commitment 
that the construction programme (and revisions) will be sent to the Council and made available 
to local councillors. This will enable them to respond informatively when contacted by residents. 
Similarly once site-specific managerial points of contact are appointed these should also be 
made available to us. 
The CEMP (2.9) includes vibration but no details are given eg we assume there is no percussive 
piling. Presumably the deep drainage boreholes will be auger drilled? Please clarify. Similarly no 
information is given about control of fumes eg from diesel plant. This section also indicates that 
no monitoring of construction noise will be undertaken. Whilst we accept that permanent 
monitoring is unnecessary there needs to be the commitment to instigate it should complaints 
be received from neighbours about specific activities or equipment. Neighbours include the 
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adjoining primary school so the control of noise, dust, vibration and fumes will be particularly 
important. 

The route for construction vehicles includes the congested traffic lights at the Burntwood 
Lane/Whyteleafe Road cross-roads where accidents occur regularly. The right hand turn is 
particularly difficult for lorries and will block both following traffic and any approaching vehicles 
making an opposing right turn. Exiting the site left and then left at the traffic lights is not a 
problem. Alternative incoming routes that avoid the right turn include Church Hill and 
Whyteleafe Hill. Whilst all have traffic issues, we feel that the Highway Authority should be 
asked for advice, especially as multiple lorries will be accessing the site during the groundworks 
phase. Is there any opportunity to install a right filter arrow at the traffic lights? 

We note that works may commence in August. Whilst the public health crisis is difficult to 
predict, it is odd that the developer’s corporate strategy for operating safely during the 
pandemic has not been included. The government and trade organisations have issued guidance 
for construction work. How will it be implemented on this site? 
The Parish Council is not opposed in principle provided this further detail is added to the CEMP 

2020/647: 66 High Street 
Rear ground floor, first floor and loft extensions for change of use to HMO (front retail unit 
remains). 

The Parish Council welcomes positive opportunities to regenerate and re-purpose rather run 
down properties along the High Street, including residential use above and to the rear of shop 
units where appropriate. However this is with the proviso that the TDC parking standards are 
strictly adhered to. Poplar Walk to the rear provides service access to the shops and has 
particularly congested on street parking. The proposal is for two double rooms and four single, 
indicating eight occupants. Were these one bedroom C3 flats, nine parking spaces would be 
required but there is only one available. Even with a sui generis HMO proposal an individual 
assessment and justification is required of the parking needs and this has not happened. We 
would ask the District Council to action this. 
We also regard the future viability of the High Street as relying heavily on creating an attractive 
and affordable environment for small independent shops, services and businesses of all kinds. 
The HMO proposal can only be justified if it is the enabling development that secures the future 
of the shop unit. That is redundant because of a lack of demand for traditional A1 retail local 
shops in favour of larger supermarkets etc. However there is local demand for many other types 
of small business premises and offices. We may in principle support such a change of use if it 
assisted the commercial future of the High Street, an important local centre. However, we also 
note the statement from the TDC Planning Policy team that A1 retail units along the High Street 
are below the target set in Detailed Policy DP3 (45% of the frontage as opposed to 50%). So 
either way the future of the redundant shop unit needs clarification as part of the proposal. 

The Planning Statement is though strangely silent about this, leading to concerns that its new 
kitchen/toilet is simply passive provision for a future flat (which the Parish Council would 
oppose strongly). We also draw the attention of the District Council to our emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan. It has reached an advanced stage following Public Enquiry and may 
therefore be given commensurate weight in decision making under NPPF (48) and Planning 
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Practice Guidance. Policy CCW13 (retaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of retail 
centres) applies. 

We therefore feel that this application should be withdrawn in favour of an integrated 
development proposal that puts a new front retail or small business unit first. In particular an 
opportunity has been missed to improve the visual amenity (and hence commercial viability) of 
the present ugly frontage. The outdated fenestration and inappropriate shop front undermine 
the heritage value of the streetscape along the historic High Street. At present the proposal 
does not conform to Core Strategy CSP18 regarding enhancing design quality and local 
character. 

The Parish Council is not opposed in principle to this scheme provided the necessary changes 
are made. We know local issues and priorities in detail, so it is unfortunate that we were not 
consulted before the application was submitted. 

2020/782/TPO: 15 Stanstead Road 
Fell ash (dead due to die-back) 
No comment 

Additional  Item:  Coulsdon Lodge  

The Parish Council has objected to this application on the basis of inadequate information 
concerning three material issues. Further documentation has now been submitted. Whilst we 
welcome the improvements, they have done nothing to allay our concerns over one major issue, 
site access. The proposal must demonstrate how the health, safety and welfare of new and 
existing residents will be ensured during the construction and operational phases. It has not 
done so. This matter is not being given due weight and as a result the proposal fails policies 
CSP18 and DP7 (impact on amenity of neighbours) and DP5 (highway safety and design). 

We previously drew attention to the significant loss of TPO trees, only slightly reduced by the 
removal of one dwelling. The proposal implies significant environmental harm unless the losses 
can be offset by a detailed green landscaping plan able to demonstrate net environmental gain. 
We therefore welcome the subsequent recommendations from Surrey Wildlife Trust on 
practical measures for achieving an overall net biodiversity gain and for preparing an 
appropriately detailed Landscape and Ecology Management Plan. Provided that these 
recommendations are included in a similarly detailed planning condition for green landscaping 
and ecology, we feel that the proposal can now strike a balance between housing need and 
environmental conservation. It is though essential that the condition also requires these works 
to be carried out under the supervision of a qualified ecologist and to the satisfaction of the 
Council’s Tree Officer and Surrey Wildlife Trust. 

Caterham Hill is recognised as being vulnerable to regular episodes of surface water flooding 
during storms. The site will be acting as natural attenuation in its present woodland state. The 
risk is predominantly from this site rather than to it since any net run-off as a result of 
development would migrate westwards down slope into the known valley flow path along 
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Roffes Lane, where properties were flooded out in 2016. The test of NPPF 155 therefore applies 
(making development safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere). We note that 
revised drainage strategy and flood risk assessment documents have now been made available 
and that the Lead Local Flood Authority is satisfied with them, subject to conditions. We also 
note that Thames Water accepts in principle the mode and method of connection to the public 
sewer. The Parish Council is therefore satisfied that adequate information has now been 
provided. 

Our main concern remains use of Blackthorn Road for both construction and permanent access. 
We have major concerns about the safety and welfare of new and existing residents. Blackthorn 
Road is a particularly narrow one way cul de sac built to accommodate four dwellings. The 
logistics of using this access (essentially unchanged) to serve a total of seventeen dwellings have 
not been explained. Opening a footway onto Chaldon Road would increase through pedestrian 
traffic into Oakgrove, yet Blackthorn Road has no footpath. The Transport Assessment states 
blandly that it would be shared space. How would that work safely? 
Detailed Policy DP5 (Highway Safety and Design) states that proposals should comply with 
Highway design guidance. The Surrey guidance (section 3.3) indicates that the minimum 
carriageway width to serve 0-25 dwellings is 4.1 m (excluding pavement). Here it is only 3.0 m in 
total (Transport Assessment). DP5 also indicates that proposals should not impede free flow of 
traffic or create hazards to traffic and other road users. Under shared space vehicles entering 
the site would compete with those leaving plus vehicles of existing residents and pedestrians, 
potentially including children or disabled people. The trip analysis is false in claiming a reduction 
in traffic as a result of the development (because it would be less than the former care home). 
The site has been derelict and empty with no such use since well before Oakgrove was built. This 
is indicative of the poor quality of the supporting information. 
The Highway Authority has indicated that the construction and emergency access onto Chaldon 
Road should be removed from the proposal on traffic and pedestrian safety grounds. However 
the latest site layout plan still shows this route as serving emergency access. How would access 
by all other vehicles be prevented? Would there be a barrier served by a padlock or key code? 
No information has been provided on these matters. The emergency services must be asked to 
confirm that the proposed arrangement meets their requirements. 

There are of course equal traffic and pedestrian safety concerns over Blackthorn Road but that 
falls outside Highway’s  remit, being unadopted. It does not though fall outside the District 
Council’s responsibility. We are concerned that no consideration has been made of the impact 
of large vehicles using Blackthorn Road, especially during the construction phase. The 
carriageway is 3.0 m wide but the gateway is only 2.88 m, kerb to kerb. A cement mixer is 3.2 m 
wide and weighs 32 tons laden. If a refuse lorry cannot enter and refuse bins are to be hauled 
out into Oakgrove are the drag distances acceptable to the company? The safety aspect of the 
development is in our view too serious to be addressed via planning condition. Detailed thought 
needs to be given now, as part of the application process. We have before us an example of 
what can go wrong when this has not happened. We have all seen recently the serious impact 
on the health, safety and welfare of our residents of construction vehicles attempting to access 
another site via an equally narrow cul de sac that also does not meet Highway standards 
(2018/2445: Annes Walk). Blackthorn Road is such a situation in waiting. It is unsuitable to serve 
the development contrary to Highway design specifications, resulting in unacceptable impacts 
on road safety and the welfare of residents 
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