
TRANSPORT 

VISION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5.1. The implementation of the transport elements of this plan will ensure that the CR3 

Neighbourhood Plan area is an attractive, safe and sustainable place in which to live and 

do business.  The policies and aspirations are intended to provide for the long-term needs 

of its community. 

5.2. The Plan addresses the balance of public and private transport provision and facilities 

relating these to the specific geographic characteristics and to the population profile of the 

locality, as well as to the needs of the local economy.  It aims to deal with issues which 

have been overlooked or neglected in the formal plans of the relevant transport and public 

authorities. It also proposes measures to tackle pollution and congestion due to traffic, 

which directly impacts on the well-being of the neighbourhood and affects the health and 

safety of the CR3 community. 

5.3. This section of the Plan details the group’s aspirations, the active pursuit of which must be 

accompanied by the establishment of relationships between the CR3 Forum (or its legacy 

body) with public authorities and transport undertakings.  This will ensure close and 

adequate consultation on developments necessary to achieve the aims of the Plan and to 

tackle policy issues that conflict with the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan.  Such relationships will 

also enable the CR3 Forum to support authorities in the implementation of actions already 

planned by them that are consistent with the CR3 Plan. 

5.4. In outline, this section of the CR3 Plan contains Policies to: 

a. Limit congestion and pollution. 

b. Prescribe parking standards and ease parking pressures. 

c. Ensure new developments have good access to public transport. 

d. Encourage the use of alternative means of transport to the car. 

e. Ensure the use of sustainable sites for developments. 

f. Apply and promote the principles of Shared Space. 

g. Improve road safety 

and Aspirations addressing: 

a. Managing Large Goods Vehicles on the road network 

b. Monitoring and improving Air Quality 

c. Road Safety 

d. Policy conflicts 

e. Pedestrian issues 

f. Cycling and bike hire 

g. Electric vehicles 

h. Public Transport  



i. The provision of Community Transport 

INTRODUCTION 

5.5. This section focuses on the need to integrate the transport system in the Neighbourhood 

Plan area, to make improvements where possible and to ensure that it melds with the 

thrust of the overall vision and policies for development in the area. The aim is to make the 

area a safer place in which it is easier to move around, whilst achieving the sustainability 

objectives of economic growth and reducing traffic flow/impact through effective traffic 

management. 

5.6. To achieve this there must be an integrated approach between the different transport 

options tackling issues of accessibility, speed, congestion and pollution, whilst allowing 

space and amenity for all users including disabled people. 

5.7. The Forum acknowledges that increased development will take place over the next twenty 

years in all areas of community life, but particularly in the residential and the economic 

development.  

5.8. Work to develop and implement the ideas and policies will require support, planning and 

policy analysis by Surrey County Council.  It is felt that this plan complements the Surrey 

Future Congestion Programme (document “Congestion Programme FINAL”) as the current 

plan does not include in its scope the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan area. (For example while 

the A22 through Whyteleafe, Caterham and Godstone is listed as a bottleneck area on the 

Programme, no specific plans are identified to address this). 

5.9. The Transport issues in the CR3 Forum area are divided into seven sections: 

1. Integration of transport and spatial considerations 

2. Strategic corridors and enhancement of the main transport links and through-routes; 

3. Public & community transport and connectivity in the area; 

4. Reduction of congestion, including cars, cycles, etc; 

5. Distribution of goods and services; 

6. Pedestrian issues and routes; 

7. Other issues 

Strategic overview 

5.10. The CR3 Forum Neighbourhood Plan (NP) area has 26725* residents and 11381* 

households (dwellings*).  This can be set against the Surrey totals of 1.06million residents 

and 442,000 households.  The area is located close to the M25 Junction 6 and is 20 

minutes from Gatwick airport. 

5.11. Car ownership in the NP area totals 15,280 (57%) with the average in Surrey being 0.548 

cars per person’. This is higher than the national average of 0.422 cars per person. 



5.12. The residents’ survey returns showed a low unemployment rate in the area. 39% commute 

out of the area by car, with 39% commuting by train.  Interestingly, 72% of the residents’ 

questionnaire returns would like to work in the area.  39% of employed residents who 

travel to work in Surrey and the South-East do so by car.  31% of respondents work from 

home. 

5.13. This differs from the 2011 Census data for economically active residents in the 

Neighbourhood Plan area that recorded 57% commuting out of the area by car, with 21% 

commuting by train, potentially due to the lower number of respondents to the residents’ 

survey. 

5.14. The National Transport Survey (NTS) 2010 notes that in 2010 69% of commuting journeys 

were made by car, with 8% of commuting/business trips made by rail (source: NTS Why 

People Travel).  The NTS observes that the number of short journeys made has declined 

since the previous survey (1996/7) suggesting that this is due to the trend to longer, less 

frequent car trips as opposed to shorter, more frequent shopping trips.  The number of 

overall “short” journeys has also reduced as a consequence of the reduction in visiting 

friends (reduced by 22% over the period since the previous NTS survey).  

5.15. The Neighbourhood Plan area already suffers from traffic 

congestion on the roads.  This situation is exacerbated by the fact 

that the road system was never intended or designed to cope with 

the levels of traffic now using them.  These roads divide up the 

Plan area and every new development increases the traffic 

numbers.  We can expect this situation to continue unchecked into 

the future unless steps are taken to impose some control and 

management.  Being a hilly area and surrounded by rural areas, it 

has to be recognised that there will always be significant vehicle 

use. 

5.16. This is further supported by Department of Transport statistics that 

observe that since 2008 new car registrations continue to 

increase, albeit at a slower rate than between 1950 and 2010 (which increased at c. 3.7% 

p.a. on average).  Vehicles in the “private and light goods taxation class (which is mainly 

made up of private cars and light vans) accounted for about 89 per cent of all the licensed 

vehicles.” (Transport Statistics Great Britain: 2011, Vehicles) 

5.17. In the Tandridge Area, the recorded total of 15280 cars equates to approximately 1.4 cars 

per household (although clearly the profile of car ownership varies across the area, with 

1657 households not owning a car and 9313 households owning between one and four 

cars). 

5.18. The National Transport Survey 2010 identified that “On a weekday (Monday to Friday) the 

number of trips in progress peaks between 08:00 and 08:59 in the morning and again 



between 15:00 and 15:59 in the afternoon, this is mainly driven by education related trips… 

Corresponding with the school holidays in August, trips for education purposes are very 

low and the number of trips made for holidays or day trips peaks.  Commuting and 

business trips also fell during the school holidays.” (When People Travel).   

5.19. It is also important to improve the quality of life for residents.  The management and 

appearance of street space needs to be effective and to take into account the different 

roles of roads for neighbourhoods and road users.  Where appropriate, a corridor-based 

approach should be taken to ensure that the needs of street users and improvements to 

the public realm are co-ordinated. 

5.20. Part of the process of improving the quality of life for residents and workers is to 

reduce/minimise pollution.  This dovetails with the sustainable objective of reducing 

carbon-based activity.  Towards this end, opportunities to reduce traffic, reducing trip 

journeys, managing traffic flow, encouraging the use of low-carbon vehicles, etc. should be 

adopted. 

INTEGRATION OF TRANSPORT AND SPATIAL 

PLANNING 

Location of Development and Accessibility 

5.21. There is a need to improve movement between places where people live, work, study and 

pursue leisure activities, emphasising the quality of the public realm and the safety and 

comfort of passengers.  A similar approach is needed when planning the location of 

businesses, taking account of the ways they receive the goods and services they need, as 

well as how their staff get to work, and how conveniently they then serve their customers. 

5.22. The preferred option is to reduce the distances involved, in turn reducing the need for the 

transport system to accommodate unnecessary travel demands.  This will not always be 

possible, given the existing uncoordinated manner in which development has been 

allowed to take place. 

5.23. Another issue to be addressed is the provision of sufficient land to meet the transport 

needs of the area.  These needs are for railway station facilities, bus stops, roads, taxi 

ranks, parking, pedestrian areas, delivery areas and civic amenity. 

5.24. Planning Policies T1 has been drawn up to provide for the impact of development on the 

transport network  

5.25. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development.  The document makes reference to the UN General Assembly 

definition of sustainable development ‘meeting the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’.  This 

neighbourhood plan is about exactly this and seeks to anticipate the needs of the 



community in twenty years’ time while still addressing the issues of today.  The NPPF 

states that ‘to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and environmental 

gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system’. 

5.26. New development is both social and economic.  Its location impacts on economic, social 

and environmental issues.  As such, development must demonstrate that in its proposed 

location, it is sustainable.  The transport issues of this sustainability are set down in this 

section. 

5.27. Good accessibility allows people to take a full part in work, learning and social activity and 

can access essential services, either because they can travel to them or because jobs, 

social activities and services are available locally.  It also improves safety and the 

effectiveness of public service through ensuring good access for emergency, refuse and 

similar vehicles.  Poor accessibility can be created by a poor synergy between land use 

and transport provision and can lead to social exclusion.  This can be a serious 

impediment to people’s chances of a full, rewarding and active life.  The ability to take a 

better job, to choose between schools or hospitals or visit a supermarket, are all 

constrained by poor accessibility. 

5.28. One aspect of TfL’s transportation approach in London is the use of PTAL (Public 

Transport Access Levels) values.  There is no equivalent in Tandridge and the problems 

facing TfL are different to those facing Surrey County Council and Tandridge District 

Council.  However the principle of assessing development location in relation to the ease 

of access to public transport and other services is sound and is embodied in the Code for 

Sustainable Homes, in Planning for Public Transport in Developments (1999), in Providing 

for Journeys on Foot (2000) or in UWE/LGMB publication ‘Sustainable Settlements: A 

Guide for Planners, Designers and Developers (1995). 

5.29. The values for acceptable walking distances for those without mobility impairment 

indicated in the table below is sound and is to applied to consideration of planning 

applications: 

   Town Centres   Commuting/School 

 Elsewhere 

    (m)   Sight-seeing (m)         

(m)____ 

Desirable   200      500     400 

Acceptable   400    1000     

800 

Preferred maximum  800    2000  

 1200 

Suggested Acceptable Walking Distance  (source: IHT Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot) 



5.30. The advice in the Guideline for Planning for Public Transport is that ‘walking distances to 

bus stops should not exceed 400m and preferable be no more than 300m’.  The 

publication also acknowledged that ‘people have been found to be willing to walk about 

twice as far (i.e. up to 800m) to or from a rail station’. 

    Maximum Distances (m) 

Facility   All Dwellings   80% of Dwellings 

District Centre        2000    1500 

Health Centre        1000      800 

Playing Fields        1000      700 

Park/Open Space       1000      700 

Leisure Centre        1000    1500 

Primary School          600      400 

Secondary School       1600    1000 

Local Shops          800      400 

Bus Stop          400      300 

Stations           800      600 

Maximum Distances to Facilities (source: Sustainable Settlements UWE/LGMB publication) 

5.31. The original Surrey Local Transport Plan (2001/2-2005/6) defined good accessibility as 20 

minutes total travelling time between home and destination.  This included all travelling 

time (walking and public transport).  This was updated as Annex 2 of the Local Transport 

Plan 2.  While the Local Transport Plan 3 has now been published, the Accessibility 

Strategy has not yet been issued.  Accordingly, it assumed that Annex 2 under the Surrey 

Local Transport Plan 2 is still the relevant document. 

5.32. There has been a Surrey Public Transport Accessibility Model (PTAM), which indicates the 

relative accessibility of a site in terms of a Surrey-specific PTAL (Public Transport 

Accessibility Level) index.   

5.33. It is noted that within the Transport for London “Measuring Pubic Transport Accessibility 

Levels (PTALs) Summary (April 2010) that the PTAL does not consider: 

• “The speed or utility of accessible services 

• Crowding, including the ability to board services; or 

• Ease of interchange.” 

5.34. The Summary goes on to note that “The PTAL methodology was developed for London 

where a dense integrated public transport network means that nearly all destinations can 

be reached within a reasonable amount of time.  Research using the ATOS (Access to 

Opportunities and Services) methodology shows that there is a strong correlation between 

PTALs and the time taken to reach key services – i.e. high PTAL areas generally have 

good access to services and low PTAL areas have poor access to services.” 



5.35. Unfortunately this model is not publicly accessible and we have not been able to evaluate 

its suitability for this purpose. 

5.36. In the absence of the Surrey PTAM, based on the figures indicated in the tables above, the 

attached accessibility maps below, annotated against the Surrey CC bus routes map and 

the Transport for London South East Bus Routes map (with indicative scales as 

illustrated), indicates the Neighbourhood Plan PTAL scheme, as a yardstick to judge 

whether development is sustainably located. 

5.37. In Surrey’s Local Transport Plan 2 Annex 2 Accessibility Planning Framework, they state 

that 80% of new commercial development should be built on land within existing urban 

areas with good transport accessibility.  This would seem to be a sensible target but 

should not be enforced so strictly that development does not take place.  It really needs to 

be considered on a site-by-site basis. 

5.38. Planning policies T02 and T03 are drawn up with reference to the sustainable location of 

development and development location and sequential analysis. 

5.39. It may be that varying the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in relation to the 

sustainability of the site location may encourage developers to locate development in more 

appropriate positions within the town.  For example, the CIL might be 75% of the full value 

for the most sustainable location. 

5.40. From the Neighbourhood Plan Survey 18.3% of respondents work from home, with 25.1% 

partially working from home.  With this in mind it is proposed that developments could 

consider the provision of homeworking space, whether a separate room, or a part of the 

room.  This is considered in more detail as part of the Urban Design and Housing groups’ 

reports of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

5.41. The Manual for Streets suggests a height of 

building to width of street ratio of 1:1.5 as a 

minimum for typical streets and 5.5m width to 

accommodate single carriageway two way traffic 

(which does not allow space for cyclists), such as 

the Godstone Road. 

5.42. The Manual for Streets also notes that “There is 

no maximum width for footways. In lightly used 

streets (such as those with a purely residential 

function), the minimum unobstructed width for 

pedestrians should generally be 2 m. Additional 

width should be considered between the footway 

and a heavily used carriageway, or adjacent to 

gathering places, such as schools and shops.”  It 



is noted that the pavement along the above stretch of Godstone Road (between 

Bournefield Road and Station Road) is less than 2m in width. 

5.43. The Manual for Streets states that “Streets with high traffic speeds can make pedestrians 

feel unsafe. Designers should seek to control vehicle speeds to below 20 mph in 

residential areas so that pedestrians activity is not displaced.” 

5.44. Any highway design or restructuring must not be to the detriment of cyclists (which this 

plan aims to encourage the use of) noting that the Surrey Traffic Calming Good Practice 

Guide states “For a cyclist to be safely overtaken, the width required depends upon the 

width of the overtaking vehicle but in general a lane width of 4m is needed. For widths of 

between 3 and 4m the cyclist will be 'squeezed'. Road widths less than 3m ensure the 

overtaking vehicle must wait behind the cyclist.” 

Speeding 

5.45. The Traffic Calming Good Practice Guide also states that “All traffic calming schemes 

must provide for the needs of cyclists and pedestrians, and in particular for the mobility 

impaired. This is fundamental to the philosophy of traffic calming and scheme design must 

reflect this.” 

5.46. The impact of excessive speed is well documented.  For example the Traffic Calming 

Good Practice Guide, states that “In the event of an accident, the severity of any injury 

involved is likely to be reduced at a slower impact speed. Research in the UK has shown 

that a pedestrian has only a 17% chance of survival following a collision with a car 

travelling at 45mph. This compares to 63% surviving a 30mph collision and 95% surviving 

at 20mph. The effect of relatively small reductions in speed is well illustrated by an 

example based upon the stopping distances published in the Highway Code. A braking 

vehicle initially travelling at 35mph will hit a pedestrian 75 feet away at 21mph. The same 

vehicle travelling at 30mph could have been brought to rest over the same distance.” 

5.47. Furthermore the Setting Local Speed Limits (2012) document observes that “It is on urban 

roads that the majority of road casualties occur, including 87% of all pedestrian and 83% 

of all pedal cyclists casualties (DfT, 2010).  Collisions typically involve pedestrians and 

cyclists, including children, and knowledge of the relationship between vehicle speed and 

injury severity in any collision must inform decisions on speed limits.  Research has shown 

that the risk of a pedestrian dying in a collision with a car increases slowly up to an impact 

speed of around 30 mph, but at speeds above 30 mph the risk of death increases rapidly 

(Rosén and Sander, 2009).” 

5.48. The Traffic Calming on Trunk Roads, A Practical Guide (Ref: TA 87/04) acknowledges that 

“…the use of 30mph speed limits in villages is encouraged.  In such villages, traffic calming 

or traffic management measures are likely to be needed to help enforce the limit.” 



5.49. The villages within the Neighbourhood Plan area are in the vast majority limited to 30mph, 

with only three sections of “major” road designated with a higher speed limit.   

5.50. These are listed below for completeness: 

a. Stites Hill Road that increases from 30mph to 40mph between Ninehams Road and 

Coulsdon Road (before reducing to 30mph on the Coulsdon Road).Query this is 

outside CR3 area in Coulsdon should it therefore be included here and elsewhere??? 

b. The A22 North from the M25 Junction 6 reduces from 70mph to 50mph shortly after 

the junction with the Godstone Road (where traffic lights are also in place enable 

traffic from the Godstone Road to enter onto the A22), then from 50mph to 40mph 

shortly before (South of) the Wapses Lodge roundabout.  The road speed limit 

reduces to 30mph on the Godstone Road directly before the junction with Salmons 

Lane (after which the road remains at the 30mph throughout Whyteleafe and into 

Kenley). 

c. Rook Lane that increases to 60mph from 30mph from the junction with Church Lane 

and Hilltop Lane (i.e. when leaving Chaldon). 

5.51. There are concerns with the above routes: 

5.52. The Traffic Light sequence on the A22 with the Godstone Road leaves little time for traffic 

to stop, given traffic is traveling at 70mph at this point. 

5.53. Speed calming measures on Rook Lane and Stites Hill Road appear to be limited to traffic 

speed reminders (e.g. 30mph signage).   

5.54. Perhaps as a consequence of the 40mph speed limit on Stites Hill Road, or just a 

reflection of driving habits, the stretch of the Coulsdon Road between Fox Lane and Stites 

Hill Road (although 30mph) does appear to be driven at speeds in excess of that (as 

evidenced by the “speed limit repeater” alerts on that stretch of the Coulsdon Road) and 

also Surrey Policy Casualty Reduction Department reports that consistently record speeds 

in excess of the Speed Limit. 

5.55. The Traffic Calming on Trunk Roads, A Practical Guide (Ref: TA 87/04) states that “Traffic 

calming on trunk roads in supporting the Government’s objectives for transport… (and)… 

highlights the potential benefits of traffic calming in relation to the following Government 

transport objectives:  

a. Improving safety 

b. Protecting the environment  

c. Integrating transport 

d. Improving accessibility; and 

e. Assisting economic growth” 



5.56. The Neighbourhood Plan supports, within reason, the sensible introduction of traffic 

calming measures observing that it is in the interests of all Residents and Visitors to the 

area if the risk of accidents (serious or otherwise) are reduced.  With this in mind the 

Neighbourhood Plan supports the use of Speed Cameras, where appropriate, suggesting 

that fatalities are not required for their introduction.  In fact the introduction of Speed 

Cameras where appropriate, is intended to reduce the risk of serious accidents.  

5.57. This Neighbourhood Plan supports road narrowing where feasible. However, road 

narrowing must not be to the detriment of local residents existing parking arrangements 

(e.g. driveways and other off-road parking facilities given the limited availability of permit 

parking in the area).  

5.58. There is concern over the possibility that the introduction of chicanes (“build outs on both 

sides of the road… but not opposite one another”, Traffic Calming Measures, TA 87/04) 

would result in an increase in congestion and therefore pollution levels. This concern is 

based on the impact of temporary traffic lights on the Godstone Road at the junction with 

Salmons Lane in 2013. 

5.59. The CR3 Forum does not recommend the introduction of speed 

humps in the area – these measures typically do not reduce the 

speed of traffic, they are perceived to only increase noise to 

surrounding residents and damage to the vehicles that use them.  

Furthermore they are not recommended for use on roads that form 

part of existing Bus Routes (A Review of Current Traffic Calming 

Techniques, T. Harvey), roads which may be used by Emergency 

Services (A Brief Guide to Traffic Calming and Traffic Management 

Measures, Appendix A, Sutton Council) or routes which are used by 

cyclists (Cycling England, A.03 Traffic Calming).  The A22 is such a 

road. 

5.60. One of the alternatives to Speed Humps, Speed Cushions, is also 

deemed unsuitable for the A22 given the residential parking along 

the route in the Neighbourhood Plan area.  It is observed that “A. In the case of two 

cushions, if on street parking occurs vehicles may not be able to straddle the cushions 

thereby negating the benefits to the emergency services and buses.  B. Yellow line 

restrictions may be required to protect the cushion so that vehicles can straddle them, this 

would then result in loss of on-street parking.” (A Brief Guide to Traffic Calming and Traffic 

Management Measures, Appendix A, Sutton Council).   

5.61. The use of uneven road surfaces is also not recommended by this plan.  As noted in the 

Review of Current Traffic Calming Techniques (T. Harvey) “Care should be taken in the 

use of rumble strips due to the increase in the level of noise and vibration and the 

difficulties they create for cyclists. As a technique they are perhaps more suitable for 

gateways where frontage property is limited.”  



5.62. This Neighbourhood Plan does not support any initiatives that would reduce current 

parking availability, given issues identified elsewhere in this Plan on parking limitations. 

5.63. Currently there is just one speed camera in Whyteleafe, on the Godstone Road 

Northbound carriageway (shortly after the Salmons Lane junction).  The Neighbourhood 

Plan supports removal of this camera and the introduction of Automatic Number Plate 

Recognition (ANPR) Average Speed monitoring in the CR3 area, in Whyteleafe on the 

Godstone Road North and South-bound carriageways, along the Whyteleafe Road, 

Banstead Road and Stanstead Road in Caterham-on-the-Hill and along Rook Lane in 

Chaldon. 

5.64. The advantage of ANPR Average Speed cameras will avoid the scenario of vehicles 

simply slowing down past a “fixed” camera then speeding up after it.  Such ANPR cameras 

could also be used to monitor the implementation of a Low Emission Zone and the Lorry 

Control Scheme in the area. 

5.65. An example of the ANPR solution has been implemented within Milton Ernest in 

Bedfordshire, in conjunction between Bedfordshire County Council and Amey, where 

speed was identified as a concern by local residents, resulting in the average speed being 

recorded of traffic passing through the ANPR cameras, with any vehicles exceeding the 

identified speed limit reported to Bedfordshire Police for the necessary enforcement 

actions.  It is suggested that Bedfordshire County Council will be expanding the use of 

ANPR Average Speed technology.  In addition to Milton Ernest, Bedfordshire, ANPR 

cameras are in use in Poole, Dorset (Siemens, 18 April 2013) and 

an ANPR scheme with speed limit repeater has been installed 

along the Coulsdon Road in Croydon, just outside the Caterham 

Hill area. 

5.66. ANPR is already in use in the Surrey area as noted in the 

“Movement Monitoring Report 2008/9” (Transport Statistics for 

Surrey, Ref 3368/TS6/Doc_01) which stated over 4 years ago that 

“…real-time Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) 

cameras are being installed around the county to provide journey 

time information.” 

5.67. The technology, an example of which has been developed by Siemens and named 

“Safezone
TM

” identifies “all vehicles as they enter an enforcement zone, SafeZone
TM

 

calculates average speed over a measured distance travelled within the zone, ensuring 

high compliance to the speed limits and smoother traffic flow.  Evidential records are only 

created for vehicles that exceed the speed limit and are sent remotely to the back-office in-

station for processing through 3G or fixed communication networks”. (Siemens, 18 April 

2013).  The cameras in use in Bedfordshire are wireless and can be fixed to existing 

lampposts there addition kerbside infrastructure would not be required. 



5.68. Combining the ANPR and Average Speed check allows creation of the first “Road Safety 

Zone” in the area.  The Road Safety Zone focuses on road safety and pollution reduction 

through the implementation of ANPR technology to monitor and enforce average speed 

limitations, a Low Emission Zone and a Lorry Control Scheme area. 

5.69. A “Road Safety Zone” differs from a “Home Zone” where residential areas are designed “to 

be places for people as well as motor traffic.  The road space is shared among drivers and 

other road users.” (Traffic Calming, Department for Transport, dg_192268.pdf).   

5.70. A benefit of using ANPR could be an increase in revenue to the administering Council 

(given the speed of traffic and the size of vehicles in the area).  It is thought that the 

scheme could result in the investment in such technology being recovered within the 

twenty year period of this Neighbourhood Plan. 

5.71. If such a scheme could be developed in conjunction with Neighbouring Organisations e.g. 

Transport for London (TfL) then the Neighbourhood Plan Area would benefit from savings 

in the implementation of, for example, a Low Emission Zone, given the initial investment 

has been made in the LEZ schemes by TfL.  Clearly there would be costs involved in 

extending the scheme to the Neighbourhood Plan area, that are to be determined, 

however it is speculated that this would be considerably less than that funded by TfL in the 

introduction of the LEZ into the Greater London area (0505171128 London Low Emission 

Zone Detailed Assessment).   

5.72. It is understood that establishing a LEZ could be achieved via a Traffic Regulation Order 

(TRO), the cost of which could potentially be sourced from of the CIL funding available to 

the Neighbourhood Plan area. 

5.73. This concern on ANPR and road Safety Zones is set out in Aspiration Objective TA1. 

  



Shared Space 

5.74. Over the past 30 years, there has been a growing body of evidence from work on ‘shared 

space in the public realm’ in continental Europe that this different approach to traffic 

management has been paying dividends in terms of traffic flow improvements, reductions 

in accident rates and improvements in economic performance and urban appearance. 

5.75. There are an increasing number of completed projects in the UK which demonstrate the 

potential for streetscape improvement and place-making through the use of shared space.  

5.76. The term ‘shared space’ means what it says.  It 

means the sharing of the space between 

buildings by all the users of that space 

(pedestrians, cars, public transport, freight, 

cycles, etc) in a manner that encourages 

pedestrian use of the space.  It is a counter-

intuitive concept and involves taking steps such 

as removal of pavement guardrails, road 

signage, traffic lights, etc.  Generally, where 

these principles have been applied, traffic 

speeds reduce, traffic congestion has eased 

significantly, pedestrian volumes increase, there are fewer accidents and economic activity 

improves. 

5.77. The concept is as old as cities have existed and many old towns in the UK as well as 

overseas took this approach for granted.  In more recent times, the concept was brought 

forward as a means of dealing with town centre problems by Hans Monderman, a road 

safety engineer in Holland. He implemented over 100 schemes more than 30 years ago.  

The concept has been very successful and has spread across Europe and to the United 

States. 

5.78. The main usage of shared space is in town centres. 

5.79. A recently completed scheme, published as a case study by the Institution of Civil 

Engineers in July-August 2013, is Poynton Town Centre where work was finished in March 

2012.  Poynton is a cross-roads town on the London Road in Cheshire with 26,000+ 

vehicles per day including a high proportion of HGVs.  Attempts to improve the situation by 

the ‘usual’ methods failed and there were 16 empty shops, declining investment and heavy 

congestion and delays.  In 2009, the decision was taken to simplify/remove all traffic 

signals, road markings, and barriers, to create a free-flow low-speed integrated landscape 

and to carry out radical streetscape changes, involving narrowed carriageways, bold 

courtesy crossings, widened footways and transitional gateways, with new paving 

materials, planting, lighting and street furniture.  Project cost for the two phase works was 

£4million including £1million for drainage repair.  The aim was to establish a sense of 



‘place’.  The results have been positive.  Accidents over three years have fallen from 

around 15 before the works to one minor injury.  Traffic speeds have fallen to 20mph 

without any change in the speed limit.  There has been a reduction in traffic congestion 

and queue lengths and there has been a rapid increase in pedestrian footfall.  There is 

now only one vacant trading premise and 80% of retailers report an increased footfall and 

turnover.   

5.80. Poynton is only one of the latest in a body of UK evidence that shared space and street 

improvement improves towns, demonstrating that the approaches that have been used in 

continental Europe for more than 30 years are valid and do work in Britain.  Other 

examples include Seven Dials in Covent Garden, Exhibition Road in South Kensington, 

and Poundbury in Dorset.  The Shabby-to-Smart scheme that took place in Caterham was 

based on these ideas and not implemented in full because of Highways authority 

reservations, which have now been removed.   

Home Zones 

5.81. The Home Zone concept was pioneered in the 1970s in the Netherlands where it is known 

as ‘woonerf’.  It has now spread to many other countries around the world. 

5.82. Home Zones are attempts to strike a balance between vehicular traffic and everyone else – 

pedestrians, cyclists, business people and residents.  Some see them as ways of 

reclaiming the local streets from the traditional domination by the car.  Others see them as 

ways of trying to restore the safety and peace in neighbourhoods that are becoming 

overwhelmed with speeding traffic. 

5.83. They work through the physical alteration of the streets and roads in an area.  These 

alterations force motorists to drive with greater care and at lower speeds.  Many countries 

support this by the imposition of reduced speed limits in a Home Zone area.  The benches, 

flower beds, lamp posts, fences and trees that are used to alter the streets offer additional 

community benefits and are considered to enhance the beauty of an area and to make the 

housing in that area more desirable. 

5.84. In essence, they are very similar to Shared Space schemes but are specifically for 

residential roads and residential areas, as opposed to town centres.  They are also much 

more controlling of traffic routes. 

5.85. There has been criticism of Home Zones on the basis that they delay response times of 

emergency services.  Where used on roads with high traffic numbers, they can cause 

traffic tailbacks.  A third criticism, particularly in the USA is that in some cases, the design 

has led to less space for car parking leading to inconvenience and difficulty for local 

residents who can no longer park near their house. 

5.86. The success of a Home Zone is dependent not just on effective and well thought out plans 

but also requires the whole community to get involved from the start. 



5.87. At present, there is no specific legislation supporting Home Zones in the UK. 

5.88. This is the context for Aspiration TA2 and TA3. 

Car Parking 

5.89. Car parking directly impacts on the spatial demands of development, on road congestion 

and the visual appearance of the built environment.  It comprises five separate 

components: 

a. Residential parking 

b. Retail and commercial 

c. Other use parking 

d. Staff parking for businesses 

e. Commuter parking 

5.90. Tandridge District Council adopted their current parking standards in September 2012.  

These were not entirely in line with the advice offered from the Surrey County Council 

Highway Authority. However the TDC standard is based upon the specific needs for 

parking in Tandridge. This Neighbourhood Plan supports the current Tandridge District 

Council parking standards as the minimum required for the CR3 area 

Car Use and Parking 

5.91. In the studies completed in 2008 as part of the “Healthcheck” that led to community 

projects conducted under the “A Better Caterham” banner, the relationship between public 

transport and the car emerged as the most important issue for those addressing Transport 

and Access. This presented the central dilemma of determining proposals that were 

realistic and achievable as an appropriate balance for the community was sought. It was 

clear that the car was the primary transport medium and there was evidence that, since 

the 1991 census, a 20% growth in population had been accompanied by up to 50% growth 

in cars. In the same period, bus services were generally less extensive and less frequent 

as they became less viable in the face of competition from the private motorist. To attempt 

to reduce car usage dramatically at the cost of significant investment in public transport 

and infrastructure was regarded as an unrealistic aspiration, especially as proximity to the 

M25 and therefore to the national trunk road network and airports made private transport 

very attractive. The fact was that personal transport had become so firmly embedded in 

the local lifestyle over the years that any measures designed to put difficulties in the way of 

the car owner (e.g. restricting parking rather than seeking to accommodate it) are found to 

be unpopular and unacceptable. 

5.92. Also, it is perhaps a uniquely local phenomenon, that travel in any direction from CR3 

(other than North from the Valley) involves negotiating hills of varying steepness (gradients 

of up to 25%). This limits the utility of foot- and cycle-paths and helps explain some of the 



attraction of personal transport to both the significant population of elderly people in the 

area and those with offspring to transport with their sporting and academic impedimenta. 

5.93. However, it is clearly necessary to tackle 

the congestion and parking issues that 

are endemic and which were a consistent 

response in our surveys of residents’ 

views. The thrust must, therefore, be to 

break into the vicious circle of less public 

road transport, more cars, more 

congestion, more parking problems and 

gridlock by tackling issues such as people 

being inhibited from using the good radial 

train services because of lack of feeder services or affordable off-road places in which to 

park in order to use the train (recognising, of course, that any resolution resulting in 

additional train use would require enhancement of rail services especially at commuter 

peaks). A spot check in one residential road indicated that 3 in every 4 people parking 

were commuters. Replicated in the vicinity of all local stations this causes congestion and 

limits reliability in bus services.  Overall, there is a real threat to the future of public 

transport unless parking is addressed. 

5.94. Solving the main parking issues, therefore, is key to tackling congestion and 

understanding the potential for achieving a suitable balance whether for shopping, 

commuting or as a resident. Solutions must include better usage of what exists as well as 

new options for residents, shoppers, local business, visitors and commuters. Key trouble 

spots were identified in the earlier studies. As a result, some have been tackled (e.g. the 

mini-roundabout at the junction of Station Avenue and Harestone Valley Road) whilst 

some (such as Westway) remain. Some progress has also been made in varying 

restrictions and durations of parking to ease traffic flow and facilitate the passage of 

wheelchairs and a start has been made in the town centre in developing of the concept of 

shared space. Other problem areas are identified in this plan. 

5.95. There is also a need to tackle the planning constraints on the parking provision at new 

homes. While Government has policies for town areas where public transport is available 

to all points of the compass, or a walk to the shops is feasible, they are not necessarily 

applicable to the situation in CR3 where the combination of residential, commuter and 

business parking and the North-biased public transport leads directly to blocked streets 

and lack of access for emergency or service vehicles.  This is clearly evident in the 

absence of garages and garage space in the older residential areas such as Farningham 

and Commonwealth Roads and roads to the east of Coulsdon Road.  It is strongly 

advocated that there is a “CR3 Preferred” goal of 2 spaces per unit rather than the lower 

Government guideline.  



5.96. Access for the less able was ranked highly in the studies which, apart from demonstrating 

consideration, perhaps also reflected a shift in the CR3 age profile.  

5.97. The Tandridge District Council new parking standards are in line with the views of the 

Department of Communities and Local Government where short term parking has been 

encouraged. 

5.98. Additionally anecdotal evidence suggests that car parks available in the Neighbourhood 

Plan area are not only insufficient in available spaces, but deemed unsafe.  Therefore any 

adjustments to parking arrangements should also consider the introduction and 

monitoring, of CCTV and where this is not feasible, improvement to car parks through the 

provision of additional lighting and adjustments to avoid concealed areas. 

5.99. Current parking arrangements in the Neighbourhood Plan area are summarised for 

completeness at the end of this report and planning policy is set out in Planning Policy T4 

Car Parking, T5 Car Parking for Commuters and Business Staff and T6 Safety of Car Park 

areas 

STRATEGIC CORRIDORS AND THROUGH-ROUTES 

5.100. Key Strategic and through-routes in the CR3 area are shown on the following Maps: 

5.101. The national strategic corridor through the Neighbourhood Plan Area is the A22 Godstone 

Road.  

5.102. When entering the Neighbourhood Plan Area from the south, this road is a dual 

carriageway, narrowing down to a single carriageway following the Wapses Lodge 

roundabout.  At this point (from Wapses Lodge Roundabout), the road becomes residential 

(throughout Whyteleafe and entering into Kenley).  From Salmons Lane (Whyteleafe 

South) to Station Road (Whyteleafe), the Godstone Road only contains three businesses 

(a Shell Petrol Station, a Charlies Gates Site to the rear of houses on the Godstone Road, 

and Marshall Surfacing Contracts Ltd Head Office).  The road narrows between 

Bournefield Road and Station Road.  The A22 continues from Station Road as a single 

carriageway through the Whyteleafe shopping area and roundabout junction and then on 

through an area of mixed residential and commercial use to the northern boundary with the 

London Borough of Croydon. 

5.103. It is the view of the CR3 Forum that the stretch of the A22 between Bournefield Road and 

Station Road (Whyteleafe) is narrow to an extent that the combination with the narrow 

pavements in this residential area makes this road unsuitable for the Large Goods 

Vehicles that frequently use it.  This was recently illustrated in 2013 by the need for Police 

reinforcement and road furniture adjustments as a temporary measure to enable a wide 

load to travel through Whyteleafe to Beddington Lane.  Not only did this require residents 

not to park in their usual locations outside of their properties, but also required the 

temporary removal of the pedestrian “crossing point” on the Godstone Road between 



Station Road and Whyteleafe Hill, which was later reinstated.  It is to be noted that the A22 

Godstone Road was selected for this vehicle’s transport to Beddington Lane despite there 

being the alterative A23 route, which would include the Coulsdon Bypass and which may 

have been a more suitable route.  

5.104. Congestion can be an issue between Station Road and Bournefield Road, due to the 

narrow width of the road.  Overall this stretch of road is not suitable as a key strategic 

corridor.  The CR3 Forum therefore recommends that Surrey County Council consider how 

the road can be improved benefiting the safety and quality of life for residents in the area 

through road re-design, traffic calming measures such as speed reduction, reduction in the 

use by large vehicles, as well as a general reduction in the volume of traffic 

5.105. Given the residential nature and the narrow width of the A22 between Station Road and 

Bournefield Road, traffic calming measures are expected to be limited to speed 

enforcement. Speed cameras and pavement widening would result in narrowing of the 

road, thereby encouraging vehicle users to lower their speeds.  

5.106. As is common with most routes in the area, a number of accidents between cars and 

pedestrians have been recorded.  One involved a car mounting the kerb outside 239 

Godstone Road knocking a pedestrian to the ground (Accident Ref. No TA68856/12).  As 

this stretch of road is described as the “narrow” part of the Godstone Road, this supports 

the Neighbourhood Plan’s goal of improving CR3 road safety  for both road users and 

pedestrians. 

5.107. The interface between the A22 and the M25 motorway and the route into London via 

Purley needs serious consideration and cross-authority working due to the congestion 

problems along the A22 north of Whyteleafe in Kenley and along the approach into Purley. 

The suitability of this road as a primary corridor for heavy goods vehicles needs to be 

urgently re-appraised and if such a use is to be continued, then the appropriate road 

improvements must be made.  It is clear that this is not an indispensable strategic route.  

This was demonstrated during the flooding of 2013-2014 when the A22 (and the 

Woldingham Road) was closed to traffic for a number of weeks.  All the traffic that normally 

used this route was able to find alternative routes. 

5.108. Footpath widths along sections of A22 are inadequate. Subject to survey,and as described 

under Roadway Design in the previous section, this suggests that even on the narrowest 

stretch of the Godstone Road, it may be possible and desirable to widen the pavement to 

the minimum advised pavement width (2m).  However in accommodating pedestrian 

improvements, care needs to be taken to ensure any highway restructuring is not to 

detriment of cyclists. 

5.109. Speed of traffic is also an issue on this road, with the vast majority of vehicle drivers (of 

cars, motorbikes and Large Goods Vehicles) paying little regard to the 30mph speed limit 

in force on the A22 from Salmons Lane (Whyteleafe South) to Purley . 



5.110. Excessive speed of traffic is evidenced within the Tandridge Speed Management Plan 

May 2013 that, as an example, notes that the Police “SDR” (Speed Detection Radar) 

recorded the 85
th

 Percentile Speed (mph) “the speed above which the fastest 15% of 

vehicles travel” as 36mph on both the Northbound and Southbound stretches of the 

Godstone Road (from the District Boundary to Hillbury Road).  As the speed of traffic on 

this part of the Godstone Road should be limited to 30mph and as this part of the 

Godstone Road is also a “Casualty Reduction Route” as described in the Tandridge Speed 

Management Plan, the suggested policies recorded in this plan aim to complement 

policies planned, or in the process of being implemented. 

5.111. As suggested in the “Pedestrian” section of this plan, “build-outs” can be introduced on the 

Godstone Road in appropriate locations, which could have the effect of reducing traffic 

speed.  The impact would be similar to that observed when vehicles are temporarily 

parked on the pavement, resulting in vehicle speed having to reduce as vehicles negotiate 

the hazard in the road.  If build-outs incorporate a built-in “cycle lane”, this would avoid 

cyclists having to navigate the build-out, cycling straight through it. 

5.112. Between Station Road and Whyteleafe Hill, there is a particular opportunity to consider the 

introduction of “Build-Outs” (the “narrowing of the carriageway on one side of the road”, 

Traffic Calming Measures 2004) in conjunction with existing parking arrangements to 

effectively narrow the width of the road across this commercial and residential part of the 

A22. 

5.113. Road narrowing must not be to the detriment of local residents existing parking 

arrangements (e.g. driveways and other off-road parking facilities given the limited 

availability of permit parking in the area). 

5.114. Congestion in the strategic corridor tends to be compounded by issues encountered on the 

M25.  It is acknowledge that there is little that can be done to avoid this.  However the 

congestion caused directly as a result of the Railway Barriers in Whyteleafe (often closed 

for extended periods) could be reduced through either: 

5.115. Consultation with the prevailing TOC and Network Rail Companies to minimise the time 

the barrier is closed (e.g. instead of a single 15 minute duration while waiting for two trains 

to pass in either direction, close for each train) 

5.116. Introduce “yellow box” zones on the Godstone Road / Whyteleafe Hill / Hillbury Road 

roundabout, enforced by the necessary Road Safety Cameras (funded via the CIL levy if 

not via the Highways Agency) to ensure that when the barriers are closed, the roundabout 

does not become blocked through poor driving by motorists (i.e. gaps not being 

maintained on the roundabout to permit through traffic to proceed) 

5.117. Review the possibility of a road bridge, over the railway that removes the need for barriers 

in their entirety.  As the railway line is at the lowest point of Whyteleafe Hill it is thought 



that this would be achievable, subject to survey and subject to the impact on local 

residents. 

5.118. Noting that the main strategic corridor (Godstone Road) passes through a residential area 

consideration should be given to the deliveries that will be required on this road, 

particularly given the increase in Internet shopping.   

5.119. The current policy of permitting short term parking while delivering, without the need to 

secure additional permits should be retained. 

5.120. Pinch Point 1 Westway (Caterham on the Hill) 

Westway in Caterham on the Hill contains a combination of residential, commercial and 

leisure facilities (including the Westway Common and Caterham on the Hill Library). 

Westway from the mini-roundabout at the junction with the Coulsdon Road to the junction 

with Avenue Road, contains sporadic parking on the “south side” of the road.  As this is 

already a narrow stretch of road when parking spaces are occupied, this can result in 

congestion with cars heading north and south on this stretch of road, trying to navigate the 

parked cars. 

This Neighbourhood Plan recommends that a change to the current road layout from two 

way traffic on Westway to one way traffic (from the roundabout with Coulsdon Road to 

Chaldon Road). 

5.121. Pinch Point 2 High Street (Caterham on the Hill) 

The High Street (Caterham on the Hill) suffers from traffic congestion, particularly between 

Park Road/Essendene Road and Chaldon Road. This appears to be due to the poor 

roadway layout and the unregulated abuse of on-street parking.  Off-street parking is 

available in the Raglan Shopping Centre and 

in the Townend car park.  The Townend car 

park is particularly poorly used. Road 

crossing points along the High Street are 

limited.  

Adjustments to the road layout, the pavement 

arrangement and the restriction of on-street 

parking should have a significant 

improvement on the free-flow of traffic. There 

would still be the issue of loading and 

unloading as well as the bus stops to be resolved. 

One consideration is that if two garage units were to be removed in the Raglan Parking 

area, this would enable the current car park to be opened up to the Townend car park, 



improving visibility of the under-used lower car park deck at the Raglan and promoting 

both car parks which might increase the usage of both car parks. 

5.122. Pinch Point 3 Croydon Road (Caterham Valley) 

The Croydon Road in Caterham Valley is a long road extending from the centre of 

Caterham Valley Town Centre to Wapses Lodge.  It runs along the valley bottom and 

parallel to the railway. 

Once, out of Caterham Valley 

Town Centre, apart for one short 

parade of shops and a couple of 

commercial properties, the 

Croydon Road is overwhelmingly 

residential on both sides of the 

road.  Most of the residential 

properties have limited car parking 

and this has led to parking on both 

sides of the road. 

As the main route into and through 

Caterham Valley and with a bus route, this is a heavily used section of road, which has in 

places effectively become single carriageway due to the on-street parking, with the 

inevitable restrictive impact on traffic flow. 

5.123. Pinch Point 4 Hillbury Road (Warlingham) 

Hillbury Road links Whyteleafe to Warlingham, Hamsey Green, Sanderstead, Croydon and 

Bromley.   

This residential road narrows between Station Road and Tithepit Shaw Lane, with car 

parking on one side of the road. 

Traffic using this road is a mix of cars, vans and Large Goods Vehicles.  When exiting 

Station Approach onto Hillbury Road, visibility of southbound traffic is felt to be poor, due 

to the angle of the road, combined with the narrowing of the road and the railway bridge. 

It is suggested that the introduction of a one-way route would improve road safety and 

traffic flow at the junction of Station Approach and Hillbury Road. 

5.124. Pinch Point 5 Station Road & Station Approach (Whyteleafe) 

Within Whyteleafe, traffic is often congested as a consequence of traffic on the northbound 

A22 Godstone Road, turning right into Station Road.  Similarly traffic exiting Station Road 

onto the Godstone Road can impact on access to Upper Warlingham Railway Station 

given parking arrangements available on Station Road.  Pedestrians crossing Station 



Road also have to negotiate two way traffic plus traffic often entering Station Road at 

speed from the Godstone Road. 

This Plan proposes no change to parking arrangements on Station Road and Station 

Approach. However it does recommend introduction of a new one way route from Hillbury 

Road along Station Approach to Upper Warlingham Railway Station, then from Upper 

Warlingham Railway Station down Station Road to join the A22 Godstone Road at a mini-

roundabout, as highlighted in the following map, sourced from Google earth.  

Westbury Close road access and exit would also need amending to note the new one way 

system if introduced. 

This one-way system would reduce the hazard due to the poor visibility on the mini 

roundabout at the junction of Hillbury Road and Station Approach. 

5.125. Pinch Point 6 Stansted Road (Caterham-on-the-Hill) 

Stansted Road is a long residential road, which is used as cut-through to Bletchingley and 

Outwood, as well as to the A23 and the motorway M25 junction 8. 

It is understood that as of the date of this Neighbourhood Plan that initiatives are ongoing 

to reduce the speed and volume of traffic on the Stansted Road.  This Neighbourhood 

Plan supports these initiatives and, as they are ongoing, proposes no additional policies at 

this time. 

5.126. Other areas of congestion 

There are a number of roads within the area which suffer from severe congestion which 

can at times make the roads almost impassable.  The problem is largely due to on-street 

car parking, frequently on both sides of the road, reducing the road width to a single 

carriageway.  In some cases, this can be regarded as a positive as it prevents the roads 

being used as through-routes.  However, it does also mean problems for emergency 

access or access for refuse and delivery vehicles.  The roads that have been drawn to our 

attention are: 

a. Stafford Road (Caterham Valley) 

b. Farningham Road and Commonwealth Road (Caterham Valley) 

c. Foxon Lane (Caterham Hill) 

d. Milton Road & Addison Road (Caterham Hill) 

e. Park Road (Caterham Hill) 

5.127. The matters and concerns are covered by Aspiration Objective TA4 PINCH POINTS IN 

ROAD SYSTEM. 

Large Goods Vehicles 



5.128. Where the road infrastructure is perceived to not support Large Goods Vehicles, e.g. the 

Godstone Road in Whyteleafe, and the Caterham Town Centre, consideration should be 

given to the introduction of limits on Vehicle Size e.g. 7.5 Tonne maximum, in conjunction 

with the introduction of speed reduction initiatives, such as additional speed cameras on 

the Godstone Road, and a “Lorry Control Scheme” (LCS ). 

5.129. This matter and concerns are covered by aspiration Objective TA5 LARGE GOOD 

VEHICLES. 

PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY TRANSPORT AND 

CONNECTIVITY 

Buses 

5.130. Bus viability is no doubt compromised to some degree by the local growth in the numbers 

of older people who tend not to use cars but have access to travel concessions that are 

publicly funded. There is a risk of a downward spiral of services becoming less frequent 

with the result that they are used less with the consequence that frequency is reduced until 

they are uneconomical to run. Having been vulnerable, some local bus services are secure 

for the time being as part of a county-wide strategy but there are continuing concerns 

about routes and frequencies to neighbouring towns that are not on the Croydon/London 

axis, availability in the evening and the need for service to facilities for the aged and infirm.  

5.131. The challenge is to conceive a scheme that would meet the particular local need for a 

frequent link between centres and the area's 4 stations and with key community locations 

such as the Caterham Dene Hospital and the Douglas Brunton Centre. It is key that such a 

link should complement existing bus services rather than risk their being challenged and 

their viability compromised. A Community Bus Service, such as has been introduced in 

other places could well serve that particular need.  

5.132. Existing bus routes in the Neighbourhood Plan area are enclosed from Surrey County 

Council, Transport for London and Metrobus respectively. 

Community Bus Services 

5.133. The proposal is to provide a community bus to operate from 6.30am to 8.00pm, with 

payment by cash or season ticket.  It is based upon a 20 minute journey one way and a 

waiting time of no more than 20 minutes.  An important issue is the bus being full in one 

direction but empty going back. 

5.134. The proposed route is:  Chaldon to Caterham Valley station (10 stops) to de Stafford 

school (3 stops) to Tesco via Banstead Road (6 stops) to Caterham Valley station (6 

stops) to Chaldon (9stops). 



5.135. The Community Bus Funding would expect approximately 30%-40% of income to be 

generated by fares, with an estimated 15,000 trips per year.  20% tends to be grants from 

county/district councils.  A further 40% would be from other contracts such as the NHS.  

On average £700 per 1000 residents is provided from transport authorities. 

5.136. Supporting Community Transport Fund and the Bus Service Operators Grant are crucial 

and growing funding streams with an average of £3200 per community organisation being 

claimed. 

5.137. A section 22 permit is needed for fare generating operations but they are not allowed to 

make a profit. 

5.138. A section 19 permit is likely to be required for contracts such as the dial a ride operation. 

5.139. It is likely the community bus operation will need to apply for both permits in order to 

provide a commuter and a contract/community service. 

5.140. This concern and aspiration is set out in Aspiration Objective TA6 COMMUNITY BUS  

Background National Trends 

5.141. A recent trend of a drop in the percentage of people aged 17-20 holding a permanent 

driving licence. Cost of obtaining licence and running a car appears to be main barriers. 

5.142. A trend for increasing amount of cars per household with more households having access 

to 2 or more cars than households with no access to a car at all. 

5.143. A trend for annual mileage to be falling suggesting more local journeys being undertaken 

than longer journeys. 

5.144. 61% of all car journeys were single occupancy in 2010. 

5.145. 20% of all journeys in 2010 were for trips of less than 1 mile. 

5.146. Local bus is the most frequently used mode of public transport with 29% saying they use a 

bus once a week. – This may be different currently in CR3 area due to train provision and 

commuter pattern. 

5.147. In 2010 20% of all trips were for shopping and 11% for education. 

5.148. Local bus in 2010 were as follows: 

a. 8% commuting/business 

b. 11% education 

c. 9% shopping 

d. 7% personal business 

e. 5% leisure 

f. 2% other escort. 



5.149. The proportion of bus users was highest among 17-20 year olds accounting for 15% of all 

trips for this group. With bus use higher for those 60 plus than for middle aged groups. 

5.150. Education was the most frequent trip purpose for those aged under 16 accounting for 28% 

of trips. 

5.151. Among people aged 16-69, those with mobility difficulties make a quarter fewer trips than 

those who are able bodied. 

5.152. Fridays are the busiest in terms of total trips made particularly for shopping and visiting 

friends. Weekdays are the busiest for commuting however are slightly lower on Mondays 

and Fridays. Saturdays more trips are made for sport/entertainment and shopping. 

5.153. In 2011 main reason for trip by bus was for shopping (27%). 

Other alternative forms of transport 

Bicycles and ‘Bikes for Hire’ 

5.154. Cycling is regarded as a fundamental part of any alternative transport structure, being 

relatively cost effective, sustainable and contributing to good health among the population. 

5.155. Where cycle path routes currently exist, this plan proposes the following policy to ensure 

ongoing maintenance and access to cyclists in the area. 

5.156. One of the disincentives to cycling in the Neighbourhood Plan area is the issue of steep 

hills, some of which are long. 

5.157. One of the concepts that the Plan supports is the concept of ‘Boris Bikes’ - electric bikes 

for hire.  This may reduce car traffic and congestion, as well as making moving around the 

Plan area easier and healthier for people.  Part of this process would be the need to 

establish cycle lanes, which will not always be viable. 

5.158. Cycles have to be easy to walk to and might be located in the following locations: 

a. Outside the four railway stations; 

b. Raglan shopping centre; 

c. Church Walk shopping centre; 

d. Tesco car park; 

e. Shopping parades at Beechwood Road/Croydon Road, Wapses Lodge/Croydon 

Road, Westway and Chaldon Road; 

f. The Dene Hospital; 

g. The car park by Chaldon Village Hall; 

h. Whyteleafe Recreation Ground; 

i. De Stafford School; 



j. The junctions of Rook Lane/Roffes Lane, Rook Lane/Chaldon Common Road, 

Salmons Lane/Whyteleafe Hill, Ninehams/Buxton Lane, Ninehams/Milton Road, 

Banstead Road/Addison Road, Banstead Road/Oak Road. 

5.159. Issues to resolve are: 

a. How many cycles to get the project underway? 

b. How much space would be required; 

c. Battery-charging mechanism? 

d. Costs? 

e. Funding and grants? 

f. How much do users pay? 

5.160. These proposals and concerns are dealt with under Aspiration Objective TA7 CYCLE 

PATHS and TA8 BIKE HIRE SCHEME. 

5.161. Any highway restructuring must not be to the detriment of cyclists (which this plan aims to 

encourage the use of) noting that the Surrey Traffic Calming Good Practice Guide states 

“For a cyclist to be safely overtaken, the width required depends upon the width of the 

overtaking vehicle but in general a lane width of 4m is needed. For widths of between 3 

and 4m the cyclist will be 'squeezed'. Road widths less than 3m ensure the overtaking 

vehicle must wait behind the cyclist.” 

5.162. The Traffic Calming Good Practice Guide also states that “All traffic calming schemes 

must provide for the needs of cyclists and pedestrians, and in particular for the mobility 

impaired. This is fundamental to the philosophy of traffic calming and scheme design must 

reflect this.” 

Electric Vehicles 

5.163. Within the Neighbourhood Plan area there are currently limited charging points for electric 

vehicles.  While electric vehicles are currently thought to be prohibitively expensive for 

many, if affordable, due to their limited range, it is noted that they are likely to be used for 

more local journeys.   

5.164. Similarly while the use of electric vehicles would reduce road pollution in the immediate 

area it is acknowledged that in order to charge the vehicle power will be require from the 

National Grid, the majority of which in the South East appears to be powered by CCGT 

(Combined Coal and Gas Powered Turbines).  Therefore this Neighbourhood Plan does 

consider that with the encouragement of electric car usage by the car industry and central 

government at least one charging point is required in the area. 

5.165. Neighbourhood Plan supports the use of Electric vehicles and this is set out in Aspiration 

Objective TA9 ELECTRIC VEHICLES and Planning Policy T7 ELECTRIC VEHICLES. 



REDUCING CONGESTION & POLLUTION 

Air and Noise Pollution 

5.166. Tandridge Council should work with neighbouring areas to ensure the quality of Air in the 

area is not reduced to the detriment of local residents, negatively impacting on the health 

of local residents that in turn would result in additional pressures on the local health 

services, and potential reduction in revenues to the Council (if individuals are unable to 

work and therefore reliant upon ‘state welfare’).  This could be achieved through utilising 

the relevant parts of the London Air Quality Strategy (ref 5: Air_Quality_Strategy_v3). 

5.167. Additionally as noted elsewhere in this plan air monitoring stations should be introduced to 

enable actual data to be sourced on the quality of air in the Neighbourhood Plan area.  

5.168. In conjunction with the “Health” part of the Neighbourhood Plan it is suggested that 

Tandridge County Council in conjunction with the NHS introduces a Health Alert system, 

based on pre-existing “pollen count” and equivalent measures whereby if particularly poor 

air quality is identified alerts are published on a readily accessible location e.g. local 

Doctor Surgery websites or Tandridge County Council websites.  

5.169. This would help the Residents in the Neighbourhood Plan area who suffer from ailments 

exacerbated by poor air quality manage their condition e.g. asthma. 

5.170. While patient ‘anonymised‘ statistics are not currently available to the Transport Forum of 

the Neighbourhood Plan, or to the Health Forum part of the Neighbourhood plan, it is 

understood that there are areas where air pollution aggravated illnesses are clustered e.g. 

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disorder (COPD).  These are typically in the “Valley” parts 

of the Neighbourhood Area and therefore it could be speculated that this is a consequence 

of both the volume of traffic on the A22 and the geography of the area, i.e. the valley in 

Caterham and Whyteleafe effectively acting as a container for pollution to remain and not 

quickly, or easily, dissipate. 

5.171. This Neighbourhood Plan believes that the policies outlined in this document will 

complement and support Tandridge District Council in their obligations to monitor and 

manage Air Pollution in the area.  However this Neighbourhood Plan does express some 

concern over conclusions reached in the latest Tandridge District Council Air Quality 

Progress Report (2013) such as “there are no roads in residential areas with high flows of 

buses and / or HGVs” as this directly contradicts traffic flow data collected by Surrey 

County Council and Surrey Police.  Furthermore the Whyteleafe Parish Plan noted in 2008 

that in excess of 80% of the Parish area lives within “1/4km (270 yards) of the A22”.  Given 

the number of high density developments in Whyteleafe since 2008 it is reasonable to 

conclude the percentage may be even greater at the time of writing. 



5.172. Additionally the Tandridge District Council Air Quality Progress Report concludes that 

there are no areas of domestic coal burning.  However a number of residents do indeed 

have open chimneys that enables the burning of coal and other items. 

5.173. Within the USA 2012 document (the 2012 Air Quality Updating and Screening Assessment 

for Tandridge District Council), Tandridge District Council notes that: 

• “… there are no new/newly identified congested streets with a flow above 5,000 

vehicles per day and residential properties close to the kerb, that have not been 

adequately considered in previous rounds of Review and Assessment”  

• “… there are no new / newly identified busy streets where people may spend 1 hour or 

more close to traffic” 

• “… there are no new / newly identified roads with high flows of buses / HDVs” 

• “… there are no new / newly identified busy junctions / busy roads” 

5.174. Again this Neighbourhood Plan expresses concern over the statements above noting that 

they appear to contradict the findings outlined in this document. 

5.175. This Neighbourhood Plan believes the policies identified in relation to pollution monitoring 

and alerting could be achieved through Tandridge District Council engaging with East 

Sussex County Council and King’s College London, given that “The London Air Quality 

Network and The Sussex Air Quality Network are run by the Environmental Research 

Group at King’s College London in conjunction with the Boroughs of London and Sussex.”  

(Sussex Air smartphone application “About” information). 

5.176. To date neighbouring boroughs are already actively involved in providing air quality 

information including Croydon, Sutton, Reigate and Banstead in addition to Horsham and 

Crawley.  This Neighbourhood Plan supports Tandridge District Council’s engagement 

with this Smartphone application to enable “kerbside” monitoring to occur in the specified 

areas within this plan (as per the policy identified). 

5.177. This Neighbourhood Plan also supports Tandridge District Council’s involvement in the Air 

Alert service, currently covering Southampton, West and East Sussex, that sends “free 

messages to home or mobile telephone, informing residents that poor air quality is 

predicted in your area”. 

5.178. Any expansion to Gatwick Airport must consider the impact on local residents, through 

additional road traffic, air pollution, noise and lighting.  Flight paths must consider the built-

up areas and, as is currently the case, night flights must not be permitted. 

5.179. Reducing pollution and traffic in the area would also align with the results of the 

Neighbourhood Survey in 2012/2013 where 87% of respondents identified the 

Environment as the most important reason for living in the Tandridge area (ref 1: 

“Neighbourhood Survey / Survey Monkey output.pdf”).  This is an increase from the 59% 

of respondents who identified the Environment as the most important reason in the ABC 



Survey undertaken in 2007 (ref 2: “What did you say.pdf” and 

http://www.caterhamabc.org.uk). 

5.180. Pollution is a concern in the Neighbourhood Plan Area, which is exacerbated by the Low 

Emission Zone (LEZ) introduction at Coulsdon and Purley, which has had the effort of 

directing non-compliant (i.e. more polluting) vehicles into the Neighbourhood Plan Area 

(that is, away from Purley onto the Godstone Road in Whyteleafe), as observed within the 

“lez-impacts-monitoring-baseline-report-2008-07” that notes the introduction of the LEZ 

could impact areas outside of London (or the LEZ) through “Possible displacement or 

diversion of non-compliant vehicles to work outside London – potentially having negative 

air quality implications in those areas.”. 

 

5.181. Negative air quality is a concern as evidence “is increasing that long-term exposure to 

ambient air pollution is associated with deaths from cardiopulmonary diseases.  In a 2002 

pilot study, we reported clear indications that traffic-related air pollution, especially at the 

local scale, was related to cardiopulmonary mortality in a randomly selected sub-cohort of 

5000 older adults participating in the ongoing Netherlands Cohort Study (NLCS) on diet 

and cancer.” (Brunekreef B et al, 2009). 

5.182. Air Quality is also negatively impacted as a result of congestion, as noted within the Surrey 

Futures Congestion Strategy (Congestion Strategy FINAL) which states the following on 

congestion: 

http://www.caterhamabc.org.uk/


5.183. “Congestion acts as a drain on the local economy. This includes the costs of delays and 

negative impacts on the amenity and attractiveness of town centres which can deter 

visitors and shoppers. It is also a constraint upon existing businesses within the county 

and has a negative impact on growth as accessibility by road is a major consideration for 

business location decisions. Congestion not only has a negative impact upon the 

economic competitiveness of the county but also can have a negative impact upon the 

natural environment and also the urban environment. Road traffic is a key issue in relation 

to air quality. Stop start driving conditions and slower vehicle speeds resulting from 

congestion can lead to higher roadside pollutant concentrations. To date 24 Air Quality 

Management Areas (AQMAs) have been declared in Surrey. Most of the AQMAs in Surrey 

are designated within urban areas. Proposals for reducing nitrogen dioxide levels in these 

particular areas will be addressed in the Local Transport Strategies and Implementation 

Programmes and through Action Plans produced by borough and districts. Road traffic and 

congestion is also a major contributor to carbon emissions. By trying to reduce congestion 

and encourage more sustainable travel choices we are actively seeking to reduce carbon 

emissions in Surrey.” 

5.184. While there are several air quality monitoring stations in the south east, currently there 

appears to be none within the Neighbourhood Plan area as illustrated on the 

“londonair.org.uk” website that illustrates there is no active pollution monitoring in the 

Neighbourhood Plan area.  This is a concern as health care statistics in other geographies 

have documented a link between Asthma attacks and air quality i.e. that asthma “attacks 

are sometimes triggered by Air Pollution” noting that there’s “no cure for asthma.” (National 

Center for Environmental Health).  Additional studies have identified a clear link between 

air pollution and the impact on children’s development, which is a concern given the 

number of schools in the Neighbourhood Plan area that lie in close proximity to major 

routes, combined with the lack of active air pollution monitoring in the area. 

5.185. Furthermore in Whyteleafe as “…80% of the Parish area lies within 1/4km (270 yards) of 

the A22” and an “… even higher percentage of the resident population lives within this 

narrow belt” (The Whyteleafe Parish Plan, February 2008) monitoring and management of 

air pollution in this area is urgently required. 

5.186. The LEZ map implies Whyteleafe is included in the LEZ area, however it is not.  Given the 

Feasibility Study into the LEZ (The London Low Emission Zone Feasibility Study, phase-2-

feasibility-summary.pdf) recommended the LEZ introduction into the entire Greater London 

Area, and the Neighbourhood Plan area resides directly next to or, in the opinion of some, 

within, the Greater London Area the Neighbourhood Plan supports the extension of the 

LEZ into the Neighbourhood Plan area**. 

5.187. While the same Feasibility Study noted that “…it is only recommended that a London low 

emission zone should extend up to the Greater London boundary. Extending the zone up 

to the M25 would make the implementation and enforcement of a London LEZ much more 



difficult because this would require the agreement of non-London local authorities to 

include a part of their areas in the scheme.” this Neighbourhood Plan supports the 

extension of the LEZ into the Neighbourhood Plan Area. 

5.188. Tandridge District Council would not be alone in the introduction of a LEZ noting that a 

number of other cities in the UK including, but not limited to, Nottingham, Edinburgh, 

Bristol, York and Oxford are also in the process of investigating the introduction of LEZ, 

with each City at varying stages of their feasibility study investigations (3-LEZ-strategic-

Review-Report-250205). 

5.189. Establishing a Low Emission Zone in the CR3 Forum Neighbourhood Plan area is felt to 

be a practical solution to improve air quality, particularly given the recent investigations by 

Horsham and West Sussex Councils that “found a low emission zone was the most 

feasible traffic option” (BBC News, 14 September 2013) to help address air quality 

concerns in Storrington, West Sussex.  

5.190. Furthermore Surrey County Council, in conjunction with the introduction of a LEZ scheme, 

could consider the introduction of a similar scheme to the London Lorry Control Scheme 

(LLCS)***.   This scheme prevents unnecessary lorry movements in London at night and 

during weekends and is run by the ALG.  The Strategic review into the LEZ Feasibility 

Study (3-LEZ-strategic-Review-Report-250205) observes the following: 

“ALG TEC suggested that if the LLCS were extended to cover a LEZ the two schemes 

would be able to share one Tribunal. In this way they could share resources and 

maintain better flexibility. To follow this option LEZ would need to be inline with 

PATAS regarding enforcement and fines. This would necessitate fixed penalties and 

absolute offences (no motive being necessary). 

The review team found that both the possibility of extending ALG TEC’s remit to cover 

LEZ and the possibility of simply using the output from the ALG TEC to run a LEZ 

using a database of excluded vehicles are both optional for a LEZ.” 

5.191. The Practice Guidance 2 document (produced by Defra) provides “Practice Guidance to 

Local Authorities on Low Emissions Zones” and in particular notes that “The two main 

legal options for implementing Low Emission Zones in the UK are Traffic Regulation 

Orders under the Road Traffic Regulations Act 1984 (commonly introduced to manage 

traffic flow at specific locations, to define on-street parking conditions, or as part of a 

broader traffic management scheme) and Section 106 agreements as planning obligations 

for site usage (see guidance contained in Planning Policy Statement 23: Planning and 

Pollution Control (2004)).” 

5.192. Defra’s Practice Guidance also note “The most effective methods of managing permitted 

vehicles (for traffic, parking or development control schemes) will be to use existing 

systems and sources of information as far as possible. A significant number of Low 

Emission Zones are now in place or under development in Europe. Examples of Low 



Emission Zones from mainland Europe include manual and low-tech enforcement 

methods as well as camera based systems.”  This document supports these suggestions 

through the use of ANPR technology to monitor speed as well as vehicles entering the 

Neighbourhood Plan area. 

5.193. Furthermore the Practice Guidance document states that “The Government Green Book” 

requires that there should be an economic assessment of the social costs and benefits of 

all new policies projects and programmes”.  Given the introduction of the LEZ in London it 

is clear that Tfl have demonstrated such benefits. 

5.194. Practical Guidance on the introduction of the LEZ from the Practice Guidance 2 document 

is included in the Appendices of this section of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Sources:  

http://lowemissionzones.eu/countries-mainmenu-147/united-kingdom-mainmenu-

205/london  

And 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/roadusers/lez/17678.aspx#tkt-tab-panel-2 

5.195. Policies introduced in the Neighbourhood Plan Area should consider neighbouring areas 

and overall Surrey Plans e.g. the Surrey Transport Plan, 

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/surrey-transport-plan-ltp3/surrey-

transport-plan-vision-and-objectives , the London Freight Plan (ref 4) and the London Air 

Quality Strategy (ref 5). 

5.196. It is understood that under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) TDC has an 

obligation to monitor neighbouring councils and parishes to ensure policies introduced in 

those areas do not negatively impact on Tandridge neighbourhoods.   The Neighbourhood 

Plan encourages this aspect of NPPF and sets out Aspiration Objectives TA10 AIR 

QUALITY MONITORING STATIONS and TA11 LOW EMISSION ZONES. 

Water Pollution 

5.197. With current exploratory investigations in neighbouring Counties this Neighbourhood Plan 

requests that any initiatives that will potentially impact the quality of groundwater, the 

water table or water supplies to the area e.g. “fracking” are reviewed thoroughly to ensure 

there is no pollution risk to water supplies either as a consequence of industrial activities 

or as an impact to supply due to the quantity of water required to achieve such industrial 

activities. 

http://lowemissionzones.eu/countries-mainmenu-147/united-kingdom-mainmenu-205/london
http://lowemissionzones.eu/countries-mainmenu-147/united-kingdom-mainmenu-205/london


PEDESTRIAN ISSUES AND ROUTES 

5.198. 58% of respondents to the 2012 Neighbourhood Survey make use of the local footpath 

network, 38% make use of bridle-paths in the area and a mere 16% make use of cycle 

paths. 

5.199. Anecdotal evidence (conversations with local residents) indicate the poor use of cycle 

paths is due to the volume, speed and size (e.g. Large Goods Vehicles) of traffic, with little 

infrastructure in place to provide a safe and secure cycling environment e.g. due to limited 

cycle parking at local train stations. 

5.200. The Surrey Police Casualty Reduction Department Report, the “A22_Whyteleafe Jan 

2013.pdf”, records the statistics from the use of a Speed Detection Radar to monitor 

volume and speed of traffic in the first week of February 2013.  This report notes that the 

number of vehicles on the Godstone Road in Whyteleafe for the period of the monitoring 

activity was 139,539 – 64118 heading northbound, 75421 heading southbound.  As there is 

a greater proportion of vehicles travelling southbound i.e. towards the M25 than 

northbound, i.e. towards Purley in the view of the Neighbourhood Plan this supports the 

need for additional speed enforcement measures, as described elsewhere in this plan, 

along the Whyteleafe stretch of the Godstone Road from Whyteleafe Hill to Salmons Lane 

(i.e. a Road Safety Zone that comprises “ANPR” technology to monitor, and enforce, the 

30mph speed limit and to monitor and enforce a Low Emission Zone). 

5.201. The use of bridle-paths throughout the area is thought to be higher than the usage 

indicated in the Neighbourhood Plan survey results.  

5.202. Current footpaths and bridleways in the area are shown in the Map section. 

5.203. With Equestrian Users making use of the routes marked in the map included earlier in this 

document, these routes will also be used by Cyclists. 

5.204. Integration of alternative routes should be considered in conjunction with the introduction 

of safe crossing points.  For example, horse riders make use of the Wapses Lodge 

roundabout, and additional safety features could be introduced on the “minor” routes 

joining this roundabout such as Horse Riding / Road “Pegasus” Crossing Points. 

5.205. Integrating alternative routes should also have the benefit of improving access to the 

Environment for Disabled Residents in the area. 

5.206. Improving the lighting of pedestrian routes, e.g. narrow routes linking main roads in 

Whyteleafe and Caterham, and security of these same routes, e.g. through the use of 

CCTV, may encourage the use of public transport as residents may feel safer walking to 

and from their destination. 

5.207. Increasing the width of pavements in the area would also benefit wheelchair users, parents 

with prams, and individuals walking on the main road to local train stations.  In Whyteleafe 



this would have the consequence of reducing road width for traffic however when 

comparing examples in Holland, where roads leading to residential areas narrow 

significantly, this is felt to be an advantage providing local residents are not prevented 

from accessing their existing parking arrangements e.g. driveways or garages. 

5.208. Anecdotally introduction of a “build out” on the southbound carriageway of the Godstone 

Road, directly after the Station Road junction, is expected to have the effect of reducing 

traffic speed (as observed when vehicles temporarily parked on the pavement result in a 

reduction in vehicle speed as vehicles negotiate the slight bend in the road).   

Incorporation of a  cycle lane on the “build out” would allow cyclists a safe route rather 

than having to navigate the “build-out”.  

5.209. Improving security, visibility and cleanliness of the Wapses Lodge footpath may result in 

increased usage, based on feedback from the Neighbourhood Plan survey.  Additionally 

consideration should be given to reopening the footpath (currently closed off) at the end of 

Greenhill Avenue, which would make it possible for pedestrians to walk to Woldingham 

without going under the Wapses Lodge footpath / subway that residents locally have 

described as intimidating and unsafe. 

5.210. More publicity should be given to local “on call” transportation and consideration given to 

car share or a pool car system in the area. 

5.211. On completion of initiatives to integrate footpaths, cycle paths, and bridleways where 

feasible, and to improve the safety and security and those on foot, bicycle and horseback, 

Tandridge County Council could make use of marketing collateral, the Tandridge website 

and support of local business to encourage the use of alternative transport e.g. cycle 

parking at local pubs or restaurants use of billboard advertisement, consideration of the 

equivalent of a “Boris bike” scheme. 

Need a Policy for Footpaths and Bridleways None of this as currently written leads to a 

policy. 

SUMMARY 

5.212. It would be useful to briefly summarise Report here as a lead in to Policies and 

Aspirations. 

 

  



TRANSPORT PLANNING POLICIES 

POLICY T01 – IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT ON TRANSPORT NETWORK  

Intent: To reduce congestion; 

To reduce pollution; 

To ease parking pressures. 

Justification: Feedback from residents and local businesses; 

Statistics from Surrey County Council and Surrey police. 

 

POLICY T02 – SUSTAINABLE LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT 

Intent: To ensure that users of new developments have good access to public 

transport. ; 

Justification: Levels of traffic congestion in the Neighbourhood Plan area; 

Surrey Local Transport Plan. 

  

POLICY T01 – IMPACT ON TRANSPORT NETWORK 

For developments generating more than 20 vehicle movements per day based upon 

four vehicle movements per dwelling or two vehicle movements per occupant for 60% 

of the anticipated occupants of non-residential developments, development proposals 

must convincingly demonstrate that impacts on transport capacity and the transport 

network at both corridor level and local level are fully assessed and that there will not 

be any adverse impact on the system. 

Workplace or residential travel plans may be necessary.  In making these 

assessments, it will be important that consideration is given to the ability of the 

network to sustain the existing traffic levels and it will not be sufficient to show the 

percentage increase on the existing situation.  The percentage increase may be 

minimal but if the situation is already unmanageable or close to breaking point, then 

any increase could be harmful. 

These assessments should be based on recognised methodology, as indicated in TfL’ 

Transport Assessment Best Practice Guidance, Planning for Public Transport in 

Development and similar documents. 



 

POLICY T03 - CAR PARKING- GENERALLY 

Intent: To ensure that parking standards are met for new developments. 

To ensure that parking is provided for commuters and staff working in the 

employment areas. 

Justification: Residents comments; 

Levels of congestion on the road system; 

Feedback from businesses; 

To reduce levels of traffic on the road system by making the use of public 

transport easier; 

Road safety issues. 

 

 

POLICY T04 – SAFETY OF CAR PARKING AREAS 

Intent: To encourage the use of public car parking areas; 

POLICY T2 – SUSTAINABLE LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT 

All applications for planning approval must demonstrate that they are sustainable in the 

location and accessibility, using the attached accessibility map, with consideration given 

to the density of existing housing i.e. further high density housing may not be appropriate 

in heavily populated areas of the Neighbourhood Plan area and may contradict the 

housing element of this plan. 

POLICY T03 - CAR PARKING 

All developments must provide car parking facilities that are in accordance with the 

current parking standards as set out in TDC SPD September 2012. 

We believe T4 and T5 should be combined into a single policy as you can only have 

one designated standard, namely TDC SPD on parking but additional car parking 

beyond this standard can be supported for the reasons you suggest. 

The  Neighbourhood Plan is supportive of planning applications with additional car 

parking intended to remedy the shortfall in commuter car parking in the Plan area and 

to meet the need of people working in the area as well users of the facilities in the 

area. 



To promote the public’s sense of safety. 

Justification: Residents comments; 

Public safety issues. 

 

POLICY T07 - ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

Intent:  

Justification:  

 

This requires justification and intent but is it really necessary if covered by Government 

requirements for appropriate development 

PLANNING POLICY T06 – FOOTPATHS AND BRIDLEWAYS 

The Neighbourhood Plan supports the continuation of all existing footpaths and bridleways 

and if alterations are proposed these must be the subject of public consultation and 

provide an alternative route of equivalent ease of access and direction. 

The Neighbourhood Plan would support the use of Community Funding to maintain and 

upgrade existing footpaths and bridleways and establish new foot paths and bridleways 

where required and appropriate to improve access in the CR3 area. 

ASPIRATION OBJECTIVES 

ASPIRATION TA1 - ANPR AND ROAD SAFETY ZONES 

POLICY T04 - SAFETY OF CAR PARKING AREAS 

All vehicle parking facilities must be designed in accordance with the best practice to 

ensure public safety in terms of lighting, surveillance, etc.  Police advice on the design 

should be included as part of the town planning application and schemes should be 

certificated under ‘Secured-By-Design’ where it can apply. 

POLICY T05 - ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

All new developments (residential or otherwise) must make provision for charging of 

electric vehicles. 



Intent: To monitor and manage speed, congestion and pollution within the CR3 

Forum Plan area. 

Justification: Residents comments; 

Levels of congestion on road system through-routes; 

Road safety issues; 

Studies on the impact of pollution on health; 

ASPIRATION TA1 - ANPR and ROAD SAFETY ZONES 

For the authorities concerned with highway safety & maintenance, road congestion, road 

traffic speed, public health and pollution to install ANPR cameras, monitoring and 

enforcement systems and to establish “Road Safety Zones” in the Plan area, funded via 

the CIL levy, with a view to reducing speed levels, pollution levels (the LEZ) and timing of 

traffic (the LCS) of vehicles in the Zone. 

ASPIRATION TA2 & TA3 – SHARED SPACE & HOME ZONES 

Intent: To establish an improved environment in terms of public realm 

appearance, economic vitality, quality of life, road safety and road 

congestion; 

To allow pedestrians and non-motor vehicle users an equal use of the 

road system in the town and residential areas. 

Justification: Residents feedback; 

Road safety issues; 

Road congestion 

ASPIRATION TA2 - SHARED SPACE 

The Neighbourhood Plan supports and wishes to see applied the principles of shared 

space within the town centre areas of the Plan area. 

ASPIRATION TA3 - HOME ZONES 

Intent:  

Justification:  

ASPIRATION TA3 - HOME ZONES 

The CR3 Forum believes that Home Zones will be beneficial to local residents and would 

like to see the principles applied within new and existing residential areas. 

ASPIRATION TA4 - PINCH POINTS IN ROAD SYSTEM 

Intent: To improve the traffic flow; 

To reduce pollution. 



To improve road safety 

Justification: Residents comments; 

Road safety concerns; 

Pollution concerns and impact of pollution on human health. 

ASPIRATION TA4 - PINCH POINTS IN ROAD SYSTEM 

For the Parish Councils, CR3 Forum & Tandridge District Council to work with local 

Highways Agencies and other Third Parties to carry out road improvement to relieve traffic 

congestion through improvement in traffic flow. 

ASPIRATIONAL TA5 - LARGE GOODS VEHICLES 

Intent: To ensure that Large Goods Vehicles adhere to low emission EU targets; 

To ensure deliveries within specified timescales to reduce road 

congestion. 

Justification: Residents comments; 

Road safety concerns; 

Pollution concerns and impact of pollution on human health. 

ASPIRATION TA5 - LARGE GOODS VEHICLES 

For Tandridge to work with local Highways Agencies and other Third Parties to ensure all 

traffic, especially Large Goods Vehicles, take the most appropriate route to their 

destination, which may not be via the Neighbourhood Plan area and planning applications 

consider the impact on local parking arrangements during construction (i.e. construction 

vehicles, both in transit and where parked when stationary) and after construction (i.e. new 

residents, visitors of new residents and delivery vehicles to new residents). 

ASPIRATION TA6 -COMMUNITY BUS 

Intent: To provide residents and businesses with an alternative form of transport 

to the use of the motor car in order to access the town centres and public 

transport. 

Justification: A lack of alternative means of transport to the car as a means of accessing 

the shopping areas, the schools, community facilities and forms of public 

transport; 

Parking problems in town centres; 

Carbon reduction through reduced motor vehicle use. 

ASPIRATION TA6 - COMMUNITY BUS 



The Neighbourhood Plan actively supports and promotes the establishment of a 

community bus service with a user waiting time of no more than 20 minutes, linking the 

Plan area together. 

ASPIRATION TA7 - CYCLE PATHS 

Intent: To ensure the availability of safe cycle routes within the Plan area and to 

encourage their use. 

Justification: Residents’ feedback; 

Road safety concerns; 

Reduce dependence on the motor car; 

Carbon reduction; 

Public health. 

ASPIRATION TA7 - CYCLE PATHS 

For the cyclepaths in the Neighbourhood Plan area to be adequately maintained to enable 

their use for example the A22 between the M25 motorway and the Wapses Lodge 

Roundabout.  Furthermore for additional cycle routes to be introduced to ensure it is 

possible to cycle from Wapses Lodge roundabout to Whyteleafe Railway Station.  This 

could be achieved through the introduction of cycle route from the Godstone Road, via the 

Avenue to Salmons Lane then Church Road and finally Whyteleafe Hill (therefore avoiding 

the narrowest stretch of the Godstone Road in Whyteleafe that is perceived unsuitable for 

cycling by Residents in the area).  

 

ASPIRATION TA8 - BIKE HIRE SCHEME 

Intent: To encourage the use of bicycles. 

Justification: To ease the cost and availability of cycles capable of being used on the 

hills around the area; 

To offer an alternative form of transport to the car; 

Reduce dependence on the motor car; 

Carbon reduction; 

Public health 

ASPIRATION TA8 - BIKE HIRE SCHEME 

The CR3 Forum actively wishes to promote the establishment of electric bicycle hire 

scheme through the Neighbourhood Plan 

ASPIRATION TA9 - ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

Intent: To encourage the use of electric vehicles 



Justification: A lack of charging points for electric vehicles in the Plan area; 

To support Government policy; 

To reduce carbon emissions. 

ASPIRATION TA9 - ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

The Neighbourhood Plan supports the introduction of at least one electric car charging 

point in each of the shopping areas within the Neighbourhood Plan Area. 

ASPIRATION TA10 - AIR QUALITY MONITORING STATIONS & ALERT 

MECHANISM 

Intent:  

Justification:  

ASPIRATION TA10 - AIR QUALITY MONITORING STATIONS & 

ALERT MECHANISM 

To establish and maintain air quality monitoring station in the following locations: 

Godstone Road, Whyteleafe between Whyteleafe Hill and Hillside Road (the area 

perceived by Residents to be one of the most polluted in the area due to the geography of 

the area, i.e. the valley between Warlingham and Caterham on the Hill). 

Caterham Town Centre (High Street or in the locality of the railway station) 

Chaldon Road, Chaldon 

Tandridge District Council should be encouraged to monitor all aspects of pollution, e.g. 

Particulate Matter (PM10), Nitrogen Dioxide NO2 and Sulphur Dioxide SO2, and not a 

subset of pollutants included in Regulations for the purpose of LAQM (Local Air Quality 

Management) in England (i.e. the Air Quality Objectives).  This information will enable 

TDC to provide the recorded data for inclusion, subject to the necessary agreements, in 

the “Sussex Air” smartphone application. 

To establish an air quality alert mechanism that is implemented seven days a week, 365 

days a year, in the Neighbourhood Plan area (potentially via leveraging exist technologies 

embraced by the Sussex Air Quality Partnership (SAQP), ERG, King’s College London, 

and the Boroughs of London, Sussex and Southampton). 

ASPIRATION TA11 - LOW EMISSION ZONES 

Intent: To minimise and reduce pollution by ensuring that motorised vehicular 

traffic, particularly large goods vehicles, taxis & buses adhere to emission 

standards when travelling through the Plan area. 

Justification: Residents’ feedback; 

Government policy to reduce carbon emissions 



Studies illustrating the adverse impact of pollution on human health 

ASPIRATION TA11 - LOW EMISSION ZONES 

Tandridge should work with TfL to extend the LEZ area, to reduce pollution to local 

residents, within the more highly populated areas of Tandridge i.e. Whyteleafe and 

Caterham. 



Maps 

 

 



 



 

 

  



Map of Footpaths and Bridleways CR3 Area. 


