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Tandridge District Council Draft Local Plan (published in July 2018) 

Regulation 19 Public Consultation - Response by Caterham Hill Parish Council  
(approved at an Extraordinary General Meeting of the Council on 29th August 2018) 

Summary 

Caterham on the Hill Parish Council has numerous objections to the Draft Local Plan (DLP) as currently 

published by Tandridge District Council.  We consider the DLP to be fundamentally unsound and we ask  

that it be substantially redrafted to take account of our comments and amendments.  The Detailed 

Comments and Appendix to this report form an integral part of our response. 

The Process 

The process for consultation on the DLP has been deficient.  Since the previous round of (Regulation 18) 

consultation on matters affecting Tandridge District as a whole there have been many major changes to the 

DLP, and numerous statutory and technical reports have been issued.   

Some 60% of the DLP is new, so the current consultation is the only opportunity to comment on the DLP as a 

whole.  Failure by TDC to consider and respond to these comments would render the Plan unsound.  The most 

recent parts of the process for publication of the DLP have been particularly deficient.  Various documents 

were published immediately prior to Tandridge Council's Planning Policy Meeting on 3rd July 2018, and others 

were not available at all.  District Councillors were therefore unable to make an informed, detailed and diligent 

analysis of some parts of the DLP before approving it for submission to Full Council on 19th July 2018.   

At Full Council, some key documents had only been published days earlier, so Councillors had insufficient time 

for scrutiny even at that stage.  In particular, the statutory Sustainability Assessment was incomplete and the 

whole of the Housing Land Supply Topic Paper was missing.  Meanwhile, officers were redrafting parts of the 

DLP, but neither the Planning Policy Committee nor Councillors as a whole had an opportunity to assess and 

approve the final version of the Plan and its key supporting documents before publication.  We therefore 

consider this aspect of the process to be unsound.  See also our Detailed Comments below. 

As part of the current public consultation, Tandridge Council has published and distributed 'Fact Sheets' for 

each Ward within the District.  The 'Fact Sheets' for the three Wards in Caterham on the Hill are incomplete 

and misleading.  This aspect of the Regulation 19 consultation has therefore been unsound.   

The Parish Council considers that, to overcome these process failures, the Plan can be rendered legally 

compliant and sound only by taking full account of all proposals for alteration, and not by restricting changes 

to those which meet limited 'legal compliance' or 'soundness' criteria.  See our Changes Required below. 

The Content 

The DLP, while including numerous aspirations and expression of good intent, lacks firm policies which  

address some of the main concerns of our community in Caterham on the Hill.  Residents, and we as their 

representatives, wish to see rapid progress towards an improved environment and a better quality of life.  

Some of the policies, as currently drafted, are either too vague to be enforceable or contain 'loopholes' which 

render them ineffective.  Examples are given in our Detailed Comments.  The DLP also shows little awareness 

of the local circumstances and planning issues which are important in our area. 

While there are some specific policies on matters such as conserving open spaces, opportunities have been 

missed to use Tandridge Council's planning powers to improve aspects of our local infrastructure which need 

urgent attention.  Overall, our community will see this Plan as bringing threats of further 'town cramming', 

extra traffic and deteriorating community facilities.  
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The DLP contains errors of fact and interpretation.  Examples are given in our Detailed Comments to this 

report, including many false assertions on p184 of the Statutory Report Sustainability Appraisal 2018 Volume 

2: Options Assessments and in relation to the Kenley Airfield Conservation Area and the proposed housing 

allocation site HSG06.  The DLP will remain unsound unless these have all been corrected.  Again, examples  

are given in our Detailed Comments. 

Several additional criteria should be applied to all future housing developments in Tandridge District as a 

whole, or certainly to Caterham on the Hill.  These include: moderation of the 'density optimisation' criterion 

in respect of Caterham on the Hill; rewording in various parts of the Plan so as to ensure that it is genuinely 

'infrastructure led', specifically on flood mitigation and resilience; a greater percentage allocation of affordable 

housing in urban developments; and adequate parking criteria.  Details are set out in our Detailed Comments.   

Green Belt Assessments and Policies 

It is the Parish Council's view that the Green Belt Assessment process has been flawed.  The Local Plan 

Technical Report Green Belt Assessment Methodology (2015) paid insufficient attention to the key GB criteria 

of permanence and openness.  This has led to the GB review becoming, in our view, a search for housing land.   

It should have been a genuinely impartial GB review, leading to a clear set of criteria for retention of land 

within the Green Belt or for removal from it. 

Further, the review failed to take adequate account of areas where the Tandridge GB is contiguous with that  

of the London Borough of Croydon.  This has led to an inappropriate proposal to withdraw land from the GB  

in our Parish.  Further detail is given in our Detailed Comments. 

There is no formal reference in the Draft Plan for the process of removal of specific sites from the Green Belt 

or for the addition of these sites for inclusion within changed Settlement Boundaries.   If the Council remains 

determined to take land from the Green Belt, it is essential that these omissions are made good before the 

Draft Plan is submitted.  Further detail is given in our Detailed Comments. 

Housing Allocations 

We consider that the DLP, as currently published, is unsound in respect of the housing allocations specified 

below. 

Further criteria need to be established for implementation of Housing Allocations HSG05, HSG07 and HSG08.  

These are set out in our Detailed Comments.   

The reasons given in the DLP for removal of Housing Allocation HSG06 from the Metropolitan Green Belt are 

flawed and do not demonstrate special circumstances.  HSG06 should be retained in the Green Belt and 

removed from the allocations list.  Our reasons for seeking this change are given in our Detailed Comments 

and in the Appendix. 

Inclusion of Allocation HSG20: One Public Estate is invalid because it is a planning policy making a formal 

housing allocation yet has not even identified the sites to which it applies, let alone defined the material 

considerations applicable to each site or to the project as a whole.  This is therefore premature and should  

be removed from the allocations list.  Further reasons for seeking this change are given in our Detailed 

Comments. 

Other sites have been omitted from the housing land allocations, including the restoration of Kenley Airfield 

Officers' Mess and a site at Hawarden Road.  Further detail is given in our Detailed Comments.  

https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Evidence%20base%20and%20technical%20studies/Sustainability-Appraisal-2018-Volume-2-Options-Assessments-July-2018.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Evidence%20base%20and%20technical%20studies/Sustainability-Appraisal-2018-Volume-2-Options-Assessments-July-2018.pdf
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Changes Required 

The Parish Council considers that the following changes are required in order to make the Draft Local Plan 

robust, legally compliant and sound (at least so far as it relates to Caterham on the Hill). 

Because the process for approval and publication of the DLP was unsound, and because much of the DLP's 

contents and its supporting papers are new, all comments received and changes sought must be given due 

consideration in the preparation of the submission version of the Plan.  This must be published in full in good 

time for District Councillors to scrutinise the documents before approval. 

The errors of fact and interpretation and the numerous false assertions relating to Caterham on the Hill in  

the DLP and its supporting documents must be corrected. 

The DLP needs to be amended to reflect community-based criteria for the conservation, improvement and 

future development of Caterham on the Hill. 

There are key physical and social infrastructure deficits in Caterham on the Hill, including for example 

vulnerability to flooding.  The DLP must recognise that these need urgent attention now, rather than making 

them dependent on approval of the Local Plan and further development taking place. 

There are weaknesses in the drafting of numerous policies within the DLP.  Wordings must be strengthened 

and 'loopholes' deleted if these policies are to be effective. 

The Green Belt Assessment process has been unsound.  It should have been a thorough and impartial review 

of the Green Belt, rather than essentially a search for housing land.  If Tandridge Council remains determined 

to alter GB boundaries, clear criteria need to be established for changes to the GB rather than relying on "a 

matter of planning judgement".  Arguments in the DLP and the Housing Land Supply Topic Paper must be 

markedly strengthened to avoid the risk of widespread loss of GB in the District. 

Changes proposed to GB and settlement boundaries need to be set out clearly in the DLP and on the Policies 

Map, rather than implying that they have already taken place. 

There needs to be a specific policy on Conservation Areas, together with a list of these areas. 

The DLP must set out further criteria for any new housing development in Caterham on the Hill.  These need  

to include car parking standards which reflect relatively poor public transport access, especially in some parts 

of the Parish. Flood resilience is another key criterion for any new development. 

The reasons given in the DLP for allocating site HSG06 for housing are based on several errors of fact and 

interpretation, and they fail to give due weight to Green Belt, sustainability and historic conservation issues.  

The site must be deleted from the allocation list and retained within the Green Belt. 

The proposal to allocate 82 new housing units within 'One Public Estate: North Tandridge' (HSG20) is 

speculative and potentially damaging to community facilities in Caterham on the Hill.  It must be removed 

from the list of housing allocations. 

Further sites need to be added to the housing land allocations, including the Kenley Airfield Officers Mess and 

a site at Hawarden Road. 

Further details are required regarding the retention, alteration or deletion of each of the present Local Plan's 

Detailed Policies. 

Conclusion 

Caterham on the Hill Parish Council considers that the current draft of the Tandridge Local Plan lacks legal 

compliance and is unsound.  We therefore seek the alterations referred to in this consultation response 

and its appendices.  We ask that Tandridge District Council gives these comments full consideration and 

makes the necessary changes to its Draft Local Plan. 
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Detailed Comments 

Process 

Overall weaknesses in the process for preparation of Tandridge Council's Draft Local Plan are set out in our 

summary report. 

The Local Plan will be examined under NPPF 2012 but its policies implemented under NPPF 2018, so 

appropriate references are included. 

We consider that not just the Local Plan, but the process by which it is derived, should be community based in 

order to be sound (NPPF: 2012, 155).  See below for further comment on key community based criteria. 

The Parish Council last had the opportunity for meaningful engagement and comment on the Local Plan in 

December 2016 (Regulation 18 consultation).  Over 200 documents and technical appendices now support the 

Local Plan of which about 125 (60%) are either new or significantly revised since that date.  That includes all 

the statutory documents and the four described as key in the main DLP. 

Among the issues that are particular Parish Council priorities we note the Housing Land Supply Topic Paper, 

Sustainability Assessment (2018), Town and Local Centre Review, Retail and Leisure Study, Site-based Ecology 

Assessments, Green Belt Assessment, Landscape Capacity and Sensitivity Study, Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 

Urban Capacity Study and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.  These have all been issued since the Regulation 18 

consultation.  

However the Parish Council has had no opportunity to comment on the quality of draft policies and how they 

address local needs. Even our District Councillors (including members of the Planning Policy Committee) had 

no prior opportunity to see, let alone carry out any due diligence on the DLP policies before they were made 

public on 21st June 2018.  In particular, parts of the statutory Sustainability Appraisal and the whole of the 

Housing Land Supply Topic Paper were only published after the Planning Policy Committee meeting on 3rd July 

and shortly before Full Council on 19th July. 

A further failure in the process was that, although District Councillors were invited to submit comments on the 

DLP immediately prior to the Planning Policy Committee meeting, appropriate attention was not paid to their 

inputs.  Two Caterham Hill Councillors submitted comments.  One sought significant changes to Policy TLP47 

(Sustainable Urban Drainage and Reducing Flood Risk) to address local needs, but this was declined.  Another 

sought removal of Housing Site HSG6 from the list of Green Belt housing allocations, but this was also declined.  

No reasons were given, and these appeared to be officer, rather than member, decisions, and they were taken 

despite contrary assurances to Councillors.  This part of the process was therefore unsound. 

For these reasons we believe the DLP preparation process to have been unsound. 

Errors of fact and interpretation, and omissions 

We give here a few examples of the errors in the DLP and its supporting documents.  Others are referred to in 

later parts of our detailed comments. 

Paragraph 7.3 of the DLP states: "Kenley Aerodrome is also just north of the district boundary and is used 

primarily for light aircraft and gliders."  This is incorrect; Kenley is only used for gliding, so it is not in practice 

an active transport airfield.  Also, unlike Redhill and Biggin Hill, there is public access to large parts of the 

airfield.  Kenley Airfield is therefore primarily a recreational open space, and the Kenley Aerodrome Conserv-

ation Area (which lies partly within the District) is an important World War II heritage site.  [ Also, Redhill 

Aerodrome straddles the District boundary, so the wording there is wrong too. ] 

Within the technical paper Green Belt Assessment, Part 3 (2018), CAT 040, Appendix 1 (pp 51-54), 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 
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Whyteleafe.  These statements are inaccurate; indeed, they bear no resemblance to the actual townscape or 

development of the area.  There has been no redevelopment of the Aerodrome (now usually called Kenley 

Airfield), but only of former Ministry of Defence housing adjacent to the Airfield.  This MoD estate was (and 

remains) within Portley Ward, in Tandridge District.  Further detail is given in the Appendix. 

There are several errors and misperceptions in the section on Caterham in the statutory document 

Sustainability Appraisal 2018 Volume 2 Options Assessments (section 5.11.7, page 184 in the printed version, 

page 72 of volume 2 in the online version).   

The author of this section may be unaware that Caterham on the Hill and Caterham Valley are essentially two 

separate communities, with a steep hillside between them.  The text attempts to generalise about features, 

facilities and infrastructure for Caterham as a whole, and thus presents a misleading picture of our Parish. 

To give examples: only a small minority of our residents live within 1km of the rail stations in the Valley (and 

then via a steep hill); bus services are mostly infrequent (except for routes 411 & 466), and they are poorly 

coordinated; other than (London) route 466 (which does not serve a local train station), services in the 

evenings and on Sundays are very poor or non-existent; Caterham on the Hill residents are therefore likely to 

remain almost entirely car dependent. The statement that there is "very good access to public transport in 

Caterham would be expected to minimise the use of private car, benefitting local air quality" is, sadly, wishful 

thinking for our Parish.    

Also in this section of the Sustainability Appraisal, there is no mention of the environmental and leisure 

benefits offered by Coulsdon and Kenley Commons immediately north of our Parish in Croydon LB. 

Finally, Caterham is said to be "a sustainable location for growth".  This emphatically does not apply to our 

Parish.  All the larger sites with development potential have already been redeveloped, mostly without 

adequate infrastructure improvements.  We now have significant infrastructure deficits, some of which need 

urgent attention (see below).   

Section 5.11.7 of the Sustainability Appraisal needs to be rewritten, with a separate section for Caterham on 

the Hill.  The comments and 'scores' in Tables 29 and 30 on the following pages also need to be revised.  To 

take a single example, for CAT 007 and CAT 040 it is absurd to describe sites which are over 1km from the 

nearest accessible stations and which have a single bus service which is infrequent and runs only during 

weekday daytimes as 'green ++' (i.e. excellent); on the contrary, public transport access to that part of Portley 

Ward is 'red -', (i.e. poor). 

Decisions on policies and housing allocations within the DLP are based on the errors and false assumptions in 

the Sustainability Appraisal.  Changes are therefore needed both here and in the DLP itself. 

There are major omissions from the Local Plan Policies Map 2018.  On housing allocation sites, no distinction is 

made between sites which are already within settlements and those which require a change to the Green Belt 

boundary.  Concomitant settlement boundary changes are also not shown on the map.  The map omits the 

location or boundaries of Conservation Areas.  These features must be added to the Policies Map for the Plan 

to become sound. 

Need for community based criteria 

The Parish Council considers that, in order to reflect current best practice standards and be a forward looking 

Local Plan that supports sustainable communities, the policies should implement NPPF 2018. 

Analysis for our Neighbourhood Plan has shown that our area (principally Caterham and Whyteleafe) has 29% 

of the built up area of the District, 32% of the population but has delivered 50% of its new housing between 

2002 and 2015. This level is predicted to continue under the new Local Plan until at least 2025.  For that reason 

the Parish Council wishes to see robust policies in the DLP that will allow us to have a strong input (via the 

https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Evidence%20base%20and%20technical%20studies/Sustainability-Appraisal-2018-Volume-2-Options-Assessments-July-2018.pdf


6 
 

District Council) into shaping and managing development and its delivery in matters such as high quality design 

(including flood resilience since our area is particularly vulnerable). 

Infrastructure issues 

The DLP claims to be "infrastructure led".  However, the Infrastructure paragraph within Section 8 of the DLP 

lists some infrastructure issues across Tandridge District as a whole.  Within our Parish, major infrastructure 

deficits include: limited local employment, and poor public transport access to some regional employment 

locations, such as Gatwick Airport; a local highway network which is overloaded and incapable of significant 

improvement; relatively poor access to the nearest rail stations; generally poor bus services; serious under-

provision of drainage; under-provision of GP services; schools which are oversubscribed in some years; 

variable walking-distance access to local open space.   

The limited highway network in turn limits the capacity of the Parish to accommodate further new housing 

development.  Some other deficits, such as drainage, need urgent mitigation to avoid repetition of the floods 

of 2016.  Overall, infrastructure improvements and management should be made before any significant 

further development takes place.  These projects should not have to await approval of the new Local Plan,  

and then be delayed further until new planning approvals are given.  The DLP's detailed policies and provisions 

will not yield an "infrastructure led" Plan. 

Car parking standards 

Our Parish has only one good bus service; this is TfL Route 466, which does not serve a local rail station or the 

nearest main shopping area in Caterham Valley.  Other services tend to be infrequent or irregular and there is 

no coordination between them; they are very infrequent or non-existent in the evenings and on Sundays.  Very 

few parts of the Parish are within 1km of a rail station, and there are steep hills between our Parish and these 

stations.  Our area is not attractive for cycling due to narrow roads, heavy traffic and obstructive car parking. 

Most of our Parish area is therefore wholly or mainly car dependent (except for short walking journeys).  Many 

older housing areas suffer from parking congestion, but this has been made worse where some new estates 

have failed to provide enough parking for their residents and visitors.  This has led to chaotic parking on these 

estates and intrusive parking on other nearby roads.  Car parking standards within our Parish must recognise 

the reality of our poor public transport links and be raised accordingly, to a minimum of two spaces for each 

household, together with visitor parking. 

Green Belt assessments and policies 

The Parish Council considers that the DLP Green Belt Assessments are flawed.  In places, the evidence base is 

inaccurate, perhaps through unfamiliarity with the area.   

An example of misleading wording on changes to the boundaries of the Green Belt relates to text on the 

Housing Land Allocation section of the DLP for HSG06, Land off Salmons Lane West (p109)  This states that the 

site has been removed from the Green Belt: "Green Belt Amendment: The exceptional circumstances to justify 

the release of this site from the Green Belt have been identified and the allocation of this site has resulted in an 

alteration to the Green Belt boundary", and also: "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".  

However, the DLP Portley Ward Fact Sheet states that this land remains in the Green Belt: "Land off Salmons 

Lane West, Caterham, HSG06 (in the Green Belt and a conservation area)". 

As stated elsewhere, the DLP needs to set out clear GB criteria and to make clear where changes to GB 

boundaries are proposed.  We do not consider that "exceptional circumstances" have been demonstrated to 

justify removal of HSG06 from the Green Belt. 
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Weaknesses in DLP Policies 

Here are some examples of weak sections and policies in the DLP; the list is not intended to be comprehensive. 

DLP, Section 6: Duty to Cooperate   It is clear from the table that most of the work on the Duty to Cooperate is 

incomplete. 

There are weaknesses and omissions in Section 8: Issues & Opportunities 

Para 8.1, Homes and the Economy, final bullet, states: "The loss of employment space, due to permitted 

development rights, has also dwindled supply - specifically within the Office (B1) use class. Caterham has been 

particularly affected by this and the Council will be carefully monitoring the losses and gains of employment 

pace (sic) as part of the Authorities (sic) Monitoring Report which will be carried out annaully (sic)."  This 

wording demonstrates that TDC is either unwilling or unable to affect the loss of employment in Caterham. 

Ditto, Wellbeing and Safety, third bullet (on flooding), states:  "Due to the rural nature of the district, some 

communities are at risk of isolation in extreme events and both Caterham and Smallfield have experienced this 

already."  The two halves of this sentence do not fit together.  Caterham is not a rural area, and the 

devastating flooding in June 2016 was caused or exacerbated by a failure to maintain and increase drainage 

capacity in our urban area.  There has also been repeated flooding in Whyteleafe.  These comments also apply 

to a further bullet in the next section. 

Ditto, The Environment and Heritage, final bullet refers to "… 19 conservation areas …", but we have been 

unable to find where these are listed in the DLP or a policy covering measures which are proposed for their 

conservation and protection from inappropriate development.  This needs to be rectified. 

Ditto, The Green Belt   This bullet reads:  "The majority of the District is designated as Green Belt, the highest 

of any authority in the country. Green Belt is a national policy designation that restricts development and seeks 

to avoid inappropriate sprawl by keeping land open. Green Belt policy has worked successfully in this District, 

but does present a policy challenge to meeting our identified development needs in full."  It is surely worth 

giving the 94% figure here.   

The final sentence quoted above exposes a key issue facing the Council.  The reality is that TDC has a stark 

choice: to put forward a Local Plan which respects the District's Green Belt status and which therefore severely 

limits development opportunities; or to abandon the Green Belt boundaries in principle and in practice.  The 

'half-way house' of limited development within the GB is barely referred to within the DLP, and the belatedly 

published Housing Land Supply Topic Paper makes only a weak case for the DLP's choice of about 6,100 

dwelling units over the plan period.  This paper needs considerable strengthening, with clear criteria against 

which the choice of housing sites can be tested, if the DLP is to have any chance of a defence against more 

widespread loss of GB.  DLP paragraph 11.7 also refers to this paper, and a similar comment applies. 

Ditto, Infrastructure, first bullet reads: "The District is well-served by and in proximity to nationally significant 

infrastructure such as the M25, M23 and Gatwick Airport. But much of our more local transport network (A22, 

A25, railway stations and rural roads) have capacity issues and are subject to congestion and service 

disruption."  The motorways are also subject to "capacity issues" and "service disruption", almost daily in the 

case of the M25, and Junction 6 (Godstone) is congested at peak times.   Surprisingly, there is no mention here 

of the railway capacity constraints at East Croydon and elsewhere.  There is no mention in this section of the 

urgent need to upgrade drainage in Caterham and elsewhere. 

In the DLP section on the Green Belt, Paragraph 14.4 states: "The extensive assessment of the Green Belt in the 

District, throughout the plan-making process, has resulted in limited alterations to our Green Belt boundaries 

…".   The use of the past tense here is incorrect.  We have been unable to find anywhere in the DLP where 

specific proposals are made for Green Belt boundary changes.  The detailed Green Belt Assessments state that 

they do not, in themselves, alter the boundaries of the GB.  The Local Plan Policies Map 2018 shows GB 

boundaries which differ from those in the existing Local Plan Core Strategy in some places, including in part of 
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Caterham on the Hill, but there appears to no specific policy or statement within the DLP itself which shows 

where land is proposed for removal from the GB.   This issue also arises in relation to Paragraphs 17.21 to 

17.25.  The failure to set out where these specific changes are proposed, and to put forward clear criteria 

against which the changes can be tested, is a key failing in the DLP, which must be made good to render the 

Plan sound. 

TLP06: Urban settlements   The settlement boundaries shown on the Local Plan Policies Map 2018 differ from 

those in the existing Local Plan Core Strategy in some places, including in part of Caterham on the Hill.  As with 

changes to the GB boundary, there appears to no specific policy or statement within the DLP itself which 

shows where land is proposed for addition to the settlement boundaries.  This issue also arises in relation to 

Paragraphs 17.21 to 17.25.  Again, this failure to detail the settlement boundary changes, which flow from the 

proposed GB changes, needs to be made good. 

The DLP must state clearly and in detail where the District's Green Belt boundaries are to be changed, giving 

reasons in each case, and the concomitant settlement boundary changes must also be listed.  The DLP is 

currently unsound in this regard, and it will remain so unless these additions are made. 

Also in TLP06: Urban settlements   Definitions are needed for phases such as "substantially developed frontage" 

and "infilling". 

TLP19: Housing Densities   Words and phrases such as "where appropriate", "adequate" and "sufficient" create 

'loopholes'.  Clearer and stronger wordings are needed.  "VIII. An appropriate standard of residential 

accommodation and private amenity space for the occupants" illustrates a significant weakness of the DLP. 

There are no details on rather generalised policies should be applied; what is an appropriate standard of 

residential accommodation and private amenity space? London Boroughs have set standards for these. If 

numbers and densities are increasing, then TDC needs to make a firm commitment to having them as well, 

otherwise policies are unenforceable. 

TLP23: Educational facilities   The final paragraph regarding schools in the Green Belt is invalid because it is not 

compliant with NPPF 2018 (145,146).   

TLP35: Biodiversity   This is an invalid policy which does not support the government’s commitment to net 

biodiversity gain (eg NPPF 2018 170 d and 174 b) - no net loss is not compliant. 

TLP38 and 39: Play and leisure space   These spaces need to be on the Policies Map, as stated, but they are not.    

TLP43: Historic environment   This is a particularly weak and ambivalent policy which provides no mechanism 

for assessing and mitigating heritage impacts.  It is invalid as not NPPF 2018 compliant (see NPPF 185 – 199). 

TLP47: Flood resilience   This is another very weak policy.   "I. Steering development to the areas with a lower 

risk of flooding" seems pointless, as the bulk of the development (at least, in our Parish) has already been 

steered to specific locations by other policies.  Within clause (a) the phrase: "unless proved to be impractical" 

is another example of a 'loophole'.  If a proposal is not flooding-sustainable, it should not be built; this phrase 

should be deleted.  Within clause (b) the phrase "as close to the source as possible" is weak; it should be 

reworded to read: "immediately adjacent to the source".   Clause (g): "Be designed with consideration of future 

maintenance and climate change" is weak; it should be reworded to read: "Be designed to ensure fully 

effective maintenance over a minimum fifty year period, making allowance for predicted climate change". 

All of the policies in the DLP need to be reviewed, with wordings tightened to omit 'loopholes' and to ensure 

that the policies have firm impact.  It will be for developers and others to argue that there may on occasion be 

exceptional circumstances where a particular policy should be modified or over-ridden.  These do not need to 

be written into the policies themselves. 
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Housing Land Allocations 

The Parish Council will expect to be involved proactively in the emerging proposals for housing land allocation 

sites within the Parish, as required by NPPF 2018 (39, 40, 128, 129). 

HSG05: Sandiford House 

If site allocations have become formal planning policies, the principal policy objectives and implementation 

constraints should be identified (especially infrastructure needs given the recognised overload in Caterham). 

There was a previous ill-considered scheme for this site over which the Parish raised material considerations 

and constraints before it was withdrawn. These are not recognised in Policy HSG05. They include addressing 

the established surface water flood risk regarding White Hill Close to the west and the Stanstead Road flow 

path to the east, which contributes to flooding around Church Walk in the Valley (as has happened yet again in 

August 2018). 

We presume that the 14 units are a net addition, but the allocation makes no reference to the need to re-

house residents of the existing sheltered accommodation block.  The site is owned by a social housing group 

and it is of paramount importance to the Parish Council that the existing residents are rehoused in new 

accommodation suitable to their needs. This must be local, preferably on site.  

This allocation is unsound because it has not addressed the material considerations identified by the Parish 

Council.  Instead the only infrastructure requirement is minor pavement improvements.  It is also invalid 

because it conflicts with the evidence base. The Urban Capacity Study identifies an optimised density of 15 

dwellings per hectare whereas the policy allocates the equivalent of 90. 

At least two car parking spaces per unit need to be provided, to avoid intrusive parking outside the site, 

together with visitor parking.  This may also limit the number of units in the development. 

See also our comments elsewhere on infrastructure. 

HSG06: Land at Salmons Lane West 

The Parish Council is greatly concerned that the assessment of this site contains errors and has failed to pay 

regard to amendments put forward previously.  Given the comments and corrections above, the Parish Council 

strongly disagrees with the "planning judgement" that removal from this site from the Green Belt is 

appropriate or acceptable.  The site HSG06 should be removed from the allocations list.  We give detailed 

comments on HSG06 in the Appendix.  Changes are also needed elsewhere in the DLP, for example on 

(printed) page 185 of the Sustainability Appraisal (2018), Volume 2 (see above). 

HSG07: Coulsdon Lodge site, Coulsdon Road 

Two further criteria are needed at this housing allocation site.   

The key to making the site available will be providing an access route which: avoids traffic conflict on Coulsdon 

Road or Chaldon Road; avoids damage to the belt of trees fronting those roads; and avoids conflict with 

existing houses in Blackthorn Road. 

At least two car parking spaces per unit need to be provided, to avoid intrusive parking outside the site, 

together with visitor parking.  This may limit the number of units in the development. 

See our comments elsewhere on infrastructure. 

HSG08: Land behind 156-180 Whyteleafe Road 

A further criterion is needed for this proposed allocation, namely: "No access will be permitted to the 

development via Annes Walk or Alders Grove, either during construction or for residents or other purposes 

once the site is in use."  Any planning application at this site will need to pay careful regard to minimising its 

impact on the surrounding housing and schools. 



10 
 

See also our general comments elsewhere about car parking standards.  This site, though close to schools, is 

more than 1km from other facilities, and the only bus service within 1km is particularly poor.  At least two 

parking spaces per dwelling are needed, with more for larger houses, together with visitor parking.  This may 

limit the number of units in the development. 

The infrastructure list has the weaknesses identified for all of the allocations in our Parish; see our comments 

elsewhere. 

HSG20: One Public Estate 

This project was not included in the original Regulation 18 consultation and so the Parish Council, although 

likely to be affected significantly, has been denied the opportunity for meaningful comment until now.   

This allocation is invalid because it is a planning policy making a formal housing allocation yet has not even 

identified the sites to which it applies, let alone defined the material considerations applicable to each site or 

the project as a whole.  The fact that the allocation was 150 units in the version of the DLP made public on 

21st June 2018 and then became 82 units in the final version of 30th July demonstrates that this is without 

evidential basis. 

The policy requirements read like a wish list, extending from a library to minor pedestrian improvements. The 

relevance of these (and no doubt other infrastructure requirements) cannot be assessed without knowing 

where the sites are. The proposal refers to the Douglas Brunton Day Centre and Chaldon Road Recycling 

Centre, about which we would have major concerns, including the established flood risk and the need to 

protect and enhance valued community facilities. 

The HSG20 allocation must therefore be deleted. 

Other potential development sites in the Parish 

Tandridge Council has not been proactive in searching for brownfield land within Caterham on the Hill, as 

would be required under NPPF 2018 (118c & 119).  There is no reference in the DLP, or on the Policies Map, to 

other possible development sites such as the former Army Cadet Force Buildings in Hawarden Road, Dormers 

in Foxon Lane and the Kenley Airfield Officers' Mess.   

The Parish Council wishes to see the Dormers building renovated and returned to its former use as a care home 

for the elderly, either in the public sector or run by a respected care organisation.  The failure by Surrey CC to 

bring the Dormers site back into productive use is also blighting the value and saleability of nearby properties.  

The Officers' Mess is a Listed Building (Grade II).  We support its renovation and the renewal of ancillary 

buildings as a 'very special circumstances' exception in the Green Belt, for a total of 55 housing units, but we 

are firmly opposed to development of the surrounding land.  Any reuse must respect the historic setting, the 

Listed Building status and, of course, the Green Belt designation. 

Appendix 2: Policies to be replaced or altered 

This Appendix is unhelpfully presented.  What is needed is a complete list of the existing Local Plan policies, 

particularly all the Detailed Policies, including: policies or wordings to be deleted; new replacement wordings 

where applicable; and reasons for the changes.  The proposed deletion of Detailed Policies was not available 

for scrutiny by Tandridge Council's Planning Policy Committee, and this was therefore another respect in which 

the DLP remains unsound.  It is therefore essential that details of the proposed deletions and alterations are 

available to Councillors in good time for informed approval as part of the submission version of the Local Plan. 


