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Appendix: Draft Tandridge Local Plan - Comments on HSG 06 and CAT 040   29th August 2018 

Comments on Section 22 Housing - HSG 06 (hard copy pp 107 - 108, online pp 109-110) 

Map: The Green Belt boundary is wrongly shown.  There need to be separate colours and key entries to 

show that the Local Plan proposes that this site be removed from the GB.  The Kenley Aerodrome 

Conservation Area boundary is not shown at all.   

The site is also shown as being within a "settlement boundary"; this pre-empts the outcome of the Local 

Plan review.  The settlement hierarchy map on p 69 of the 2015 Settlement Hierarchy Report (within the 

Local Plan Technical Studies) shows this site as being excluded from the Caterham on the Hill Settlement.  

There is no reference to a potential or actual boundary adjustment in the 2018 Settlement Hierarchy 

Addendum (and that document states on p 3 three that, inter alia,  it does not "… recommend whether it 

should be inset from the Green Belt or not; such decisions can only be made through the plan-making 

process and the Local Plan itself").   

These comments also apply to the Draft Local Plan Policies Map. 

Site Description: There is no reference to the fact that the site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt.  The 

first sentence should be amended to start: "The site is located within the Metropolitan Green Belt and 

within the Kenley Aerodrome Conservation Area …". 

Conservation: Housing development on this site will not "conserve and enhance the setting of nearby 

heritage assets …".  It will remove any opportunity for future conservation of the built-over area and will 

damage the setting of the Grade II Listed Former Institute Building, contrary to Conservation Area 

objectives. 

New Defensible Boundaries: The text of this section in the Draft Plan reads, in full: "Design and layout 

should actively seek to create and preserve clear and defensible boundaries between the edge of the site 

and the Green Belt to which it is adjacent."  Again, the site is not "adjacent" to the Green Belt; it is within 

the Green Belt.  It will remain in the GB unless and until a formal process for its removal from the GB has 

been properly completed.   

The only reference found regarding the potential removal of this site from the GB is in the GB Assessment 

Part 3 (see below), but page 2 of that report states that it "does not make alterations to the boundary of 

the Green Belt, this can only be done through the Local Plan".  No text or policy has been found within the 

Draft Plan which establishes this formal process, either in relation to this specific location or more 

generally.  Is this only this site for which such a flawed proposal is made and, if not, are there other 

locations similarly compromised by this covert process?  

Comments on CAT 040 in Green Belt (GB) Assessment Part 3 (2018) - Appendix 1 pp 52-55 

General and Map: There is no clear indication on the map of the LB Croydon boundary.  There is no 

indication on the map or in the text of the proximity to Draft Local Plan site HSG 08.  There is no indication 

on the map that the site is within the GB.  The Kenley Airfield Conservation Area boundary is not shown 

on the map. 

In the text, there are several references to "the redevelopment of Kenley Aerodrome" which is said to 

have "created the perception of settlements [Kenley and Caterham] merging", and to preventing 

Caterham from merging with Kenley and Whyteleafe.  These statements are inaccurate; indeed, they bear 

no resemblance to the actual townscape or development of the area.  There has been no redevelopment 
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of the Aerodrome (now usually called Kenley Airfield), but only of former Ministry of Defence housing 

south of the Airfield.  This MoD estate was (and remains) within Portley Ward, in Tandridge District. 

This misperception may arise from the naming of the redeveloped housing as 'The Kenley Park Estate'  

and to the decision of Royal Mail to use CR8 (rather than CR3) postcodes in the area.  There has been  

no development which has resulted in the merging of Kenley and Caterham, actual or perceived.   

These errors were pointed out to TDC in the response by Caterham on the Hill Parish Council (PC) to an 

earlier consultation.  For example, this is an extract from p14 of the PC's response dated Jan - Feb 2016: 

PC comments: The TDC report's comments on Area of Further Investigation 008 contain errors 

and are confusing.  The statements that "the development that has occurred in Kenley has 

created sprawl into Caterham" and "the redevelopment of Kenley Aerodrome, whilst not 

physically merging Kenley with Caterham, has created the perception of settlements 

merging" are wrong.  The author may have confused Kenley (in LB Croydon) with the 

redevelopment of the Kenley Park Estate (in the northern part of Caterham on the Hill); this 

was previously the site of MoD housing (albeit with a minor change in the Tandridge / 

Croydon boundary around twenty years ago).  Kenley Airfield itself is a Conservation Area 

(partly within Croydon) and has not been redeveloped. 

The Parish Council offered help to TDC in understanding GBA 004, which is complex and multi-

faceted.  Unfortunately, this offer was declined.  This section must now be rewritten.  

It is extremely disappointing and frustrating that the PC's corrections have been ignored and that these 

errors have persisted into the current Draft Plan.  They need to be corrected now. 

There is no reference here to the London Borough of Croydon (LBC) as a neighbouring authority.  However, 

the Kenley Aerodrome Conservation Area Proposals Statement (KACAPS) of 2005 was prepared jointly by 

TDC and LBC and is adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance by both authorities.  There needs to be 

consultation with LBC before TDC's final proposals for this site are submitted.  Consultation should also 

take place with City Commons (Corporation of London) which manages much of the Airfield and its 

heritage assets, with Historic England, and with the Kenley Airfield Friends Group which has been involved 

in conservation work and other volunteer activities. This should all be made explicit within the document. 

The statement (p53, box 2) that Victor Beamish Avenue forms the western boundary of the site is incorrect.  

It separates a wooded area to the west of this road from the main parts of the site to the east. 

There is a reference at the foot of p53 that KACAPS "seeks to accommodate development within the 

aerodrome".  That is misleading.  The site now proposed for development comprises most of the 

Conservation Area's Sub Area 2 (page 16 of KACAPS printed copy).  The document states: "The Council's 

main objectives are to preserve the Institute building and to ensure that any reuse of the building and the 

surrounding land, including any new development that might be acceptable under Green Belt policy, 

would preserve and enhance the appearance of the area."; (our emphasis). The reference should quote 

that statement in full. 

The location of the Sustainability Appraisal's detailed findings on this site should be cross-referenced 

here.  The balance of its findings appears to have been ignored or overruled in reaching the conclusion at 

the foot of p55.  LBC, Natural England and City Commons would need to be consulted on any continuing 

heritage asset value at this Conservation Area site, prior to submission of the Local Plan.  



Appx 3 
 

A section starting at the foot of p54 shows that the real purpose of this Green Belt review exercise is not 

primarily the assessment of the value of GB land in itself, but the sites' potential as housing land.  This 

should not form part of a GB land review; it should be a separate exercise.  

The "proximity" to a GP surgery etc is challenged.  The site is in a part of Portley Ward which is remote 

from most social infrastructure (except schools).  The nearest accessible stations are over a mile away.  

The local bus service was recently cut; it is now infrequent and runs on Monday - Saturday daytimes only. 

The current condition of the site (p55) is not relevant to its designation as Green Belt.   If degraded or 

semi-derelict land were considered to be appropriate for removal from the GB, this would be seen as an 

invitation to landowners and developers to permit or encourage the degradation of their land.  The fire 

referred to (in a Listed Building elsewhere within the Conservation Area) is a matter of great concern, but 

is not relevant to the future of this site. 

Map Areas (page 52):  This site comprises three separate areas.  The area to the south of the Listed 

Building is grassed and is intended for use as a playing field; it is also immediately adjacent to Salmons 

Lane Green, which is a public open space and is itself also in the Green Belt.  The area to the west of 

Victor Beamish Avenue is heavily planted with trees and forms a screen adjacent to houses in Rosebriars, 

Hillhurst Gardens and Halton Road.  The northern area is open and is semi-derelict.  However, this part of 

the site is most closely related to the rest of the Airfield and has potential heritage value.  

Conclusion: Given the errors of fact and perception and the other points made above, Caterham on the 

Hill Parish Council strongly disagrees with the "planning judgement" that removal from this site from 

the Green Belt is appropriate or acceptable.  HSG06 must therefore be removed from the Housing 

Allocations List. 

 

 


