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1. Introduction[MAS1][MAS2]
1.1.1

This Consultation Statement (hereafter referred to as the ‘Statement’) supports the
Submission Neighbourhood Plan and Sustainability Appraisal in accordance with the
Community Engagement Statement and Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood
Planning (General) regulations Regulations 2012. It contains the following:
a) a) Details of people and organisations consulted about the proposed
Neighbourhood Plan (NP);
b) b) Details of how they were consulted;
c) c) A summary of the main issues and concerns raised through the consultation
process; and
d) d) Descriptions of how these issues and concerns have been considered and
addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan.

2.Compliance with Neighbourhood Development Plan regulation.
2.1.1

The Localism Act 2011 provided a new statutory regime for neighbourhood planning.
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (Localism Act 2011)
[LC3](hereafter referred to as the ‘Regulations’) make provision in relation to that new
regime and require a Consultation Statement to set out the consultations undertaken
for the Neighbourhood Plan (hereafter referred to as the ‘Plan’). In accordance with
these Regulations and the local planning authority’s guidance on consultation, the
preparation of the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan has involved residents, businesses and
other organisations with interests in the four parishes in the preparatory stages for
the Neighbourhood Plan.

2.1.1 Recent[LC4] guidance from Department for Communities and Local Government (10
Sept 2013) The National Planning Practice Guidance states that:, “ ‘…Tthe
consultation statement submitted with the draft Neighbourhood Plan should reveal
the quality and effectiveness of the consultation that has informed the Plan
proposals.”’ (Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 41-007-20170728).
2.1.2 This Statement sets out details of events and consultations. It lists the activities in
which the local community has been involved and the ongoing work of volunteers.
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The aim of the consultations in the four parishes forming the CR3 area have been to
ensure that there is as widespread as possible understanding of the reasons for and
content of the Neighbourhood Plan.
2.1.3 This Statement demonstrates that there has been extensive community engagement
which has informed the community of the progress and content of the CR3
Neighbourhood Plan
2.1.4 The CR3 Area consists of the 4 Parishes of Chaldon, Caterham Valley, Caterham on
the Hill and Whyteleafe and all are located within Tandridge District Council (TDC).
3.1

Formal structure and Management for Neighbourhood Plan

3.1.1 3.1 [LC5][MAS6]The Parish Councils resolved in 2012 to commence work on a
Neighbourhood Plan and applied for front runner funding through Tandridge District
Council in November 2011. This was approved by Department of Communities and
Local Government on March 6th 2012.
3.1.2 This provided funding directly to the project to assist the preparation of the Plan and
various studies and papers to be prepared to contribute to the technical aspects of
the evidence base and assist with planning regulation. Additional funding was also
provided by each of the Parish Councils.
3.2

Designation of Neighbourhood Area

3.2.1 The Plan began under the umbrella of the Caterham Community Partnership (CCP)
and the Parish Councils of Caterham Hill and Valley. Within weeks both Chaldon
Village Council and Whyteleafe Parish Council had become involved and as the
Parishes were located in CR3 postal area it was decided to name the association “The
CR3 Forum”. The area covered by the Neighbourhood Plan was designated by
Tandridge District Council on 18th July 2012.
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3.3

The Steering Group

3.3.1 The Terms of Reference for the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee are
attached at Appendix A.
3.3.2 The Neighbourhood Plan is included as an agenda item at all Parish Council meetings
and minutes of meetings are publicallypublicly available.
3.3.3 The Steering Committee was appointed to approve the Plan at all its various stages of
development. It is composed of members of the public and Parish Councillors from
each of the four Parish Councils, the CBP (Caterham Business Partnership) and the
CCP with its 1st first meeting on 18th 18th June 2012.
3.3.4 Seven work groups were established to focus upon issues of:







Urban Design;
Housing;
Business;
Transport;
Health and Education; and
Leisure and Community.

3.3.1 These work groups then included further volunteers who have a variety of skills and a
commitment to the community with the chairman of each working group reporting
directly to the Steering Group.
3.4

Tandridge District Council[MAS7]

4.1.1 3.4. Forum Members were keen to obtain input into the NP from Tandridge District
Council. Accordingly, the District Council were has been consulted throughout the
process and have assisted with information and data. The end result should reflect a
combination of those things matters the Neighbourhood PlanNP can effectaffect
locally within the provisions of the Development Plan and the overall set of
Regulations that govern the content and scope of the Neighbourhood PlanNP.
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4.1.2 In addition, Rregular monthly contact on the evolving NP has been between the
Steering Group Chairman and Sarah Thompson Head of Planning Policy. Meetings
have also been held with P Mason Head of Planning and Planning Development
Control Officers.
3.5

Cooperation with Neighbouring Parishes[MAS8].

3.5.1 The Forum Members were also keen to engage with the neighbouring parishes obtain
their views during their evolution of the NP. This has largely taken the form of
notifying the relevant parishes ication during the various consultations that have
been undertaken to seek their input. This included notifying parishes when details of
the draft plan and the availability information available[MAS9] on the CR3 forum and
requesting their comments. has been formally notified and comment requested.
3.5.13.5.2 Details of Neighbouring Parishes consulted between 15th April and 10th June
2016 are contained in Appendix C[MAS10].
3.6

'Meeting of Caterham Town Working Group, 22nd September 2017 at TDC
Council Offices.

3.6.1 The CTWG were discussing progress with the Masterplan team. The District
CouncillorsCllrsCouncillors for all wards and both Couny Div
[LC11]CllrsCouncillors[MAS12] were present. Also present was were the Chief Planning
Officer (CPO) of TDC and Sarah Thompson, (Head of Strategic Planning Policy) for
TDC. The meeting was appraised of progress on the NP preparation.
3.6.2 AdditionallyAdditionally, topics from the NP work were discussed with the
CllrsCouncillors who share the same concerns that the NP has identified and the NP
evidence base for these concerns..
3.6.3 The CouncilTDC and Masterplan team are both looking to address these issues in the
shorter and medium term. Sites included in the Masterplan area on which the NP has
already published Site Assessments were discussed.
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4. Understanding the Issues.
4.1. Early Community Engagement
Website and Newsletters
Newsletters – CR3 Forum

4.1.1 The Caterham Chaldon & Whyteleafe Neighbourhood Plan and Parish Newsletters
have been published:

























January 2013
July 2013
August 2013
September 2013
March 2014
April 2014
June 2014
August 2014
February 2015
March 2015
May 2015
June 2015
July 2015
October 2015
November 2015
December 2015
March 2016
April 2016
May 2016
June 2016 (2 editions)
October 2016
April 2017
May 2017
October 2017
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4.1.2 The June 2016 edition of Tandridge Business News – June 2016contained an article…
[LC13][MAS14]

Social Media





Facebook;
Streetlife;
Twitter.

Parish & Village Councils



Notice boards and twice-yearly newsletters (newsletters delivered to 11000
residents in the Neighbourhood area);




Parish websites; and
www.cr3forum.org.uk.

Background/issues

For some time the residents of the CR3 area had voiced concern about the continual
and often inappropriate development of the area. Against this background a group of
local people, – from business, from local councils and interested and concerned local
residents, – set up a group called ABC – “A Better Caterham” (ABC)“ which held a
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consultation with the general public to identify grievances and possible initiatives.
From this a wider involvement developed into the Caterham Community Partnership
(CCP) involving strong links between Caterham Hill and Caterham Valley Parish
Councils and eventually Chaldon and Whyteleafe Parish Councils too.
4.1.3 As a result of the ABC questionnaire it was decided to pursue the development of a
Neighbourhood Plan and the Front Runner bid was successfully applied for.
Throughout the process the public, through a variety of forums, has been invited to
join in the research and eventual development of policies. It has been a learning
process for the very many CR3 residents involved.
Household survey

4.1.4 Questionnaires to all CR3 residents – 11651 distributed, 1204 responses[MAS15].
4.1.5 Surveys were carried out by each Working Group (see relevant appendices).[LC16][MAS17]
Consultation with business organisations









Caterham Business Briefing; Economic Forum – 4th August 2015;
25 delegates;
Speakers from Gatwick Airport 2nd Runway bid;
The Gatwick Diamond Business Partnership/C2C LEP;
Caterham BID;
Caterham CR3 Forum; and
Local Developers and their Agents.
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(XXXXXXXXXXX [LC18][MAS19])

Open Day exhibitions
Caterham Public Consultation – 5th October 2013
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4.1.6 There was a good attendance and people were interested to see the work that is
being done and to contribute towards it by commenting on some of the ideas and
proposals that are evolving. Feedback of this kind is valuable as it helps to formulate
the policies that will be drafted from the work done.






Caterham Valley Annual Meeting – 15th May 2013 ( Presentation by Random
Greenway);
Whyteleafe Village Public Consultation – 5th March 2014;
Chaldon Village Public Consultation – 12 April 2014;
Chaldon Council AGM – 20 April 2015 ( Presentation by Random Greenway);
and
Caterham on the Hill Public Consultation – 26th April 2014.
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Consultation with young peoples
School workshop – October 2012

(Permission given by de Stafford [LC20][MAS21])

Consultation with local organisations and the public[LC22][MAS23]

4.1.7 The following consultation events were undertaken to consult with the general
public:




Photographic Competition;
Shop window display; and
Stall outside Tesco on the Hill.
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(Tesco on the Hill)

Members and Public outside Morrisons in Church Walk

4.1.8 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX[LC24][MAS25][MAS26]
Street Party – 2nd June 2013

4.1.6 This event was held from between From 13:00h to 18:00h on Caterham High Street
during which time Forum Members, we spoke to people continuously throughout the
afternoon people all the time. During the At the busiest period we had four Forum
members simultaneously speaking with members of the public all talking and each
explaining the proposed NP.
4.1.7 Over the period Forum Members we havespoke dealt with about approximately 200
families, including young families with children below school age.
4.1.8 The primary interests of the individuals consulted at this event These people were
interested in employment as well as education.
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(Caterham High Street)

Carnival – 8th June 2013

(Whyteleafe Fair)

Other Public Consultation Events

4.1.9 In addition to the public consultation outlined above, Forum Members attending the
following events:





Food Festival – 9th June 2013;
Chaldon Fair – 31st August 2015;
Whyteleafe Fair – [insert date[LC27][MAS28]];
Group Workshop – 31st August 2013;
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Party in the Park – 8th September 2013;
Meet Caterham Business – 11th October 2014;
Site assessment review with Stella Scrivener – 22nd February 2014;
Workshop with SCC – 9th May 2014, County Hall;
Site Assessment Workshop – 22nd April 2014; and
Street Fair – 1st June 2014.

(County Hall)

4.3.1 The following dedicated consultation events were also undertaken between June
2012 and June 2017.
















Church Walk – Saturday 30th June 2012;
NP at Tesco Hill – Saturday 8th August 2012;
NP Stand at Antiques evaluation day at Soper Hall – Saturday 2nd February
2013;
NP Workshop at Soper Hall - Saturday 5th October 2013;
Whyteleafe consultation at St Luke’s Church - Wednesday 5th March 2014;
Chaldon consultation at Village Hall - Saturday 12th April 2014;
CotH at Community Centre consultation – Saturday 26th April 2014;
Caterham Valley consultation – Saturday 21st June 2014;
NP stand at Street Party – Sunday 31st May 2017;
NP open day at Church Walk – Saturday 13th May 2017;
NP open day at Church Walk – Saturday 3rd June 2017;
NP stand at Street Party – Sunday 4th June 2017;
NP open day at Church Walk – Saturday 10th June 2017;
NP open day at Church Walk – Saturday 17th June 2017; and
NP open day at Church Walk – Saturday 24th June 2017.
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th

(Open day 17 June 2017 in Church Walk)

4.1.9 Other key dates associated with the consultation process for the NP are provided
below:












JG & EH NP Workshop – Tuesday 24th July 2012;
JG & CW met with Rosemary Banks at TVSC – Monday 13th August 2012;
Residents Questionnaire meeting – Tuesday 18th September 2012;
Residents Questionnaire meeting – Monday 8th October 2012;
Delivering Residents Questionnaires – Saturday 10th November 2012;
NP Support Workshop – Saturday 11th January 2014;
Stella Scrivener, Planning Aid at Soper Hall – Saturday 22nd February 2014;
All Workgroups at Soper Hall – Saturday 29th March 2014;
CR3 Forum AGM – Tuesday 17th June 2014;
Mapping meeting at Library – Tuesday 14th October 2014; and
CR3 Forum AGM – Monday 14th December 2015.

4.2 Land Availability and Site assessments.

4.2.1 An important part of the preparation of the policies within the Neighbourhood Plan
was to establish land availability within the CR3 forum area. ThereforeTherefore, the
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Steering Group in conjunction with the Housing Group arranged to consult with
parish councils, developers and estate agents and with the general public to assess
land availability through a Site Assessment programme. The Site Assessment
Programme and Template was based on Planning Guidance and advice from Locality.
4.2.2 Details of Developers and Estate Agents written to during this process are given in
Appendix E which also shows a template of letters sent to the parties
4.2.3 A list of sites proposed by different parties following advertisements, letters and
research by interested parties was prepared and each of these sites was assessed
using a Site Assessment Template with visits to the different sites and desk top
research. The draft Site assessments were then considered by the Steering Group
before then being published on the CR3 forum website for the CR3 Neighbourhood
Plan.
4.2.4 In total over 80 sites were assessed and are available on the CR3 Forum website for
the public and land owners to read and comment on.
4.2.5 A similar programme was carried out to identify possible sites for Green Space
designation. A Register and maps of 92 possible sites for Green Space designation is
published on the web site.
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4.3 Consultation on Sustainability Appraisal

4.3.1 A Sustainability Appraisal report is a requirement of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, which requires Local Development Documents (this includes
Neighbourhood Plans) to be prepared with a view to contributing to the achievement
of sustainable development. It aims to predict and assess the environmental, social
and economic effects that are likely to arise from the adoption of the CR3
Neighbourhood Plan and to ensure that the policies within it contribute to and
promote sustainable development.
4.3.2 Due to the technical nature of both the process and content of this document the
Steering Group appointed Levett-Therivel, Sustainability Consultants to carry out this
work on their behalf.
4.3.3 The first stage of the Sustainability Appraisal was to prepare a scoping report to
identify the sustainability issues within CR3 Area and set out the sustainability
objectives and indicators for the Sustainability Appraisal of the Neighbourhood Plan.
The scoping report was published for comment in accordance with Reg 4 and 12 of
the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations, 2004 as part of
a 5 week consultation period with statutory consultees from Appendix C.
4.3.4 The recommendations by these consultees were considered by the Neighbourhood
Plan Committee and Levett-Therival and incorporated into the sustainability
objectives. These in turn helped to determine how the Neighbourhood Plan
addressed these and other issues through the Sustainability Appraisal which was
published in draft alongside the Pre-Submission Neighbourhood Plan. Both the
Sustainability Appraisal October 2016 and the Policy Impact Matrix February 2016 are
published and available for viewing on the CR3 forum website.

5. Developing and Testing the options
5.1 Pre Submission (Regulation 14) Consultation 15 th April-10th June 2016

5.1.1 This consultation was based on the Pre-Submission Plan Document 2015-2035
together with the supportive Group Reports, Site Assessments and Sustainability
Appraisal. The consultation format was based on Regulation 14 Consultation.
17

5.1.2 People were consulted via email, CR3 Forum website, documentation in libraries and
parish newsletters, together with advertisements in local newspapers .
5.1.3 Comments received to Pre-Submission Consultations were recorded in the CR3 Forum
gmail email account and access was made available to Group members to read. The
Comments were then assessed by Steering Group members and grouped into
different categories. These were considered by Group members and policy changes
were referred to Steering group for approval and inclusion in the latest draft
document. The groups of comments and responses are set out in Appendix B.
5.1.4 In addition to responses from the public, professional responses on behalf of land
owners were received from SHW, Croudace and RP Consultancy
5.1.5 At the same time, letters were also written to Statutory Authorities and the draft for
this letter, their details and responses are given in Appendix C. Responses were
received from the following organisations:










Historic England;
Surrey County Council;
Transport for London;
Croydon Education Trust;
Thames Water Utilities;
Natural England;
Highways England;
Parish Councils for Caterham Valley; and
Whyteleafe and Chaldon Village Councils.

5.2 Consultation June 2016 to April 2017

5.2.1 In view of the wide ranging comments received from the earlier Consultations and
the need for professional advice on Policies, the Steering Group postponed moving to
the next stage to allow time for the Pre-Submission Statement to be modified and
improved in response to public comments and advice from Planning Consultants and
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TDC. Discussions took place with Group members and the Steering Group on revisions
to the Policies in the Pre-submission Plan Document. During this time there were also
changes to the Steering Group which bought different views to the discussions.
5.2.2 During this period TDC consulted on the new Local Plan which provided considerable
additional data relating to land availability and green belt assessment which needed
checking and where required being referenced to data in the Neighbourhood Plan.
5.2.3 Also during this period meetings were held with TDC including with P Mason Head of
Planning, Sarah Thompson Head of Planning Policy and Planning Control Officers in
respect of Policies within the Pre-Submission Document 2016 and subsequent
revisions to Policies.
5.2.4 Professional advice was provided by AECOM and others. Draft Policies were
submitted to TDC for comment and advice. Whilst much of this advice centred on
Policies, it also included advice and then preparation of other documents required to
complete the Neighbourhood Plan process.
5.2.5 These included the preparation of documents on Local Green Spaces, Character Areas
and updating the Sustainability Report.
5.2.6 This then evolved into the April 2017 CR3 Forum Draft Neighbourhood Plan 20152035, which went out to Regulation 14 Consultation in April 2017.
5.2.65.2.7 A summary of the key issued raised during this consultation period and how
they have been responded to within the NP is provided below[MAS29].
Housing Supply and Demand
5.2.8 Concerns were raised regarding future housing developments within the NP area.
This has been addressed in the NP by setting housing targets suitable and
proportionate to the NP area, taking account of the area’s previous contribution to
housing supply. This was done in part by establishing the Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) for the NP area and undertaking an assessment of available sites in the same
area.
Green Belt
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5.2.9 Policy HO01 provides a list of brownfield sites which can satisfy the OAN for housing
supply proportionate to the NP area, thus hopefully obviating the need for
development within the Green Belt. In addition, HO05 requires developers to
demonstrate that no available Brownfield sites are available within the NP area
before considering the development of Green Field sites.
Housing Density
5.2.10 Policy HO02 refers back to existing density levels and requires proposals which
increase local density more than 10% being to justify this in terms of impacts on the
locality and environment, the provision of open space and amenity and quality of
design.
Infrastructure Provision
5.2.11 Policy HO02 refers to demonstrating how the density of the residential development
satisfies the guidelines set down in the NP, relating to public transport and
accessibility of local amenities and services. In addition, policy HO05 refers to
developments of 5 dwellings or more must demonstrate that existing infrastructure is
capable of taking the cumulative impact of development.
Affordable Homes
5.2.7 Whilst the NP is constrained in its influence by the necessity to accord with adopted
planning policies within the Development Plan, policy HO08 in the NP strengthens
existing viability appraisal requirements and clarifies that in-lieu financial
contributions should only be considered as a last resort. INSERT SUMMARY OF
COMMENTS
4.3.5 In conclusion, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has undertaken extensive
consultation with a variety of stakeholders, in accordance with the Regulations, and
have ensured this has informed the evolution of the NP[MAS30].
5.3 Regulation 14 Consultation April – July 2017

6.1.1 Appendix F sets out details of the consultation and responses to the issues raised.
This is divided into those responses by the public, those from professional and
statutory parties and those from Tandridge District Council. The Consultation ended
on 29th July 2017.
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6. Conclusion
6.1.1 Since its inception in 2012, the CR3 Forum has undertaken wide consultation with
both the general public and statutory authorities. In addition to professional advice
from Locality, AECOM and Quod Planning Consultancies , the Forum has sought
advice and comment from Tandridge District Council.
6.1.2 Comments made through consultation and made directly to the Steering Group or its
subsidiary Groups has been assessed and acted upon to produce the latest draft
Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2035, April 2017. This is now based not only upon the
Group Reports of 2015 but careful consideration of the consultations in 2016 and
advice provided by AECOM and Tandridge District Council.
6.1.3 The draft dated April 2017 will be further considered and where necessary further
changes made to respond to comments and ideas submitted in the April- Jjune 2017
Regulation 14 consultation
6.1.4 This Consultation Statement and the supporting Appendices are considered to
comply with Section 15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.

4.3.6 In conclusion, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has undertaken extensive
consultation with a variety of stakeholders, in accordance with the Regulations, and
have ensured this has informed the evolution of the NP[MAS31].
6.1.5
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Appendix A
The Terms of reference for the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group
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CR3 Forum Constitution
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1.

NAME AND AREA

1.1

The name of the group shall be ‘The CR3 Forum'.

1.2

The Area shall comprise the statutory areas of the Parish Councils of Caterham-onthe-Hill, Caterham Valley, plus Chaldon and and Whyteleafe Village Councils, as
proposed and agreed in 2012 and as designated by Tandridge District Council on 18
July 2012. This is subject to any review proposed by The CR3 Forum and agreed
under the terms of this constitution and as approved by statutory bodies from time
to time or as adjusted by the Tandridge District council under its statutory powers.

1.3

The CR3 Forum comprises representation from the four (4) elected parish councils,
together with the Caterham Community Partnership and the Caterham Business
Partnership who were all equal participants in preparing and submitting the bid for
Front Runner status to develop a local Neighbourhood Plan.

2.

PURPOSE

2.1

The CR3 Forum is created for the express purpose of producing a
‘Neighbourhood Plan’ for promoting or improving the social, economic and
environmental well-being of the neighbourhood, individuals living or
working in the neighbourhood, and others with a commitment to the CR3
Forum Neighbourhood.

2.2

The CR3 Forum shall continue beyond the point of adoption of the Plan by
the local planning authority for the purpose of monitoring its operation,
effectiveness and for periodic review.

3.

OBJECTIVES

3.1

To bring together all those serving or having
neighbourhood, in order to:

an

interest

in

the

a) Strengthen networking and contacts within the neighbourhood;
b) Encourage strong joint working between development promoters, service
providers and the neighbourhood;
c) Establish and further the business of the constituted forum to produce the
neighbourhood plan;
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d) Exchange information and views to aid decision-making (about local
activities, priorities and services).
3.2

To develop a Neighbourhood Plan in order to:
a) Provide a strong spatial, social, environmental and economic context for any
future development proposals;
b) Respect and enhance the existing environmental character of the area;
c) Develop and implement the highest possible standards in terms of sustainable
development, engagement and consultation and local public services within
the neighbourhood;
d) Set out for Surrey County Council (SCC), Tandridge District Council (TDC) and
others the future spatial and infrastructure needs for a sustainable CR3 Forum
neighbourhood;
e) Inform the priorities for the distribution of financial resources arising from the
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), Section 106, New Homes Bonus and any
other relevant funding pots;
f) Encourage and maintain delivery of any adopted Neighbourhood Plan or
neighbourhood development order(s);
g) Co-ordinate the involvement and response of the neighbourhood into any
‘higher’-level planning documents relevant to the neighbourhood and to
ensure compatibility between the Neighbourhood Plan and other local plans,
including those of neighbouring areas;
h) Working with others to maintain and improve open spaces, the public
realm, sports, play and youth facilities in the neighbourhood;
i) Working with others to maintain, protect and improve woodland, trees
and shrubs and rights of way through the neighbourhood;
j) Further any other aspects of the neighbourhood’s social, economic and
environmental well-being.

3.3

To work constructively with others to develop and maintain a strong fit between
the service needs of the neighbourhood and spatial planning in order to:
a) Maintain and improve the economic vitality of the community and the
employability of its residents;
b) Promote synergy between neighbourhood service planning and spatial
planning, particularly with regard to educational, health and environmental
services.

4.
4.1

SCRUTINY
The six founding organisations, making up the CR3 Forum, shall each assume the
role of scrutiny over the overall CR3 Forum’s activities and have the power to put
an appropriate question and resolution to the Steering Group. As all of the 6
founding members are formal entities ( 4 Parish Councils and two partnerships
with formal structures and elected participation), this provides oversight, plus the
Neighbourhood Planning process itself includes District Council, and Inspector
approval phases and finally a public referendum.
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5.
5.1

EQUALITIES AND DIVERSITY
The CR3 Forum is committed to inclusiveness reflecting the diversity of the
neighbourhood. It will actively promote equality and encourage involvement from
all sections of the community which shall be reflected in the membership of the
Committee regardless of race, creed, religion, culture, ethnic origin, sex or sexual
orientation, marital status, any kind of disability or chronic illness, age, class or
gender reassignment.

5.2 The CR3 Forum will ensure there is an open, fair and transparent approach to
encouraging nominations to the committees of CR3 Forum to ensure the make- up of
the Committee in any one-year reflects, as far as possible, the diversity of people
living and working within the neighbourhood.
5.3

The CR3 Forum’s communications and promotions will meet and reflect the
diverse needs of those living or working in the neighbourhood.

6. ORGANISATION
A. MEMBERSHIP of the CR3 Forum
6.1 Participation in the Forum shall be open to all residents living in the CR3 Forum area, as
well as all businesses operating in the area.
6.2

There are three classes of members:
i.
ii.
iii.

6.3

Founder members (from each of the six organizations that have set up the CR3
Forum);
Ordinary members (i.e. residents of the area); and
Organisational members.

A register of all members, whether Ordinary or Organisational, shall be held and updated
regularly by the Project Coordinator to the Steering Group.
a) All individuals being members of each of the six organizations that have set up
The CR3 Forum shall be Founder members;
b) All individuals who live, work in or have a commitment to the
neighbourhood shall be Ordinary members;
c) Organisational members are recognised for networks or organisations who
provide a service to others in the neighbourhood or who have a legitimate
business within it and who wish to be represented in the Neighbourhood
Forum;
d) All Founder and Ordinary members shall have an equal vote of one vote per
member and can exercise this vote in person or by written proxy at the Annual
General Meeting (AGM) and any Extraordinary General Meeting (EGM) called.
e) All Organisational members will have one vote per organisation and can exercise
their vote through their representative or by proxy at the AGM and any EGM
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called. All voting shall be by a show of hands.
6.4

Caterham-on-the-Hill Parish Council shall act as the accountable body for the CR3
Forum and as lead parish in any formal documents requiring such single body to
sign on behalf of the CR3 Forum

6.5

The Chairman of the Caterham-on-the-Hill Parish Council shall be the Chairman of the
CR3 Forum by default, in the event of no other Chairman being elected by a show
of hands at an Annual General Meeting of the CR3 Forum.

6.6

Meetings of the CR3 Forum shall be convened as and when the six groups agree by
simple majority to be necessary. At the least, there shall be an Annual General Meeting
held each year.

B. COMPOSITION AND MEETINGS OF THE FORUM STEERING GROUP
6.7 Under this constitution, The CR3 Forum delegates control of the process for
preparing the Neighbourhood Plan to a Steering Group, which shall comprise twelve
voting members, made up of two nominated representatives from each of the six
organizations making up The CR3 Forum.
6.8

Each of the six bodies shall have the power to appoint 2 voting representatives to
the Steering Group. The six bodies may vary their representatives from time to time,
as needed. All voting members of the Steering Group shall be eligible to propose
and vote for motions. Voting shall be by a show of hands.

6.9

The Steering group may invite additional members from local bodies, companies or
individuals to join the Steering Group that they determine by a majority vote will
add to the Steering Group’s ability to manage the overall exercise. Up to four (4) or
more such additional voting members may be registered. Additional members may
be for the duration of the exercise, or for shorter periods as needs arise.

6.10 Guests may also be invited to attend Steering Group Meetings on a one off, or repeat
basis, such as chairs of any of the CR3 Forum’s working groups, local councilors,
individuals, residents groups, council officers, businesses, land owners, developers,
service providers, other local groups, professional advisers, or any other person(s)
that the Steering Group deems may assist the project. Guests will not be entitled to
vote.
6.11 Attendance at and participation in the Steering Group meetings shall be open to any
interested party, for so long as they are not disruptive to the operation of the
Steering Group. General attendees will not be entitled to a vote.
6.12 The Steering Group shall elect its own officers (including a Chair, Deputy Chair(s),
Treasurer, and Project Coordinator). If vacancies arise due to one of the nominated
representatives standing down or being asked to retire, the relevant organization
must appoint a replacement no later than that organisation’s next meeting. Where
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there is a vacancy due to the retirement of a co-opted member, the Steering Group
can co-opt new members of the Steering Group at their next meeting.
6.13 The Steering Group shall meet on a regular cycle at least once per month and shall
publish the dates of their meetings. Providing that the Steering Group meets at least
once per month, they can meet additionally as often as is necessary to steer the
plan-making process and such other purposes as it determines.
6.14 The Steering Group will undertake its work as it sees fit and may delegate powers
on specific matters to such persons as it sees fit.
6.15 Overall a Steering Group Meeting may:
i. Receive and comment on reports from working groups
ii. approve the annual report and accounts where relevant
iii. adopt constitutional amendments.
iv. Set overall directions, policy and make applications for funding
v. Set and amend the overall project timing
vi. Appoint consultants and agree partnership arrangements with those
necessary to complete the Neighbourhood Plan
vii. Agree press releases, or delegate routine information to be carried out on its
behalf, through its Project Coordinator, or those managing the CR3 Forum web site
6.16 The Chair of the Steering Group:
i.
have a casting vote on elections and resolutions
ii.
act on behalf of the CR3 Forum and represent it externally
iii.
A. may incur expenditure on behalf of the CR3 Forum which is of such extreme
urgency that it must be done at once, whether or not there is any budgetary
provision for the expenditure, subject to a limit of £100 with the agreement of one
voting member from one of the Founder members. The Project Coordinator must be
advised and the item raised at the next Steering Group meeting.
iv.
B. is authorised to sanction any necessary expenditure, under an appropriate
budgetary provision, outside of Steering Group meetings up to £50 per item in
any one month. The Project Coordinator must be advised and the expenditure
raised at the next Steering Group meeting.
v.
C. The Chairman of the Steering Group can call an extraordinary meeting of the
Steering Group at any time.
vi.
interpret the constitution. The Chair’s interpretation may be overturned by twothirds of those present at the Steering Group.
vii.
approve payments via the accountable body (Caterham Hill Parish Council).
6.17 The Treasurer, shall:
i.
be responsible for maintaining the accounts of the CR3 Forum
ii.
be responsible for presenting an annual budget with assistance from the Steering
Group.
iii.
submit a detailed summary of the accounts to every Steering Group Meeting.
6.18 A paid Project Coordinator shall be appointed and shall:
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i.
ii.

be responsible for organising meetings, maintaining the minutes and
Constitution of the CR3 Forum and making them available to members
Fulfill the role of CR3 Forum Project Coordinator as detailed in 6.11.

6.19 Caterham-on-the-Hill Parish Council shall act as the accountable body for the CR3
Forum and as lead parish in any formal documents requiring such single body to
sign on behalf of the CR3 Forum.
6.20 Funds received from central Government or from the District Council shall be deposited
into the Caterham-on-the-Hill Parish account. The Parish Council will release the funds
to the CR3 Forum upon request. Cheques or other financial transactions of the CR3
Forum must require two signatories and follow such processes that are set up and
approved via the Steering Group from time to time. Items that have been approved by
the Steering group may be paid directly by the accountable body/Treasurer. The
Caterham Hill Parish Council shall provide fully receipted records, backed up by copies of
the minuted records of Steering Group approval of such expenditure electronically, to the
CR3 Forum Council Steering Group on a calendar quarterly basis.
6.21 Steering Group Officer elections. There shall be an annual election of Steering
Group officer positions. Any Steering Group member may stand for election, for
any of the Officer positions. Nominations shall be open from the meeting prior to
elections being held and comply with any rules set by the Steering Group at that
time.
6.22 The quoracy shall be least a third of the voting members of the Steering Group. All
Parish/Village councils should have 2 members on the Steering Group with 1 reserve for
situations when 1 of the original members is unavailable. The quoracy of the Steering
Group can be varied at any time by the Committee. Any inquorate meeting can proceed
with the agenda items and the decisions thereof shall be carried over to the following
meeting. The Project Coordinator shall be responsible for calling all meetings and
ensuring that a record of each meeting is held and distributed with any other Committee
business. The meeting shall be chaired by a person it elects from amongst its members, if
normal procedure cannot be followed.
6.23 A member of the Steering Group who fails, without informing the Project Coordinator of
their non-attendance, of a minimum of one-third of the meetings during any continuous
period of 12 calendar months or to attend two consecutive meetings shall at the end of
the period automatically cease to be a member unless the Committee has previously
decided otherwise or shall decide within two months of such date.
6.24 The relevant Parish/Village Council would be notified of the non performance of a
member of the Steering Group and request a replacement be identified.
C.

COMPOSITION AND MEETINGS OF THE FORUM WORKING GROUPS

6.25 The CR3 Forum has divided up the project into seven (7) Working Groups, to tackle the
necessary consultation and evidence gathering. These Working Groups are answerable
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and shall report to the Steering Group.
6.26 These groups shall be open to anyone who wishes to contribute to the CR3 Forum
activities, including members of the Steering Group and other Working Groups. In
the first instance, new contacts will be routed via the chairs of each working group.
6.27 The Working Groups shall meet monthly or as they otherwise decide and will
provide guidance to the Steering Group on key decisions.
6.28 The Working Groups shall elect a chair who shall also be allowed to invite guests.
6.29 Meeting dates of Working Groups should be advertised as widely as possible.
7.
7.1

AFFILIATIONS, OPERATIONS AND INDEPENDENCE
'CR3 Forum' shall not be affiliated to any political party or organisation.

7.2

The 'Neighbourhood Plan" (NP) role is to produce Planning Policies to be applied
overall. In addition the NP may make forward looking statements of a visionary nature,
to set guidance within which policies have been proposed. The CR3 Forum is to make
the plan in the first place and therefore, at least until the plan is made, shall not express
any views on any particular planning application (other than those it makes itself) prior
to the completion of the Neighbourhood Plan.

7.3

Individual Forum Members, such as the Parishes, or other founder bodies can comment
on any planning applications during local statutory process but not in the name of the
Forum. Permission to cite evidence and work on the Neighbourhood Plan however,
either before or after any referendum, is likely to be freely given. Exceptionally, the
Steering Group may agree that a comment be made by the CR3Forum itself. Any
such decision to go via the Chair, be agreed by the Steering Group and be minuted
accordingly, including the grounds for making a comment.

7.4

All members of the Forum shall act in meetings of the Forum in the best interests of
the Forum and the residents of the area and shall follow the good governance
guidelines set out in the attached guidance (or any updating thereof) http://www.goodgovernancecode.org.

7.5

The Forum shall act in accordance with best practice in the preparation of
neighbourhood plans and in accordance with Government guidance for such
preparation and shall seek to work collaboratively with the Local Planning Authority
to achieve this. The CR3 Forum shall also have a duty to cooperate with neighbouring
areas and to consult where feasible.

8.
8.1

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS
Constitutional amendments shall require a majority (other than to comply with the
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law)
8.2

The Constitution shall be reviewed annually.

8.3

Following the creation of a Neighbourhood Plan, including approval by an Inspector
and a local referendum, the CR3 Forum shall, via its Steering Group, review its status
and role, in order to determine how best to deliver the adopted plan. Such an outline
plan to be communicated at the time of the referendum taking place.

9.
9.1

DISTRIBUTION OF WIND-UP
A majority of the members of the Steering Group shall decide the distribution of
any money in the event of a wind-up. Any assets / money remaining shall go to
local community-based organisations.
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Appendix B Issues arising from Consultation 15th April-10th June 2017
How the issues and concerns have been considered
The table below summarises the main issues and concerns raised during both rounds of consultation. These
are organised into Groups, comments with responses to the comments and how the neighbourhood plan
policies has aimed to address these.

Comments

Comment addressed by[LC32][MAS33]

Density of building

General Information

Before discussing housing findings and
is important to understand how and on w
the Housing Group HG (HG)Report is
and how this is then translated into th
Section of the Pre-Submission Summary

The Housing GroupHG Report was base
range of desk top research, advice from
Consultants including Locality, examinat
TDC prepare their own Planning docum
the information available ( inc Hearn
SHLAA,
HELLA
and
annual
documents) and examining other NPs
and approved.

Early on in the preparation and from ear
surveys and consultation, it was clea
importance of housing and housing num
a major issue.

Locality and Planning Guidance provide
on the need for assessment of Housing
Locality document.
Locality: Housin
Assessment at Neighbourhood Plan.

A toolkit for neighbourhood planners
advice is that: where the existing Local
of date or being reassessed, the NPs sh
out their own assessment. This has led
analysis of census data, TDC annual m
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site assessments and study of land ava
with a view to providing sustainable ev
supply and demand both in the past an
the future specifically for CR3 area.

Whilst it is correct that the NP does not n
targets, it was considered even more da
allow TDC to set a target for CR3 in the
Plan without reference to findings and p
Neighbourhood Plan. The Planning
indicates that Local Plans must take in
NPs or other Policy documents w
emerging or better still which have been
and made. The current NP is ahead of t
which may take anything from 2-5 ye
completed. In the event that the CR3NP
TDC would have to take it into acco
setting housing targets and show good r
those within the NP were inappropriate.

It should also be pointed out that when
draft HO1 Policy was submitted to
testing by Consultants it was critici
statement not a policy.

The current Core Strategy which forms t
Local Plan is already considered to be o
as it was written and completed before
Whilst the targets within this do curre
they are already being challenged by d
on the grounds that they have not been
in accordance with NPPF and are
assessments. Whilst TDC continue to m
illusion within their annual monitoring th
meeting these targets, it is very unlikely
will receive support at appeals and h
rush now to produce a new Local Plan.

It was on this basis that the Housing
looked at both supply and demand withi
area and the policies HO01 and H
formulated in the Pre-Submission Summ

Following the Consultation and its comm
HO01 and HO02 have been reconsid
revised.
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OAN Demand and Land availability Supp
The Housing Group prepared an OAN
the latest census data and planning
This differs from that used in Local plan
data was for the parishes within CR3
provides a picture of population and
growth from 2001 to 2014. As explain
Housing GroupHG Report 2015 this dat
be used to provide a projection into the f
annual growth percentage used is 1%
the previous 10 years but reference is m
being higher due to the amount of hous
the last 10 years and growth rates of 5.2
for earlier 10-year periods. Reference is
to census data and TDC monitoring d
shows the greater than its size pro
housing built in the CR3 area compare
whole of Tandridge. The Housing Group
contains full details which are abbrevia
Pre-Submission Summary.

Land availability, Supply was the oppos
the equation and in conjunction with th
Group a wide-ranging search for ava
suitable for development was conducte
Assessments prepared from sites sub
consideration. In addition, both the H
previous SHLAA were researched for
sites. The latter and desktop research
list of available sites currently with
approval or already designated for ho
these sites was added an estimate o
(2015-2025) sites from the Site Asses
culminating in the Summary of Availab
the Housing GroupHG Report pages 5
unfortunate now in hindsight this was no
in the body of the Pre-Submission Su
easy reference could be made when c
the figures used in formulating HO01. It w
included in its updated form in the bo
Neighbourhood Plan.

This Summary is an ongoing project
originally drawn up for the period 201
does contain sites which have comple
2015 and comments to this effect are n
Summary is being corrected and updated
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The stance the CR3NP is taking is
providing a supply which largely matche
in previous years and is proportional to
area of CR3 within TDC. Further the N
to show where and how this can be met
10 years by identifying brownfield
preceding paragraph) which in ma
already have planning approval or are li
planning approval which will meet this
supply within the period 2015-2025. Th
also identify further sites which may
available in the period 2025-2035 and
reduced the target for this period on th
less sites being available and policy
based on the preservation of existing
boundaries and character of the area.

The supply rates for 2020-35 are be
necessary to meet OAN assessment ba
constraints that exist on future de
particularly within existing green belt b
and existing densities. This may alter
Green Belt Boundary Survey.

It should also be borne in mind that t
Core Strategy has become out of date l
10 years have run from 2008 and there a
calls for the current NPPF to be rev
politicians and planners. Thus 10 years
long time in planning terms for policy n
revision or to remain valid. It will be ne
continue to monitor and update as
policy within the NP into the foreseeable
Policy HO1 sets an overall target for t
years at 1050 at an annual rate of 13
units for the period 2015-20. This by m
sets a lower rate of 80 net units for the
year period. This continues as the prop
for the period 2026-2035 and in both
lower than current house delivery. The f
the Policy also provides for the target to
over the whole period so that if more uni
in any one year this reduces the rate
the period and the value of the increas
not lost.
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It is again unfortunate that there
confusion over these figures which re
addendum to be added to the Pre-S
Summary. For this we should apologise.

By putting forward these targets which
based on an OAN assessment for the
the CR3NP is maintaining a high
contribution to the future TDC target ba
these factors. In the current circumstan
an increase on that currently demand
Core Strategy but is in line with a p
response both to CR3 OAN and Hearn
TDC. Importantly it is evidence based.

Thus, the CR3 policy HO1 is based on
positive contribution to TDC based on n
urban size, but also an OAN assessme
and in line with its previous contribution i
However, in doing this the CR3NP
identified brownfield sites which will
target without contributions from the G
This is a much better defence than relyin
or allowing developers to say that no ta
been set and therefore the sky’s the limit

Density
This is dealt with in HO02 by referenc
existing density levels and requiring
which increase local density more than
required to justify this in terms of imp
locality and environment, the provision
space and amenity and quality of des
HO02 has been reviewed.

Infrastructure
This is also dealt with by other Group
Forum has become aware of the dicho
exists between residents’ perceptio
infrastructure deficit and what statutory
are prepared to confirm or own up to. T
evidence base with the exception of floo
there are no major infrastructure
preventing development.

This is why Policy HO02 refers to dem
how the density of the residential de
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satisfies the guidelines set down
Neighbourhood Plan, relating to public
and accessibility of local amenities and
Further Policy HO05 refers to developm
dwellings or more must demonstrate th
infrastructure is capable of taking the
impact of development.
Both Policies will be reviewed against
made.

Green Belt
It is agreed that the Government has ind
unmet housing need is unlikely to ou
harm to the Green Belt and other
constitute the “very special circu
justifying inappropriate development
within the green belt. However rece
decisions based on lack of 5 year suppl
to some ambiguity on interpretation and
brownfield designation to farm build
existing estates within the green belt al
possible greenspace development.

By presenting the present policies t
establishing that a reasonable increase
housing over the next 10 years is pos
brownfield sites and that there is not like
unmet housing need within the CR3 area
This subject is also covered by other G
under Housing the main safeguards arise
 HO01 By providing a list of brown
which will meet the requirements
supply proportionate to the CR3
obviates the necessity of buildi
green belt.
 HO05 By supporting the use of
sites first and requiring any
wishing to develop green field
demonstrate that there are no ava
suitable brown field sites, w
development to brownfield de
without being restrictive.

Whilst these Policies are specific to hou
policies within the NP also support the r
green space land.
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It should be noted that only the District
can alter Green Belt boundaries or rem
Belt status.

Character
Policies HO02, HO06 and HO07 dea
retention and improvement of character
is some overlap with other Group Polic
Policies will be reviewed.

Guidance
Government Planning Guidance an
constrains the use, unless special circu
can be proven, of over-supply in previou
a reason for reducing the OAN sup
forward. The special circumstances m
going.

It is agreed that Planning Practice
Para.044 does imply that once an
calculated other constraints can be c
before a supply target is set. The suppl
for the period 2015 -2025 not only is cl
CR3 OAN but also proportionately corr
urban area of CR3 against TDC OAN ca
further it is also matched by identified b
sites largely with planning permission. It
be sensible therefore to identify a sup
these figures. The supply of net ne
130pa is 650 net new units for the perio
and 80 pa net new units is 400 net ne
the period 2020/25 giving a total of 105
units for the 10 year period 2015/25.

For the period beyond 2025, the supp
clear and there currently exists g
character and future infrastructure con
be accounted for and which suggest th
level of delivery can only be provided
reason delivery from 2020 to 2035 is red
net new housing units pa for this pe
provides 400 new units in the period 20
800 in the period 2026/35.

In total this provides for 1850 net new
20 years, 1050 in period 2015/25 an
period 2026/35.
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It should be borne in mind that one i
estimate supply for 10 to 20 years in
Much will depend on changes in circu
and planning law over the prior period
makes any need or supply for this p
accurate to predict. Review of the NP
and the present Core Strategy approved
already out of date in less than 7 y
suggests that any Plan beyond the nex
will need review.

Whilst the figures used in Policy H
evidence based, the policy will be review
of comments. The next draft should be
the figures relate to the period 2015-20
how these are calculated for 2015-2025
2035. The table of sites are available
development based on net new units
should be included in next Draft.

Policy HO05, HO06 and HO08
reconsidered in light of comments and p
be rationalise or combined if this seem
better clarity and rigidity.

Affordable homes
The comments on the draft Policy HO08
and it is agreed that this policy must co
the similar Policy in the current Core
However HO08 differs by strengthening
parameters and making financial contr
last resort. Policy revisions will also r
and mix of affordable housing to local ne

The actual wording will be reconsider
final draft taking into account comments

Neighbourhood Plan and Emerging Loca
As previously explained the Neighbourho
in a more advanced stage than the emer
Plan and it is hoped following a
referendum will be in place long before t
is adopted. As an emerging NP planne
on the emerging LP are obliged to have
the NP and its policies. It is therefore
that the NP is adopted as soon as poss
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will increase its influence for planning
makers.

However, it will be important that the
review process so that once the n
adopted, it can ensure that its Polici
compatible. It’s a fact of planning lif
Planning Policy is in need of constant rev

Conclusion
Consultation provides a direct interfac
public, business and developers, it is
that not only are comments registered bu
are used to progress the NP forward
robust and acceptable format. Hous
exception to this and all comment
considered against the respective Policie
Oversupply of retirement accommodation

Lack of infrastructure to support new developments

Infrastructure
This is also dealt with by other Group
Forum has become aware of the dicho
exists between residents’ perceptio
infrastructure deficit and what statutory
are prepared to confirm or own up to. T
evidence base with the exception of floo
there are no major infrastructure
preventing development.

This is why Policy HO02 refers to dem
how the density of the residential de
satisfies the guidelines set down
Neighbourhood Plan, relating to public
and accessibility of local amenities and
Further Policy HO05 refers to developm
dwellings or more must demonstrate th
infrastructure is capable of taking the
impact of development.
Both Policies will be reviewed against
made.
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Maintaining the character and balanced mix of housing

Character

Policies HO02, HO06 and HO07 dea
retention and improvement of character
is some overlap with other Group Polic
Policies will be reviewed.
Building in the brownfield sites and not the greenbelt

Green Belt
It is agreed that the Government has ind
unmet housing need is unlikely to ou
harm to the Green Belt and other
constitute the “very special circu
justifying inappropriate development
within the green belt. However rece
decisions based on lack of 5 year suppl
to some ambiguity on interpretation and
brownfield designation to farm build
existing estates within the green belt al
possible greenspace development.

By presenting the present policies t
establishing that a reasonable increase
housing over the next 10 years is pos
brownfield sites and that there is not like
unmet housing need within the CR3 area
This subject is also covered by other G
under Housing the main safeguards arise
 HO01 By providing a list of brown
which will meet the requirements
supply proportionate to the CR3
obviates the necessity of buildi
green belt.
 HO05 By supporting the use of
sites first and requiring any
wishing to develop green field
demonstrate that there are no ava
suitable brown field sites, w
development to brownfield de
without being restrictive.

Whilst these Policies are specific to hou
policies within the NP also support the r
green space land.
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TDC planning should give serious consideration to the
more reasonable numbers in the CR3 Housing report

Policy H01 is dangerous. TDC ‘s LP may use this against
us which could mean using G Belt.

We should revisit the housing numbers because 99%
negative to L Plan and its OAN. This may reduce the OAN
and we should then reduce our quota.
The first relates to the Neighbourhood Plan's (NP) Housing
Policy HOI - New Housing which sets an objective of 1,050
new units between 2015 and 2025 and a further 1,510 new
units between 2025 and 2035.
The CR3 postcode is actually
providing double the
housing which it should. This is manifestly not right and
should be re-visited.
Furthermore, the housing built in the CR3 area since the
mid-1990s has mostly been constructed without any
significant upgrading of the general infrastructure.
Specifically, over the recent 20 year period, the number
of houses in Caterham on the Hill has increased by 34%.
This growth has been in the form of both major
developments such as Oakgrove and a host of back
garden developments. A vast majority of the latter have
been allowed by the Council despite the fact that their
construction was contrary to TDC's policy DP8 (Residential
Garden Land Development).
The target of 2,560 over the next 20 years set in the NP
would mean that house building would have to be
equivalent to 27% Of the total Objectively Assessed Need
(OAN) of 9,400 which appears in the first draft of the
TDC's updated Local Plan.
Taken together, these developments have led to a
substantial rise in the population, fuelled
in part by
inward migration from neighbouring
areas
including
Epsom, Wandsworth and Croydon.
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General Information

Before discussing housing findings and
is important to understand how and on w
the Housing Group (HG)Report is form
how this is then translated into the
Section of the Pre-Submission Summary

The HG Report was based on wide ran
top research, advice from Planning C
including Locality, examination of h
prepare their own Planning document
information available (inc Hearn Repor
HELLA and annual monitoring docum
examining other NPs emerging and appr

Early on in the preparation and from ear
surveys and consultation, it was clea
importance of housing and housing num
a major issue.

Locality and Planning Guidance provide
on the need for assessment of Housing
Locality document.
Locality: Housin
Assessment at Neighbourhood Plan.

A toolkit for neighbourhood planners
advice is that: where the existing Local
of date or being reassessed, the NPs sh
out their own assessment. This has led
analysis of census data, TDC annual m
site assessments and study of land ava
with a view to providing sustainable ev
supply and demand both in the past an
the future specifically for CR3 area.

Whilst it is correct that the NP does not n
targets, it was considered even more da
allow TDC to set a target for CR3 in the
Plan without reference to findings and p
Neighbourhood Plan. The Planning
indicates that Local Plans must take in
NPs or other Policy documents w
emerging or better still which have been
and made. The current NP is ahead of t

Yet, as noted above, the NP says that the CR3 postcode
represents 29% of the total urban area of Tandridge.
However, in Section 1.239 of the back-up Housing
document, it states that the overall CR3 area is 42% of
Tandridge. There is clearly an error somewhere here.

which may take anything from 2-5 ye
completed. In the event that the CR3NP
TDC would have to take it into acco
setting housing targets and show good r
those within the NP were inappropriate.

In the NP, the authors have identified many sites which
together would allow a possible 1,050 new dwellings to be
built in the next 10 years in the CR3 postcode area.

It should also be pointed out that when
draft HO1 Policy was submitted to
testing by Consultants it was critici
statement not a policy.

It will have come as a surprise to the residents in 137-141
Whyteleafe Road that the; compact estate is identified as
"imminent" or "started". Development began in 2008 with
residents starting to move in the latter part of that year.
Under not considered developable in the next 5 years is
the site identified as 156-180 Whyteleafe Road (Reserved
Housing land). Whoever wrote the Neighbourhood Plan
should have been aware that the Reserve Housing status
was lost by Tandridge's Planning Department.
This should have been known to at least some of the
authors of the Plan since they were involved in the appeal
relating to this land. Not only is this site deliverable in the
next five years, but Charles Church and Chartwell have
already submitted the relative planning applications. In
case the NP's authors are not aware, plans are also well
advanced to re-develop the housing in Ninehams Gardens.

The current Core Strategy which forms t
Local Plan is already considered to be o
as it was written and completed before
Whilst the targets within this do curre
they are already being challenged by d
on the grounds that they have not been
in accordance with NPPF and are
assessments. Whilst TDC continue to m
illusion within their annual monitoring th
meeting these targets, it is very unlikely
will receive support at appeals and h
rush now to produce a new Local Plan.

It was on this basis that the HG looke
supply and demand within the CR3 are
policies HO01 and HO02 were formula
Pre-Submission Summary.

Following the Consultation and its comm
HO01 and HO02 have been reconsid
revised.

OAN Demand and Land availability Supp
The Housing Group prepared an OAN
the latest census data and planning
This differs from that used in Local plan
data was for the parishes within CR3
provides a picture of population and
growth from 2001 to 2014. As explained
Report 2015 this data can then be used
a projection into the future. The annu
percentage used is 1% based on the p
years but reference is made to this be
due to the amount of housing built in t
years and growth rates of 5.2% and 7%
10-year periods. Reference is also made
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data and TDC monitoring data which
greater than its size proportion of hous
the CR3 area compared with the
Tandridge. The HG Report contains
which are abbreviated in the Pre-S
Summary.

Land availability, Supply was the oppos
the equation and in conjunction with th
Group a wide-ranging search for ava
suitable for development was conducte
Assessments prepared from sites sub
consideration. In addition, both the H
previous SHLAA were researched for
sites. The latter and desktop research
list of available sites currently with
approval or already designated for ho
these sites was added an estimate o
(2015-2025) sites from the Site Asses
culminating in the Summary of Availab
the HG Report pages 59-60. It is unfort
in hindsight this was not included in the b
Pre-Submission Summary so easy refere
be made when considering the figure
formulating HO01. It will now be inclu
updated form in the body of the Neig
Plan.

This Summary is an ongoing project
originally drawn up for the period 201
does contain sites which have comple
2015 and comments to this effect are n
Summary is being corrected and updated

The stance the CR3NP is taking is
providing a supply which largely matche
in previous years and is proportional to
area of CR3 within TDC. Further the N
to show where and how this can be met
10 years by identifying brownfield
preceding paragraph) which in ma
already have planning approval or are li
planning approval which will meet this
supply within the period 2015-2025. Th
also identify further sites which may
available in the period 2025-2035 and
reduced the target for this period on th
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less sites being available and policy
based on the preservation of existing
boundaries and character of the area.

The supply rates for 2020-35 are be
necessary to meet OAN assessment ba
constraints that exist on future de
particularly within existing green belt b
and existing densities. This may alter
Green Belt Boundary Survey.

It should also be borne in mind that t
Core Strategy has become out of date l
10 years have run from 2008 and there a
calls for the current NPPF to be rev
politicians and planners. Thus 10 years
long time in planning terms for policy n
revision or to remain valid. It will be ne
continue to monitor and update as
policy within the NP into the foreseeable
Policy HO1 sets an overall target for t
years at 1050 at an annual rate of 13
units for the period 2015-20. This by m
sets a lower rate of 80 net units for the
year period. This continues as the prop
for the period 2026-2035 and in both
lower than current house delivery. The f
the Policy also provides for the target to
over the whole period so that if more uni
in any one year this reduces the rate
the period and the value of the increas
not lost.

It is again unfortunate that there
confusion over these figures which re
addendum to be added to the Pre-S
Summary. For this we should apologise.

By putting forward these targets which
based on an OAN assessment for the
the CR3NP is maintaining a high
contribution to the future TDC target ba
these factors. In the current circumstan
an increase on that currently demand
Core Strategy but is in line with a p
response both to CR3 OAN and Hearn
TDC. Importantly it is evidence based.
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Thus, the CR3 policy HO1 is based on
positive contribution to TDC based on n
urban size, but also an OAN assessme
and in line with its previous contribution i
However, in doing this the CR3NP
identified brownfield sites which will
target without contributions from the G
This is a much better defence than relyin
or allowing developers to say that no ta
been set and therefore the sky’s the limit

What is not clear from the Plan is where the 1,510 new
dwellings units would be built in the decade 2025 and
2035.
Better research by the authors on the above matters would
have avoided the accuracy of the Neighbourhood Plan
being brought into question.
The NP identifies certain brownfield sites including
Caterham Hill and Caterham Valley libraries and the
Chaldon Road Community Recycling Centre.
It is
interesting to note that the Caterham Hill Library and the
Chaldon Road Community Recycling Centre are now being
identified for closure, yet they had previously been subject
of campaigns to keep them open, albeit that their closure
was not on the cards.
It is evident that these extra brownfield sites would not be
able to take anything near the 1,510 units required by NP
Policy HOI. One has therefore to ask where the balance
would be constructed.
The NP will be subject to a referendum later this year.
Before this happens, the NP's authors should come clean
and say where the 1 ,560 house would be buiit in the
period 2025 - 2035. It would be wrong to put the NP to the
vote when it does not say where the additional houses
would be constructed. The failure to identify where all this
additional housing would be built would leave the CR3 area
open to excessive house building over the next couple of
decades. This is despite the fact that more than 70% of
the residents say that this is not what they want and almost
85% of people being against the release of green belt land.
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It has been made clear to me on more than one occasion
that the NP would be subservient to the Tandridge Council
Local Plan. As such, it would be overridden by any
Tandridge Local Plan which might eventually be adopted.
It will be interesting to see if the NP is passed in the
referendum and if so, how much of it eventually survives,
particularly in the light of the need for serious upgrading of
the local infrastructure.
Housing already full, no more needed here.

Targets queried. Brownfield sites need to be identified.
Govmt pressure may alter GB boundaries and stronger
wording needed.
H005 Too woolly, needs tightening up.

H006 and 007 could contradict. Define “larger”.

I would argue that all of the areas described are suburban
rather than urban. Urban would suggest that there are
blocks of flats over 5 storeys in height and this is not the
case.
These targets would exceed the delivery of net new units
from 2003-2013 at 1194. It seems unlikely that the same
number of brownfield sites will become available during the
next 10 years (2025-2035) and therefore the targets will
only be achieved by use of higher densities, alteration of
green belt boundaries and building on current green belt
land.
Alterations to the Green Belt should only occur if they are
close to sustainable modes of transport. The
redevelopment of the Surrey National Golf Club, Chaldon,
in my mind is not sustainable.
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What I would like to understand is why isn’t Warlingham,
Oxted and Lingfield being forced to increase/exceed their
housing targets? Oxted has a train station. Lingfield has a
train station. Warlingham has a good bus route. Why is
CR3 taking the brunt. We should be stricter in the
approach with Tandridge Council.
Policy HO05 is fairly woolly – applicants must demonstrate
that there are no available and suitable brownfield sites in
the ward and surrounding wards or you could say in the
main surburban towns. A housing report shall be submitted
with any application to demonstrate that they have
reviewed and applied to buy alternative brownfield sites
before assessing green field sites.
Policies H006 and H007 could contradict one another. On
one hand H006 is seeking to protect the existing character,
plot widths etc (lets use Whyteleafe Road re developments
of existing 4/5 houses as an example) and H007 is seeking
to promote the subdivision of units and efficient use of land
which to a developer means building on existing open
space. How do you define a larger property?
Policy H008 should be re worded to read on sites which
measure 0.4 ha or are capable of accommodating 10 or
more dwellings.
An acceptable gross profit margin for appraisal would be
15% of net sales value. This should be 20% rather than
15%. The repayment clause does not need to be added to
the s106 agreement. It’s at the Council’s discretion.
No more development in the CR3 area.

Enjoyment of natural light should not be diminished by the
development of adjacent land

The plan that suggested building a new settlement away
from the hill must make the most sense for any reasons. It
could have new schools doctors shops and employment
with in it so it would be self supported so not over
stretching our resources in Caterham
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I probably have different views on social housing – in my
view it is a bad idea.

We note that there are a few policies that are repeated
throughout the document, and there is reference to sites in
the text but no sites have been allocated. For example,
under housing, the reference to 12 brownfield sites is made
to meet the Objectively Assessed Need, but there is no
information on these sites. As such, we suggest the plan is
reviewed to make it more concise and provide clarity.
The proportion of Tandridge's housing target that comes
from the North of the district, particularly the Hill, is a longstanding area of sensitivity. I'm sure there are options
elsewhere, particularly in Oxted, but the locals are well
organised and tend to be older with more time on their
hands to campaign and lobby so they get spared. I think
your idea of a new settlement is a good one, but the
obvious questions are 'where' and 'would you get planning
permission as it'd probably be Green Belt'
We probably have different views on social housing. In my
view it's a bad idea if it means a below-market lifetime rent,
because it provides a disincentive to tenants to improve
their financial position and such properties can be occupied
by people who misrepresent their true circumstances,
deliberately make them bad to be awarded such properties
or who continue occupying them even when they can
afford to pay market rents or buy. I know government
policy is addressing many of these concerns, but in the
meantime, I think we have sufficient social housing on the
Hill and the priorities should be to increase the stock of
small to medium-sized homes reflecting the mix of
demand, both to buy and to rent (on the basis that housing
benefit may be used to enable those on low incomes to
occupy 'market rent' properties)
For the avoidance of doubt, to precis my response to both
the Tandridge Local Plan and this NP, for me to support
the NP in a referendum I will need to see specific
identification of sites for potential development and a
reconciliation to the housing target. Furthermore, I will
need to see conditions relating to local services in the
Housing Policies. These will need to be quantified and
measurable so that future Planning decisions can impose
these conditions on developers and that we, the local
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inhabitants (who have been subjected to decades of under
investment in services, visibly roads, medical services, and
school place availability) can assess whether they are
being observed, if necessary on a decision by decision
basis
In terms of housing (which seems to be biggest concern for
people locally), I don’t think the plan stands up to scrutiny.
To have an OAN of about 130 units of new housing each
year and then suggest only 80 are provided in the years
beyond 2018 (or later) isn’t really sustainable. There
seems little point in having an OAN and then ignoring it. I
appreciate that’s not necessarily a popular view. But if the
plan is to be respected by those that will make wider
decisions (Tandridge DC etc.) then it needs to accept the
OAN ‘target’. As it stands, I’m not persuaded the plan will
act as a “counterweight” to the Tandridge-wide plan
It’s difficult to see how the housing requirements of CR3
will be met without building somewhere within AGLV.
Again, I realise that may not be popular but it has to be
preferable to building on Green Belt or AONB land. The
forum could look at AGLV land and determine those areas
where the least damage will be caused, rather than what
comes across as a (if you’ll forgive the expression) NIMBY
approach. That’s not to diminish people’s genuine
concerns. But a more positive/active approach may
actually be more productive.
What is actually needed are flats and houses that are in
the reach of younger people for sale or rent. Although this
is a wider issue it is not helped by the current policy on
development of retirement flats, luxury apartments and 4/5
bedroom houses which in turns attracts people in and
forces local young people away. Lack of supply and
increase in demand of affordable housing. Why do we
need yet another retail unit at Pinewood House when there
are empty shops in Westway, both High Streets and
Church Walk.
The CR3 plan has also made the same errors as the
Neighbourhood Plan in that you have assumed that that
the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing must be
met in full (p.21-22 of the NP Pre-submission Plan, and
p.74 of the Housing Group Report). But Para 044 of the
Government's Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) says:
"However, assessing need is just the first stage in
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developing a Local Plan. Once need has been assessed,
the local planning authority should prepare a Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic
assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely
economic viability of land to meet the identified need for
housing over the plan period, and in so doing take account
of any constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that
development should be restricted and which may restrain
the ability of an authority to meet its need." Obviously the
fact that 94% of Tandridge is Green Belt is a very large
constraint, which should greatly restrict development in
comparison to the OAN. Secondly, the CR3 Forum have
said that, in order to meet its housing target, building on
the Green Belt will need to take place. Page 56 para 52 of
the NP's Housing Report says: "the targets will only be
achieved by use of higher densities, alteration of green belt
boundaries and building on current green belt land." But
PPG para 034 says the following: "Unmet housing need
(including for traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the
harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the
“very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate
development on a site within the Green Belt." In other
words, the Government says that meeting the OAN is
unlikely to be a reasonable justification for building on the
Green Belt - the Government would rather that a lower
housing target was set, with no building on the Green Belt.
Thirdly, the CR3 Forum states on p.19 of the PreSubmission Plan and p.54 para 44 of the Housing Report
that "The terms of reference set by Central Government
also do not allow for previous over supply to be taken into
account when assessing future targets based on
objectively assessed needs." However, PPG para 036 says
the following: "Household projections are based on past
trends. If a Council has robust evidence that past high
delivery rates that inform the projections are no longer
realistic – for example they relied on a particular set of
circumstances that could not be expected to occur again –
they can adjust their projections down accordingly." So in
summary, the Neighbourhood Plan should NOT use the
Objectively Assessed Needs process to dictate the size of
its housing target. The NP should NOT envisage building
on the Green Belt in order to meet any housing targets.
The NP should refer to recent levels of house building in
CR3 to argue against the setting of excessive targets.
Above all, the NP SHOULD NOT set a target for new
house building, for the reasons set out above.
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sign

I would like to state that our CR3 area cannot support
anymore house building. We do not have the infrastructure
and amenities to support an influx of people associated
with over 2500 new homes. There must be no use of green
belt land for such a money-making idea.
The Neighbourhood Plan is seeking to identify its own
Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAN) and make a
case for a local level of housing provision to meet that
need. However, the emerging Tandridge Local Plan has
undertaken its own OAN for the district and this will be a
major consideration in setting the housing requirement and
spatial approach contained in the Local Plan. The
Neighbourhood Plan will need to have regard to this and
therefore it is premature to reach conclusions regarding
housing numbers for the Neighbourhood Plan area if the
plan policies are to remain up to date upon adoption of the
Local Plan. As a result, there may be need in addition to
that identified by the CR3 Forum for further land release to
accommodate the housing requirement. This could require
a review of the policies proposed in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan.

Comments
Protection of heritage assets.

Comment addressed by[LC34][MAS35]
GSHD 01 and 05
GSHD 02
GSHD 02
GSHD 02
GSHD 03
GSHD 02 and 03
GSHD 06
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GSHD 08
GSHD 07
GSHD 05
GSHD 11
GSHD 11
GSHD 02, 03
All GSHD

GSHD 02,03
GSD 05, 06

Local Green Space Designations

GSHD 02 and Local Green Space Desig

Response to 2016 Public Consultation C

The 2017 version of the Neighbourhood
been significantly revised from the orig
reflects public comment (received in

consultation), changing circumstances w

to the emerging TDC Local Plan, and pr

advice over making policies planning-com
Green space policies

The original version had very little a
green space protection (as specifically r
in one of the 2016 comments). This wa

the majority is already statutorily-desig
53

Green Belt and thus addressed nati

NPPF. However two factors have si
taken into account.

Firstly, (and consistent with previous con
for the current TDC Core Strategy and L
there was a high level of public conc

protecting the Green Belt and green infra

Secondly, Tandridge District Cou
introduced a Green Belt boundary revie
of the new emerging Local Plan. Mu

significant (but vulnerable) green infr

that presently surrounds, threads thr
separates our settlements is being cons

removal from the Green Belt or de
within it.

As a result, green space policies h

added. They do not directly address G
planning issues, which are beyond the re

Neighbourhood Plan. They set general
and presumptions that apply to all gree

and infrastructure. They are supported b

implementation criteria. These define pri

apply locally, when considering appli
develop green spaces. Where these s
also Green Belt, the criteria help
whether very special circumstances

justify development. Local Green
designations are also proposed (as per N
Heritage policies

Following the planning consultant’s com
text was simplified and unified into
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criteria-based policies. GSHD 01 set

integrated approach to safeguarding
natural and historic environment. G

describes the principles of designing de
to safeguard local historic character and
Design policies

Planning advice was received that th
draft was not fully compliant, presenti
guidance and associated codes and reg
policy. The policies have therefore been
to present key locally-relevant goa
supported by detailed implementation cri
Building on green belt is detrimental and must not be
undertaken Protection of green spaces, wooded hillsides
and ridges.
Green belt must not continue to disappear and must be
maintained.
Wildlife corridors
Valuable chalk downland must be maintained.
Poorly designed buildings, poor urban environment and
poorly maintained in the streetscape.
Better design with integrated amenity space.
No infrastructure
Any new building should be in keeping with surrounding
areas.
Constant noise due to increased development.
Increased pollution and road noise due to increased
development and thus more vehicles.
Tragic loss of trees and wildlife
Continued development is to the detriment of residents in
the area and reduces quality of life
It will be vital that all of the policies and statements in the
CR3 NP are in line with the PC's own stance on issues
affecting the parish. In particular, I would expect the plan's
content on important matters including housing provision,
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nd &
y

protection of open spaces and defence of the Green Belt to
reflect the PC's position on these issues.
The Random sell off of green belt produced pockets of land
for development and will in my view produce more
“Brookside” style “cul de sac” developments which do not
properly link to the village high street or the context of the
heritage of the village.
‘Neighbourhood Environmental Land’ is the term used in
the Appendices: Section 6 Urban & Rural Design and
Heritage Appendix 11 (p750) to support Policy URD9.
The actual Neighbourhood Plan Policy URD9 itself makes
no reference to any specific or formal ‘green space’
protection.

Comments














Comment addressed by

Positive need for landscaping AONB and AGLV
must be protected
Increase in leisure development
Wildlife corridor to be maintained
Libraries could extend their usage to include social
& educational activities
Tillingdown playground, The Miller Centre and East
Surrey Museum are not mentioned Caterham
School Sports Centre facilities are not mentioned
Supports Brunton Centre
Would prefer to see allotments rather than
cemeteries
Would support library moving to Soper Hall but not
to De Stafford School as inaccessible by public
transport
Replacement of play equipment for younger children
at Stafford Road is urgently needed
Queens Park is not included
Chaldon is a distinct area with a village hall and
village school where community events are held
Caterham Valley Library houses a dedicated area
for the Caterham & District Local History Centre.
This is manned entirely by volunteers and for 17
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These five points back up the Neighbour
Plan.

Playground, Miller Centre and Caterham
facilities are included in the LC Appendic
Museum has been added.
These two points back up N Plan

NP back up

Referred matter for TDC

Queens Park is included in LC Appendi
Village Hall is included in LC Appendix













years has provided an important resource and study
centre which should be considered in any planned
relocation of the library.
Chaldon has a cricket field on Six Brothers Field and
a badminton court in the Village Hall support LC01 provision of allotments and LC08 maintenance and
use of open spaces - increasingly important given
the number of flats and properties without gardens
being built.
Do not support LC14 - we already have good sports
facilities in Caterham and I don't see the need for a
new purpose-built facility.
Do not support LCA6 - we do not need our own
crematorium. I am also against an incinerator being
built within the CR3 area.
Request “The N Plan will resist the demolition of
churches for residential use, unless being replaced
elsewhere in the local area, and support the
development of any property for community
purposes. It will support change of use and the
extending of premises subject to compliance with
other policies in the N Plan to maintain or increase
Places of Worship and/or buildings for community
use”
LCA2 I don't consider this relevant to the plan
LCA4 - unrealistic and De Stafford routinely
provides daytime access for swimming. Village now
part of the Tandridge Centre.
LCA6 Is there really sufficient demand locally?
LC10 I find very unrealistic. Aspirational but might
actually impede refurbishment etc.
As a young couple in our late 20’s who have just
moved to the lovely area of Caterham, we feel that
the town centre would be improved and attractive to
other young people like ourselves if there was a
lively bar.

Added to Library Appendix

IncudedIncluded in Appendix

Back up for N PlanNP.

LC08 is now part of Green Spaces Polic

On consideration it was decided to retain
LC8 because of predicted increase in po
Crematorium has been removed.

This wording has been inserted into N P

These two policies have been removed
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Public demand requested this.
Policy removed.

This is more relevant to the Caterham To
Design Statement.

Comments

Comment addressed by

Support for Caterham Dene Hospital

Policy HE02 in the NP highlights he extre
usefulness of the Dene Hospital in local
services and its importance in Health Se
provision in the CR3 area

Concern re insufficient health provision and overstretched
GP practices

Policy HE01 addresses the need to expa
the 4 General Practices in the CR3 area.
also highlights the problem of increasing
of elderly patients over 85 years of age a
resultant increased pressure on GP serv
Policy HE01 gives support for another G
within any future new development sche
CR3 area
The NP does not envisage support for a
loss of the Dene Field, even if there is so
development of the Dene Hospital site, (
HE02).

Prefer not to lose the Dene Field.

Lack of schools in CR3 area.

The Education section of the NP address
the comments we have received. The da
collected from primary and secondary sc
from an analysis of population growth in
area predicts a possible need for a new s
school in the future, (Policy HE09).
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Support innovative policy for the 6th form college.

Policy HE05 supports expansion of the d
secondary school and this would include
establishment of the de Stafford 6th form

Support innovative policy for the 6th form college.

Policy HE06 is supportive of a 6th form c
University Technical College to enhance
employment of young people in the CR3
adjacent areas.

University technical college or 6th form college is needed.

Educational land to be kept for educational purposes.

Policy HE11 states that the NP will resist
application for a change of use of educat
land.

Support for more schools.

The data collected on population growth
inspection of most of the schools in the C
suggests that there may be a requiremen
expansion of primary schools, private sc
an increase in nursery school provision,
HE04, HE07, HE08, HE09)).

Comments
Parking is always an emotive subject, and the plan reports:
"an almost unanimous view of attendees that day-long
parking should be removed from residential roads."

Comment addressed by
The underlying premise of the parking el
the plan is that the car is here to stay and
the hilly terrain, a sizeable elderly compo
the population, vulnerable bus services a
attraction to all ages (both commuting an
leisure) of 4 stations in TfL Zone 6, we ne
accommodate the car by providing afford
street parking to attract drivers to our tran
access points, shops and businesses in C
rather than trying to price it out of the loc
estimated that over 90% of those who co
on Transport aspects of the plan favoure
hazardous, congesting and polluting park
residential streets. The suggestion (italici
opposite) that those commenting were an
or home-working minority is therefore no
supported.

An "almost unanimous view" perhaps means that those
who are retired or work from home strongly disagreed. A
small but rising percentage maybe. There are no details.
"The Neighbourhood Plan will support the strongest use of
road marking to deter the all-day parking in residential
roads."
Before giving any support to that, I'd want to know what
"strongest use of road marking" means. What sort of road
marking will "deter" all-day parking as opposed to prohibit
it? I can only think of a per-hour charge for parking outside
one's own home on a residential street. Completely
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unacceptable.
The remaining comments effectively sup
Residents' permit schemes are usually introduced very
plan's approach.
benignly, with some notional annual fee. But, with no
regulation of fees, they quickly escalate to eye-watering
levels.
From recent national news: "UK councils have increased
the cost of resident parking permits by an average of 51%
since 2011, research has found.
An investigation by car insurance firm Esure also revealed
that more than half of local authorities have expanded the
number of parking zones which require payment in the past
two years (guardian 23 May 2016).
Air pollution from vehicles
Traffic Noise
Parking & Congestion
Insufficient public transport
Support for air quality monitoring
Support better transport, access and parking
Lack of parking
Volume of traffic
Lack of public transport in the early evening
From Highways England: Re Section 5 116 – yellow box
zone – A22 at this point is not SRN so cannot provide any
funding. SCC are responsible. Revise to “A22 at this point
is SCC responsibility”.
Road surfaces and parking are poor. Poor infrastructure.

These points are all fundamental to the p
all are addressed in the Transport section

Noted for amendment or referral as appr

Noted

Parking is scarce and dangerous

Doctors Lane itself is very narrow in places meaning much
of it enables only traffic to pass one way and not just
before its junction with Church Lane.
Public Transport provides a very restricted service in the
Surrey CC public consultations have resu
area and local bus services do not run evenings, weekends successive bus timetable revisions aimed
and bank holidays.
tackling these issues where viable.
TfL particularly supports the intention of policies T01 and 2
and if the forum have any queries regarding our TA Best
Practice Guidance or relating to TfL bus services in the
area, please do get in touch

Noted for future reference.

T02 and T03 apparent contradictions here

T02 refers to new building developments
refers to all parking facilities.
TA8 Safety issues implicit but noted for s
mention.

TA8 ambitious and unclear if safety of cyclist been
considered. Not mentioned as an issue to consider in
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5.159.
TA10 Who is going to pay for this?
The road layouts of newer developments simply do not
mesh with the core layout of victorian streets.

This is just an aspiration and has not bee
Specifics not supplied by commenter.

The existing highway infrastructure particularly around
Westway Common cannot cope with the traffic that
currently uses these roadways often congested one way
and particularly around the dump at times on the weekend.

Solution proposed in form of one-way sys

Car parking in the town and village centres is limited,
increased traffic to the railway station will create additional
congestion and difficulties as commuters in the locations of
the proposed site will need to drive everywhere.
I think the idea of a cycle hire scheme is pointless. It's too
hilly here.
I think reinstating a viable bus link between the Hill and the
station is crucial

Addressed in notes on following sheet.

Comments
Power grids at maximum and water supplies inadequate
for current needs

Comment addressed by
The utilities companies are statutory cons
all planning applications. Utilities Policies
self-sufficiency on all developments. Poli
U03 and U05 for Power and Water.
Policy U07 refers.

Recycling facility to be relocated to a more appropriate site

Not borne out author's experience overse

Covered both in early feedback to SCC a
Community Bus proposal

Future utility requirements not considered

See response 1 above. The title of U01 is
Adequate & Self-Sufficient Utility Service
duration of the plan.

Approval should be sought for fracking following an impact
statement from Sutton & East Surrey Water Company

Policy U04 on Fracking point 4 states tha
arrangements are made via the local wat
company.

Sewage and Flooding is a worrying issue

Covered in U06 and U08 in discussion w
local Flood Action Groups.
Policy U01 applies in general and the sub
policies require this.

New developments should provide adequate provision for
utilities
Chaldon Road Recycling Site should be retained.

From Lee Dance, Head of Water Resources South East
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This is not our policy as the current site h
limitations although the position is conven
some people. Comment 2 contradicts this
comment and is indicative of the difficulty
the perfect answer.
Understood.

Water -- “The public water in the N Plan area is supplied
by Sutton and E Surrey Water and waste by Thames
Water”.
Flooding.
Flood risk map does not include Chaldon or parts of
Caterham

Do not support the suggestion that the refuse and recycling
area in Chaldon Road should be relocated. This is an
essential local service and the removal of this facility would
result in increased flytipping which is already a problem.

Covered in U06 and U08 in discussion w
local Flood Action Groups.
Flood risk map area enlarged but could b

This is not our policy as the current site h

limitations although the position is conven

some people. Comment 2 contradicts this

comment and is indicative of the difficulty
the perfect answer.

Fly tipping is predominately DIY and build

which is not accepted at Chaldon Road a
Deliver a flood mitigation strategy including measures to
increase the flow-rate along the Bourne culvert as outlined
in the Utilities section of the Plan (URD01 & URD02 refer).
We also support the policy U06 but wish to see account
taken of the strategic infrastructure needs over the whole
period of the plan (25 years).

The Neighbourhood Plan covers the who
of the plan from a planning perspective. I
strategic development document or one t
specifies what needs to be done for a spe
location.

Stop development in areas prone to flood unless sufficient
mitigation is brought in for each and every development
(U08)

Policy U08 requires that plans are scrutin
against the tightest flood zone level avail

If ever you need any reasons for the halting of
development in CR3, you need look no further than look at
the events of today, 07/06/2016, when the Hill flooded for
the 2nd time in 2 years. It is clear that the area cannot
take any more development and that the facilities cannot
cope with the current situation

Agreed. However, this is a planning docu
the events would have been mitigated if p
enforcement of policies and maintenance
utility companies had taken place. Having
plan is of no use unless it is enforced. Th
Action Group is in the best place to achie
association with the local planning author
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Policy Area

Business &
Employment

Summary of the key issues/
concerns

1. No more commercial
development

2. More business needed

3. Encourage development
of office space in CR3
4. Bespoke shops

5. Encourage new business

6. Current commercial
stock is outdated and
does not encourage
business demand
7. CR3 loses employment
opportunities and there
is a risk that the area
becomes a dormitory
town

8. Significant commercial

Review notes CR3

Retention of facilities for
employment and the local
economy to be
maintained so far as
possible, to ensure that
the town is attractive to
residents and business.
The plan seeks to
encourage new start-ups
whether as mobile, home
based, live/work units,
shared hubs, or individual
premises. A new
enterprise park is also a
strategic objective, either
in existing commercial
space or other suitable
land.
See above, subject to
demand/needs
To be encouraged, via
Masterplan, Town Design
Statement & BID

See above

Regenerate existing
spaces and consider a
new Enterprise location.
A core concern, due to
permitted development
rights. The central area ‘s
town Masterplan needs
to balance, retail,
residential and business.
Outside the town centres,
other mixed urban/rural
locations are vulnerable
to increasing residential
demand. This must be
balanced with the area’s
need for employment.
Yes, see above. Should a
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CR3 Policy
Areas[LC36][MAS37]

Balanced Residential
& Employment =
NPPF. CR3 Business &
Employment
“Introduction”.
Specific. BE01
Balanced Residential
& Employment =
NPPF. CR3 Business &
Employment
“Introduction”

1 2 3 4 5 6

1

2 3

Specific. BE02/BE03

As above
Specific. BE01/BE03
Supported via
Caterham Town
Design Statement &
Masterplan policies,
which are endorsed.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Specific.
Part of BE04
As above

1 2 3 4 5

Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE0
4
As above.

1 2 3 4 5

Specific.
BE02/BE03/BE04
As above.

1 2 3 4 5

Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE0
4/BE05

As above.

1 2 3 4 5

spaces must be
protected

9. Self sufficient parking for
new businesses
10.
Encourages
conversion of business to
residential if commercial
is not feasible

11.
Support the need to
regenerate Caterham
Town Centre with a good
mixed economy. Central
to this is the need to
provide adequate
parking. Caterham does
not have a 24 hour car
park
12.
Issue of concern is
the inclusion of a
Business Park within the
NP. There has been no
indication of location and
we consider that this
would also have a
negative bearing on the
CR3 area i.e. traffic
congestion and air
pollution.

more specific test be
proposed similar to the
affordable housing ratio
e.g. 40% on significant
size development? For
example brownfield site
development will have a
general presumption in
favour of continued use.
Proposals for active
employment sites must
demonstrate that overall
there is no employment
loss locally. Availability of
alternative sites or
premises on broadly
similar terms, where
businesses seek to
continue to operate,
should be provided in
mitigation.
RESPONSE REQUIRED
Generally yes, or seek
new sustainable business
in modern sectors.
PD rights achieve this,
provided the brownfield
site is not sustainable for
the existing use or user.
Agree. Masterplan, Town
Design Statement and
overall business policies
intended to support this.

Any business park is
intended to be for
sustainable modern
sectors, e.g. those
involved with Internet,
communications,
technology, creative
media, professional
services or educationwhich are growth sectors.
Only sites with good
road/rail and comms
access to be considered
such as existing
commercial use, or other
suitable land e.g.
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Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE0
4/BE05

This is a gap we need
to close.
PD rights achieve this,
provided the
brownfield site is not
sustainable for the
existing use or user,
or identified for
another commercial
use.
As above.
Specific. BE03 & BE04

As above
Specific. BE03 & BE04

13.
Stop to the loss of
commercial
(employment) space
particularly where we
wish to maintain mixed
use in and around the
village centre (BE06 and
E02 refer)

14.
Prevent the net loss
of car parking spaces in
the centre of Whyteleafe
(BE06 refers)

15.
Increased parking
and public transport,
development of a
Business/Technology/Sci
ence Park in the area as
long as it does not create
more problems with
parking
16.
The decline in local
employment in favour of
housing expansion is a
significant trend here
and in many commuter
towns and suburbs
17.
If we could attract
interesting and well paid
jobs locally, that would
boost a lot of household
incomes considerably,
make the community
more equal,
18.
Revitalising our
retail offer would be a
good way of doing this,
19.
Business centre has
been suggested in the
draft plan but I think it
would be good also to
have tangible help such
as consultancy, a venture
fund, bank support etc
20.
I think it's a shame
the Rose and Young site
is going to be a hotel and
retail rather than an
office. Currently it may
be that companies don't

Contaminated,
See above. The reference
to Village is taken to mean
Caterham Hill particularly
.However it also applies to
other locations around
the CR3 Area, including
parts of Caterham Valley,
Whyteleafe and the
various local shopping
parades in CR3.
RESPONSE REQUIRED

Yes and see above. Any
locations to be considered
with great care. Transport
and parking considered
elsewhere in the CR3
Forum Neighbourhood
Plan, Caterham Town
Design Statement and
Masterplan.
Agree

Agree. See above

Agree. Also see
Masterplan, Town Design
Statement and BID
Excellent ideas and will be
considered for action
plans, if NP is passed.

Planning consents given
for a hotel/ ground floor
Beefeater plus another
large retail unit via CPO,
and mixed residential and
retail by owned. Planning
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Specific/ BE05 (was
BE06)

This is a gap we need
to close. Matter also
covered by
consultations by
Tandridge for Local
Plan.
As above

3 4

Specific. BE03 & BE04

Introduction section
and evidence
supports this
statement.

1

Introduction section
and evidence
supports this
statement.

1 2 3 4 5
5

Specific.
BE02/BE03/BE04
As above
Specific. BE04
Develop these ideas
further as part of
action plan, whether
for start-ups,
Business &
Technology park, or
Town Centre
regeneration.
A key site. CPO
enquiry/action
imminent.
Masterplan has
opportunity to

4

2 3 4

1

4

want to relocate to
Caterham but it may be
that the coming
Thameslink service
would change that

21.
The decline in local
employment in favour of
housing expansion is a
significant trend here
and in many commuter
towns and suburbs. I'm
against it for what I think
is an interesting reason.
A year or two ago,
Tandridge got a lot of
publicity in the national
media because it turns
out to be the district
with the highest
proportion of women of
working age who choose
not to work and are not
claiming benefits,
resulting in stereotypes
in the media about
Stepford Wives. If an
area is within commuting
distance of great jobs in
London, is an attractive
place to bring up kids but
has a rubbish local
employment market,
then one person may
well commute to the
capital (or Gatwick or
points around the M25)
while the other ends up
not doing much because
childcare concerns make
it difficult for that person
(usually a woman, but
not always) to commute
and the local jobs barely
cover childcare costs. If
we could attract
interesting and well paid
jobs locally, that would
boost a lot of household
incomes considerably,
make the community
more equal, and also

enquiry to review.
Thameslink upgrade
shelved for the time
being, however if
Masterplan succeeds that
may enhance chances,
especially if parking and
mixed
business/residential use
of Town Centre boosted.
An interesting comment.
Broadly the
Neighbourhood Plan
supports rebalancing the
local economy by growing
and attracting start ups
and other small and
Medium sized businesses
(SME’s)
The major reason for this
strategy is to reduce the
dependency on
commuting to London and
other centres, instead of
local jobs. The trend
contributes to parking
issues and congestion
near stations, peak hour
traffic and poor footfall
during the day affecting
the retail and other
business, from either sex,
although the statistics
support the comment in
terms of balance between
them.
In the end if we can
increase higher value jobs
for both sexes locally that
would be a significant
benefit.
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enhance the
attractiveness of
Caterham for
Business, Retail,
Services AND
Residents.

See left and above.
Specific. BE01, BE02,
BE03, BE04 & BE05

1 2 3 4 5

drive house prices
because currently a lot of
couples who want to
retain two good careers
when they have kids
wouldn't consider
Caterham but instead
stay in London, where
house prices are so much
higher
22.
Another is
encouraging
entrepreneurship. A
business centre has been
suggested in the draft
plan but I think it would
be good also to have
tangible help such as
consultancy, a venture
fund, bank support etc,
because we already have
serviced office capacity
(not least Dick's white
elephant), plus Bourne
House by Whyteleafe
South station, so the
problem is not primarily
about office space

23.
On
business/employment
opportunities, I was
interested to read the
section on support for a
business/enterprise park.
This sounds good. But it
wasn’t clear to me (sorry
if I missed this) where
this could be located.
That seems a key
requirement. Without a
site identified, there
seems little prospect of
being able to get support
from those bodies that
hold the key to the
necessary funding and
other support.
24.
While the CR3 plan
has a limitation on the
numbers of units I would
question some of the
preferred sites. If the

Similar comment to 19.

See left and above.

Three shared office
facilities have been closed
or threatened with
closure not because of
lack of tenants but the
profit from residential
conversion. These include
Orbital House,
Bronzeeoak & Croudace’s
Maybrook House.

Develop these ideas
further as part of
action plan, whether
for start-ups,
Business &
Technology park, or
Town Centre
regeneration.

2 3 4

Quadrant House has units
vacant but leases
discourage tenants. What
we have is a shortage and
the wrong sorts of units.
The NP seeks to rebalance
this.
“Other” services are an
excellent idea
There are several sites
that could be suitable,
however the point made
is well taken.

See left and above

2 3 4 5

Specific. BE02, BE03,
BE04 & BE05

We seek land and
property owners, plus
other’s who may be
interested in the
transition of existing
brownfield commercial
sites or contaminated, or
flood risk sites to make
contact.

Commercial sites –
Texaco- list of sites. Point
re increasing dependency
on a single petrol station
noted.
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Overall policy (BE01)
seeks to protect key
sites, especially active
employment ones.
Against this the

1

4

Texaco garage goes,
there will be constant
congestion at the other
garage, this is already
busy and we will lose a
local facility in terms of
car maintenance all
while we are adding to
the population and the
number of cars. If the
recycling facility goes,
will Surrey County
Council actually provide
a new facility or will we
find ourselves having to
travel to Earlswood as
we do now if you have a
bag of soil or stones from
the garden. The more
facilities that go locally
will only increase traffic
in an already congested
area.

Recycling Centre. Current
Surrey Consultation.
Similar potential
dependency on fewer
sites locally and an impact
on congestion noted.
Both sites provide local
employment as well as a
service to residents and
business. They are part of
the area’s facilities and
infrastructure that we
seek to maintain and
improve – within the
bounds of economic
sustainability.
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government has
introduced PD rights,
which have been
used to gain
residential
conversion. Where
there are sound
arguments to retail a
service or site, we
anticipate the
Neighbourhood Plan
will provide
resistance over and
above the current
status quo, however
we cannot block all
sites and local
comment at the time
of any planning
application will
continue to be vital.

Appendix C: List of Statutory Consultees 15th April to 10th June 2016
*** replied
*** returned




































Bletchingley Parish Council
Burstow Parish Council
Caterham on the Hill Parish Council
Caterham Valley Parish Council
Chaldon Village Council
Chelsham & Farleigh Parish Council
Chief Officer, East Surrey CCG ***
Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partners
Cowden Parish Council
Crawley Borough Council
Crowhurst Parish Council
Crowhurst Parish Council
Director of Commissioning, Surrey & Sussex Area NHS
Dormansland Parish Council
East Sussex County Council
Edenbridge Parish Council
EE Ltd
Elmbridge Borough Council
English Heritage- Historic England
Environment Agency
Felbridge Parish Council
Forest Row Parish Council
Godstone Parish Council
Greater London Authority
Head of Primary Care, Surrey & Sussex Area
Head of Public Health Commissioning, Surrey & Sussex Area
Healthwatch Surrey
Highways Agency
Highways England
Homes and Communities Agency
Horley Town Council
Horne Parish Council
Kent County Council
Limpsfield Parish Council
Lingfield Parish Council
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London Borough of Bromley
London Borough of Croydon
Mid-Sussex DC (Neighbourhood
Planning)
National Grid c/o Entec UK Ltd
Natural England
Network Rail
NHS East Surrey CCG
Nutfield Parish Council
Outwood Parish Council
Oxted Parish Council
Planning Issues
Public Health Consultant, East Surrey
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council
Runnymede Borough Council
Salfords & Sidlow Parish Council
Sevenoaks District Council
South East Water
Southern Water
Surrey County Council Environment and Infrastructure
Surrey County Council Planning
Sutton & East Surrey Water plc
Tandridge District Council
Tandridge Parish Council
Tatsfield Parish Council
Thames Water Planning Services
The Coal Authority
The Marine Management Organisation
The National Trust - London and South East
Three
Titsey Parish Council
Transport for London
Secretary of State for Transport
Surrey Wild Life Trust
Surrey AONB Board
Vodafone and 02
Warlingham Parish Council
Waverley Council
Wealden District Council
West Sussex County Council
Westerham Parish Council
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Whyteleafe Village Council
Woldingham Parish Council
Worth Parish Council
Orange PCS
T-mobile
3G
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From: Caterham Valley Parish Council
Sent: Tuesday, May 2, 2017 3:00 PM
To:
Subject: Regulation14 Consultation
Dear Consultee,
The CR3 Forum Neighbourhood Plan is commencing the Reg 14 consultation, by which we mean the
Regulation 14 pre-submission consultation and publicity of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
(Amendment) Regulations 2015, para (b).
The Consultation commences on Saturday 29th April 2017 and closes at 23:59 on Saturday 17th June 2017.
This email is to make you aware that the Plan can be inspected through the website www.cr3forum.org.uk
and we very much look forward to your comments, in due course.
Comments are to be submitted to cr3forum@gmail.com
or to
CR3 Admin at Salmons, Salmons Lane, Whyteleafe, Surrey CR3 0HB
Do please contact us if you have any questions.
Maureen Gibbins
Project Co-ordinator
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Appendix D: Steering Group, Editorial and Workgroup Meetings.
Steering Group Meetings
18th June 2012
13th August 2012
15th October 2012
16th January 2013
18th April 2013
20th June 2013
27th August 2013
4th November 2013
29th January 2014
25th February 2014
3rd April 2014
27th May 2014
22nd July 2014
17th September 2014
18th November 2014
19th January 2015
31st March 2015
29th June 2015
17th August 2015
20th January 2016
21st March 2016
18th April 2016
1st July 2016
22nd August 2016
19th September 2016
17th October 2016
5th December 2016
23rd January 2017
20th February 2017
20th March 2017
19th April 2017
5th June 2017
5th July 2017
10th August 2017
18th September 2017

16th July 2012
13th September 2012
21st November 2012
20th February 2013
22nd May 2013
1st August 2013
23rd September 2013
9th December 2013
13th February 2014
18th March 2014
22nd April 2014
24th June 2014
18th August 2014
14th October 2014
15th December 2014
23rd February 2015
29th April 2015
15th July 2015
12th October 2015
29th February 2016
4th April 2016
1st June 2016
25th July 2016
5th September 2016
4th October 2016
14th November 2016
9th January 2017
10th February 2017
6th March 2017
5th April 2017
15th May 2017
21st June 2017
26th July 2017
30th August 2017
2nd October 2017
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16th October 2017
22nd November 2017
4th January 2018
12th February 2018
19th March 2018

6th November 2017
4th December 2017
22nd January 2018
28th February 2018
18th April 2018

Sundry Meetings not attended by all Steering Group:
22nd February 2014 - S Scrivener Planning Aid
8th May 2014 - A Skippers Anne Skippers Planning
26th February 2015 - CIL Presentation Tandridge District Council
8th June 2015 - Workshop with S Thompson Tandridge District Council
21st July 2014 - Meeting with Surrey County Council
2nd October 2014 - Meeting with Tandridge District Council
11th March 2016 - Meeting with S Gyimah MP
4th April 2016 - Discussion with S Thompson Tandridge District Council
15th August 2016 - D Carlisle AECOM
5th September 2016 - D Carlisle AECOM
27th September 2016 - Meeting with P Mason Tandridge District Council
28th March 2017 - Charlotte Parker and Tom James TDC
19th July 2017 - Sarah Thompson and Peter Bond TDC
31st August 2017 - Sarah Thompson and Peter Bond TDC
19th July 2017 - Meeting with Officers Tandridge District Council.
6th December 2017 –Sarah Thompson, Geoff Duck and Mike Smith
18th December 2017 – Meeting with AECOM
6th March 2018 – Meeting at TDC with Sarah Thompson, Emma Amies,
Nicola Walters of TDC, Geoff Duck, Cherie Callender, Chris Windridge,
George Dennis and Maureen Gibbins
28th March 2018 – Geoff Duck and M Mountain met with Emma Amies

Editorial Meetings

4th August 2015
1st September 2015
25th September 2015
26th October 2015

24th July 2015
17th August 2015
21st September 2015
6th October 2015
74

21st November 2015
5th January 2016

24th November 2015

Workgroup meetings
Housing
18th September 2012
13th December 2012
21st February 2013

7th November 2012
22nd January 2013
26th November 2013

Leisure & Community – full meetings and sub group meetings
6 September 2012
4th October 2012
15th November 2012
21st February 2013
21st March 2013
1st May 2013
25th May 2013
4th July 2013
25th July 2013
28th August 2013
31st August 2013
1st October 2013
23rd October 2013
10th November 2013
18th November 2013
11th January 2014
14th January 2014
4th February 2014
25th February 2014
11th March 2014
26th March 2014
22nd April 2014
6th May 2014
21st May 2014
11th June 2014
2nd July 2014
30th July 2014
2nd September 2014
24th September 2014
7th October 2014
4th November 2014
14th January 2015
4th February 2015
12th February 2015
26th February 2015
18th March 2015
9th April 2015
6th May 2015
11th June 2015
22nd July 2015
23rd July 2015
5th August 2015
26th August 2015
10th September 2015
18th November 2015
18th December 2015
4th February 2016
18th February 2016
th

Business/Employment
th

25th October 2012

24 September 2012
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28th November 2012
17th January 2013
14th March 2013
23rd May 2013
11th July 2013
19th December 2013

20th December 2012
14th February 2013
16th May 2013
6th June 2013
23rd September 2013

Education & Health
th

22nd November 2012
24th April 2013
25th June 2013
20th August 2013
25th September 2013

18 October 2012
24th January 2013
22nd May 2013
17th July 2013
9th September 2013

24th October 2012 - Children’s Consultation at De Stafford school
29th January 2013 - Consultation Caterham Valley Medical Practice
30th January 2013 - Consultation Chaldon Road Surgery
6th February 2013 - Consultation Whyteleafe Surgery
21st January 2014 - Meeting with Dr J McGilligan of CCG.
22nd January 2014 - Meeting with J Garner de Stafford School
25th March 2015 - Meeting at de Stafford School.

Transport
th

6th November 2012
14th January 2013
11th March 2013
30th April 2013
6th August 2013
25th September 2013
3rd June 2014

20 September 2012
10th December 2012
11th February 2013
8th April 2013
3rd June 2013
28th August 2013
4th April 2014

Urban Design
nd

12th December 2012
12th February 2013
2nd April 2013
7th May 2013

22 October 2012
15th January 2013
12th March 2013
23rd April 2013
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21st May 2013
4th June 2013
2nd July 2013
8th August 2013
24th September 2013
7th April 2014

28th May 2013
18th June 2013
27th July 2013
28th August 2013
19th November 2013

Utilities
st

30th October 2012
20th December 2012
5th February 2013
13th March 2013
25th April 2013
26th September 2013
12th June 2014
12th August 2014

1 October 2012
29th November 2012
8th January 2013
5th March 2013
10th April 2013
23rd May 2013
30th October 2013
10th July 2014
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Appendix E: List of Developers and Estate Agents
Mr E Bance
Asprey Homes Limited
Mega House
Crest View Drive
Petts Wood, Kent, BR5 1BY
Mr S Jones MNEA
Bidwells
79 High Street
Caterham
Surrey CR3 5UF
The Buxton Group
Cedar House
91 High Street
Caterham
Surrey CR3 5UH
Chartwell Land And New Homes
The Old Workshop
15a High Street
Old Oxted, Surrey
RH8 9LN
Alison Walker
Planning Manager
Croudace Homes Ltd
Croudace House,
Tupwood Lane,
Caterham,
Surrey CR3 6XQ
78

Mr R Fung
Cubitt & West
53 Croydon Road
Caterham
Surrey
CR3 6PD

Hamptons International
29 Station Avenue
Caterham,
Surrey,
CR3 6LB
Miles Leslie
Linden Homes
Linden House,
Guards Avenue,
Caterham,
Surrey,
CR3 5XL
Mr M Hansen
Martin & Co
79 High Street
Caterham
Surrey
CR3 5UF
S Newland
W R Newland Limited
129 Croydon Road,
Caterham,
Surrey,
CR3 6PE
Mr Mr P Gottelier
Rayners Estate Agency
96 High Street
Godstone
Surrey,
79

RH9 8DP
Nigel Greenhalgh - Managing Director
Village Developments plc,
East Wing, Harewood House,
Outwood Lane, Outwood,
Surrey,
RH1 5PN
Mr A Steen
White & Sons
39-41 Station Road East
Oxted
Surrey
RH8 0BD
Ms M Williams
W S Planning & Architecture
Europe House
Bancroft Road
Reigate
Surrey
RH2 7RP
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Draft letter:
22nd January 2014
Dear Mr
Re: CR3 Neighbourhood Plan
Progress has now been made with the Housing Group Report so that a draft Report setting out many of the
parameters and the facts on housing in the CR3 area has now been completed. The next stage in the process is to look
more closely at land and property availability in the CR3 area that may be suitable for residential development (or
other land uses) over the next 15-20 years to meet the “objectively assessed need” of CR3 for this period.
The present main planning document available is the regularly updated SHLAA by Tandridge District Council. This has
been used in the current draft to assess available unit supply. However for our Report to be sustainable we would like
to draw up a similar document specifically for the CR3 and for a slightly longer time scale 2014-2024 and relate this to
the housing needs now being assessed in the Neighbourhood Plan.
The majority of those sites currently in the Tandridge SHLAA already have planning approval and are already included
in meeting existing Core Strategy targets. We are seeking sites beyond these which can be assessed within the
Neighbourhood Plan on suitability and timing together with parameters that would permit future development. These
latter parameters may evolve from policies within the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan and based on criteria set within the
plan.
By meeting these and those within the new Tandridge Detailed Policies DPM, future planning applications would enjoy
a smoother passage through to planning approval under current planning legislation. Conversely sites that are not
included within the Neighbourhood Plan or which are unable to comply with its policies, will face a sustainable
challenge in the future once the Neighbourhood Plan is approved.
We would therefore urge you to put forward possible sites for consideration in the Neighbourhood Plan. If you have
any queries please contact me,
Thank you,

M A Smith
Chairman of Housing Group
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In addition during the 2016 consultation, the following made representations on the
Neighbourhood Plan generally and in relation to specific sites.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Rodway Planning Consultancy. Land of Salmons Way Ref: CR3NPCOH3005.
Stiles Harold Williams. Essendene Park Ref: CR3NPCAT022.
Savills. Land East of Roffes Lane. Ref: CR3NP CAT042.
Croudace Ltd. Land above Longsdon Way. Ref: CR3NPCAT016.

Appendix F: Regulation 14 Consultation - April-July 2017
Tandridge District Council comments and response to CR3 Neighbourhood Plan
Reg 14 Consultation April-July 2017
COMMENTS
RESPONSE
Tandridge District Council would like to take this opportunity 1. Policy will be removed.
to congratulate CR3 Forum on the amount of work and time
that has taken to prepare the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan.
Following a meeting held on 19 July 2017with the Chairman of
Tandridge District Council Planning Policy Committee, the
Head of Strategic Planning Policy and the members of the CR3
Forum, it was decided that a summary of the meeting was to
form the response to the CR3 Neighbourhood Plan.
The meeting raised a number of concerns from both the
District Council and CR3 Forum, these are set out below:
1. The need to remove the policies that did not conform with
the basic conditions, focussing on policies that relate to
‘excluded development’ – Policy U04 – Fracking and Policy
U07 – Location of Waste Facilities;

2. The consideration of policies that restate policies within the
Core Strategy and Detailed Policies, and the need to make the
policies more CR3 specific. These include policies GSHD05,
HO01, HO02, HO06, HO07, HO08, HO10, BE03, BE04, BE05,
HE01-HE03, HE04-HE07, HE09, HE11, LC01, LC03 and LC05, For
example, Policy U08 Flooding could include reference to how
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2. Noted. Policies and their Aim
and Justification will be made
more specific to the CR3 Area
where possible and attention
drawn to the local evidence base.

development can contribute to the flood risk from the Bourne
and levels of flood risk within Caterham on the Hill.
3. The consideration of conflicting policies, such as Policy 3. Noted and Policies will be
CSHD02 and Policy LC08, Policy GSHD07 and other policies in reviewed with this in mind.
the plan on flooding and water, Policy HO03 and other policies
in the plan such as Policy HO02, LC02 with national policy in
relation to identifying special circumstances for development
in the Green Belt, Policy U01 with other policies in Utilities
section.
4. The need to include the great work undertaken on the Local 4. Noted but it is considered that
Character Areas and relate the policies to these Character there is sufficient detail within
Areas.
Group Reports. However it may be
necessary to provide more
detailed SPDs in relation to
specified Character Areas.
5. To identify how the Local Green Spaces meet the Planning 5. Noted. Local Green Spaces will
Policy Guidance.
be reviewed and assessed against
Planning Policy Guidance. The
initial list and map is a draft based
on submissions. Will also be
reviewed
on
Land
owner
comments.
6. Consideration should be given to shorten the vision to 6. Noted but not agreed. Will
capture a succinct framework for the plan.
review.
7. To reference the policies that relate to the objectives, so 7. Noted. All policies will be
that it is clear that the objectives are being met.
reviewed to check that they meet
the Aims and Justifications set out
and overall NP Objectives.
8. To set out criteria for the policies so that an application can 8. Noted but not understood. Will
be assessed against this local criteria.
discuss further with Planners at
TDC.
9. To set out monitoring indicators to determine if the Plan is
being effective and to provide a clear focus on whether the
policies have targets they are aiming to meet, and to provide a
framework for the authorities monitoring report that is
prepared by the Council annually.
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9. Noted. This should form part of
the Monitoring Policy Section.
Discussions are being held with
Parish Councils on both the extent
and content for Monitoring by
both TDC and Parishes.

10. To understand that the policies reflect the consultations
undertaken by CR3 and that the comments received by
residents and businesses have helped shape the policies.
However, that there is a need to identify where those policies
met the basic conditions and other comments in this response.
For policies that do not met the basic conditions or are not
land based, projects can be identified that the local
community can help to deliver and set out in a separate
section of the plan, such as aspiration LCA1.

10. Noted. Policies will be
reviewed in this respect and
where
sensible
altered
to
Aspirations.

11. The ability for the Council and consultants to help write 11. The Steering Group welcomes
the plan through providing constructive advice, and the need all advice and assistance that
for advice to avoid legal challenge.
Council and Consultants can be
provided.
Consultants
from
Locality, AECOM and Quod have
advised in the preparation so far
and it is hoped this will continue.
12. To continue to hold meetings with the CR3 Forum as they
prepare the regulation 16 consultation and that they provide
drafts of the plan at least one week from the meeting date so
that the Council can review and comment.

12. The CR3 Steering Group has
sought to hold regular meetings
with TDC and hope that this is
reciprocated in the future. It
would assist if the chain of
communication could be defined
by TDC rather than dealing with
individuals.

Housing Comments and Responses to Reg 14 Consultation April –July 2017

Comments
1. developers are not being realistic when
showing the parking spaces at new
developments. They are allowed to class the
'garage' as parking but the sizes of the garages
are not realistic for most modern cars.

Response
1. This is an item for GSHD section but does
confirm a widely held view on parking within
developments.

2. The NPPF states
'Local planning authorities should work with
other authorities and providers to assess the
quality and capacity of infrastructure for

2. Agreed however it has been decided to
combine HO02 with U01 to put all infrastructure
within a single policy. Infrastructure is defined in
Glossary.
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transport, water supply, wastewater and its
treatment, energy (including heat),
telecommunications, utilities, waste, health,
social care, education and flood risk
management'.
3. With regard to the drainage system, in 1967,
sewage pumping stations were closed (TDC) and
the combined sewer serving Caterham on the hill
was connected to the old Coulsdon 9" original
combined sewer, which is at maximum capacity.
The Caterham flood action group is working with
the authorities on flood resilience, this work (and
the considerable costs) should be taken into
account when making planning decision that put
additional strain on the infrastructure.

3. Flooding and drainage are important
considerations for decision makers when
considering planning applications. Now dealt
with under U01

4. P44) Policy HO02, the CFAG would welcome a
catchment wide planning policy, bearing in mind
the nature of the catchment and the flood risk,
we ask that ALL dwellings utilise SuD's.

4. Policy HO02 has now been deleted as advice
suggests this is already covered in adopted local
plan and that it would overly onerous for
developers to comply with HO02 as well.
Flooding now dealt with under utilities and
Policy U08.

5. P46) Back garden development is a real risk
5. Noted.
because if only one house etc it is difficult to
monitor. Planning applications in 'flood risk
areas' should demonstrate what they are doing
to reduce flood risk. This would include
permeable surfaces and Suds etc, the CFAG
strongly advise against ‘garden grabbing’ in areas
at risk of surface water flooding.
6. P47) sub division. Waste removal is not
considered planning material but must be taken
into account when increasing the number of
occupants considerably, is the drainage
sufficient, Thames water are obliged to make
connections regardless of the consequences
downstream, this would not be a sustainable
development if flood risk was increased
downstream.

6. Noted

7. The housing report is nicely detailed
highlighting the density per ward.

7. Noted
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8. I suggest that it is important that the plan
prioritises the infrastructure, and the associated
costs, in terms of the need to provide protection
from further flooding of this and other buildings
in the area.

8. Note and the NP does acknowledge the
importance of these issues.

9. Unfortunately trend of adding and adding
more and more places without providing further
local services put everything under strain. Which
makes all of us frustrated when trying to see GP
or getting a school place.

9. Noted and considered a major constraint on
future development in the CR3 area.

10. Still the constant increase of houses put a
strain on all amenities. I 100% agree with that.
This constant development still continues Buxton
Lane, Stanstead Road, Church Hill just a few as
an example, but even in obviously overbuild
already roads off Croydon Lane. Where
provisions for parking are none. This constant
development is affecting traffic in the whole of
Caterham. Congestion on Clifton roundabout is
horrific.

10. Noted and considered under Transport.
However, this is primarily dealt with by Surrey CC
and will only restrict development if there is a
strong evidence base or safety concerns for
problems of this nature.

11. I have spent a lot of time walking the
Caterham Hill area and have realised that to
build houses on the fields to the east of Roffes
Lane and on the Heath Road allotments would
destroy the delicate eco-system already under
threat from development on Roffes Lane and on
Chaldon Common Road. Also to witness the
amount of rainwater flooding into the lowest
point of Roffes Lane was quite unbelievable. Also
the building of the Oak Hall Church centre will
make traffic movement almost untenable. So
with the loss of wildlife habitat and corridors and
flooding problems, traffic congestion and general
over-population, I request that no more
development is needed.

11. Comments noted and largely covered by Site
Assessments for development in this area. Again
a strong evidence base is needed to restrict
development.

12. Moving to Croydon Road, what more needs
to be said, total overdevelopment along its
whole length with more to come. Grid-lock on its
way, Caterham and Chaldon are full.

12. Noted.
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13. Will Tandridge use the housing figures
contained in the Neighbourhood Plan as an
“Open Sesame” to push part of the 9400 new
homes in the Local Plan straight into the CR3
postcode area?

13. HO01 has been changed to take into account
TDC Preferred Strategy which should reduce the
amount of housing required in the NP area once
the emerging new Local Plan is approved. The
commitment to a new garden village reduces the
amount of housing required from CAT 1 and 2
settlements. However TDC do not provide figures
down to ward level for delivery of housing need.

14. The table on page 34 of this draft, entitled
“Available Brownfield sites for housing”,
confused us as to the numbers of the housing
potential, e.g. Ninehams Gardens (not NineHams
by the way) 15 dwelling units. The Units column
should be titled net new units to avoid confusion
(Ninehams Gardens total new units 35 less
demolished units 20 = net new units 15). Jenny
Gaffney kindly clarified this for us.

14. Noted and in the final version the table will
be made clearer.

15. A planning application for 59 units at CAT007
(75 originally under consideration by a
developer, not 70 as suggested) has already been
submitted and rejected at appeal.
16. The table on page 35 finishes off with the
addition of windfalls at 10% though there is no
indication of how this has been calculated.

15. Noted.

17. The previous NP draft stated that the CR3
postcode had already taken more than 57% of
the present TDC housing target for the period to
2026 from within an area which represents just
29% of the total urban area of Tandridge. On
this basis, the CR3 postcode already substantially
over-contributes to the number of new dwelling
units and has densities in excess of Tandridge as
a whole as the table on page 32 of the NP shows.

17.– 19.
Agreed. Statistics are always
under review but these rarely change trend
indications.

16. Windfalls are calculated as an additional
percentage of the number of net new units
identified. The evidence base for this is previous
annual experience and the number of small sites
within Site Assessments which are not included
in totals.

18. The table on page 38 “Target Calculation
based on Planning Guidance March 2014”
assumes that past growth can be used as an
indicator of future trends. However, Note 12
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does admit that the increased population over
the previous earlier period coincided with a
sharp increase in new housing over that period.
19. As the earlier period coincided with a sharp
increase in new housing, it should not have been
used as the basis for a forecast. As this note
observes, in the same 10 year period prior to
2001 the increase was just 7%, suggesting that
the 1% increase pa may be too high.
While this may have been the best estimate at
this time, it should be revisited before the final
version of the NP is published.
20. Brownfield sites in the CR3 postcode such as
Kenley Airfield, Caterham Barracks and the old
NHS land (including St. Lawrence Hospital) have
all be used up.

20. Noted although there is a possibility of
further development on Kenly Aerodrome.

21. Thus, given the lack of brownfield sites, it is
not entirely clear where all the proposed 1240
dwellings based on the 2014 ONS estimates new
dwellings in the first period of the NP (2015 –
2015) will be located. It is even less evident
where land for the 1319 new dwellings proposed
for the period 2025-2035 can be found. These
are matters which should be addressed.

21. Noted and HO01 has been revised.

22. Infrastructure is the key issue when talking
about managing increases in population in the
CR3 postcode. Housing built this area since the
mid-1990s has been constructed mostly without
any significant upgrading of drains, medical
practices, schools and roads.

22. Policy HO02 has now been deleted as advice
suggests this is already covered in adopted local
plan and that it would overly onerous for
developers to comply with HO02 as well.
Flooding and infrastructure are now dealt with
under utilities and Policies U01 and U08.

23. The justification for Policy H002 is absolutely
right when it notes that there has been wider
and more intensive use of local facilities and
infrastructure which are unlikely to be able to
sustain further increased use without additional
resources being put into facilities and
infrastructure.

23. Policy HO02 has now been deleted as advice
suggests this is already covered in adopted local
plan and that it would overly onerous for
developers to comply with HO01 as well.
Infrastructure is now dealt with under U01.

24. Point 2 of the conclusions on page 41
correctly states that “all new development will

24. Noted.
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need to be closely matched to infrastructure
support and specific need.”
The big issue is how this will be achieved,
something which is not at all clear to residents.
Parish Council comments
Woldingham PC
Housing Report and Policies
25. We feel that this area is particularly
misleading and has many references to CR3
without making it clear that the report does not
cover Woldingham Parish. It is very unclear if the
statistics are for the whole of CR3 or just the
area covered by this draft NP.
26. Tillingdown Farm is listed as a brown field
site but it is in the Parish of Woldingham and
must be excluded from your list as it is already
covered by the Woldingham Neighbourhood
Plan. The housing numbers potential of
Tillingdown Farm must also be excluded from
your figures.
Caterham on the Hill PC
27. HOO2 is very welcome. The PC considers this
an essential policy; in practice, some technical
parameters will be required, especially in respect
of drainage and sewage. The link with Policy
UO6, which is wholly supported, might be made
more specific. Policy U15 adds to this very
helpfully.
28. With the current welcome aspiration of the
District Council to build new council homes, it is
noted that the availability of land is the main
constraint on the progress of this initiative. The
NP may wish to consider the addition of a policy
which encapsulates some presumptions about
land in public/state ownership. The market value
of the land often precludes development of
publicly owned housing. The PC would support a
presumption that land currently in public
ownership should be ring-fenced for future
publicly owned development.

25. Noted but the NP does on its opening page
(7) provide a map naming the parishes which
compromise the CR3 area and these are listed on
pages 8 and 7.

26. Tillingdown Farm is partly in Caterham Valley
and partly in Woldingham. The contribution of
net new units will be corrected to only show
those new dwellings in Caterham

27. Noted

28. Noted but this is a planning document for
planning decision makers. Currently planning
does normally require a sequential methodology
for use changes for sites.

Caterham Valley
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HOUSING
29. We believe that no housing development
should take place in the Green Belt if suitable
Brownfield sites are available. The
Neighbourhood Plan housing numbers are
located on Brownfield sites.

29. It is not possible to totally restrict
development of Green Belt sites and the NP does
not have the power to change the status of
Green Belt land, this can only be done by
Tandridge. Currently there is a TDC Green Belt
Review underway to establish changes to Green
Belt boundaries where sites do not meet the
purposes of Green Belt. The NP can only indicate
its preference for brownfield sites but must not
be restrictive to development in accordance with
local and central government planning policies.

30. It is also vitally important that greater
consideration is given to the style and type of
housing ensuring that adequate parking facilities
are provided with good quality amenity space.
Parking with any developments needs to be of
good quality and future car parking spaces must
meet the TDC standard size as a minimum.

30. Noted but unless there is an evidence base
for more restrictive car parking standards than
those set out by TDC in their SPD parking , a
policy in the NP will not be sustainable as it will
be considered restrictive on new development.

31. To support any additional residential
development, which should include affordable
housing at TDC’s maximum standards, there
must be the right quality of parking in the town
centre as well as the correct quantity.
32. With Policy HO08, we would suggest that the
number of properties required before affordable
housing is considered should be lower. The
number should be set at 5.
The policy should also include a priviso that any
two adjacent development applications
submitted by the same developer and / or it is
reasonably assumed they will be delivered
together under the threshold, should be
considered as one development and therefore
any requirement for affordable housing should
be met.
33. It is also essential that we have shared
ownership or low cost housing opportunities to
encourage teachers into the area.
Chaldon PC
34. HO01

31. Noted but as drawn the current policy
requires TDC 34% to be provided. Any more than
this would be considered restrictive.

32. Noted but this would be restrictive

33. Noted and Policy HO04 attempts to deal with
this concern

34. This will be considered and included in a new
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“Parish Councils will monitor annual housing
delivery and supply in CR3 based on information
at Parish Level from Tandridge District Council
used to prepare their Annual Monitoring Report
on Housing Policies within the Local Plan.”
Can the CR3 forum please confirm what
additional duties the Village Council will be
accepting under this policy.

Monitoring section of the final draft Plan.
Discussions are being held with PCs and TDC to
establish how far and on what basis this will be
achieved

35. Noted and consideration of this within
Housing and GGSHD is being reviewed.
36. HO04
“Proposals that include a proportion of smaller
one, two and three bedroom accommodation
will be encouraged.”
The council is concerned that the policy refers to
“smaller” dwellings but no definition of this is
provided. Could the plan possibly refer to
industry standards which are published?
37. HO07
“There will be a presumption in favour of subdivision of large properties to create a mix of
small one, two and three bedroom dwellings and
efficient use of land.” As with HO04 the council
are concerned that the term small may be
ambiguous.

36.Noted. The present wording defines using
number of bedrooms. Thus any housing above 3
bedrooms is not considered small.

38. HO08 - “On sites of greater than 0.4ha and
developments with more than 10 dwelling units,
34% of dwellings must be affordable.”

38. Setting levels for affordable housing outside
of the TDC Policies can only be achieved if there
is a sustainable evidence base for being more
restrictive.

The Village Council believes that the NPPF places
responsibility for setting the proportion of
affordable housing with the Local Planning
Authority. Can the CR3 forum please confirm
that setting levels of affordable housing is within
the gift of the Neighbourhood plan.
“Given the high level of demand and price for
new housing in the CR3 area, developers must
submit evidence based justification and risk
analysis for applying a gross profit margin in
excess of 15% of nett sales value when assessing
viability.”

37. Noted. The present wording defines using
number of bedrooms. Thus any housing above 3
bedrooms is not considered small.

It is currently considered that due to the high
demand for housing in the NP area, Developers
should be asked to justify why 15% is not a
reasonable level of gross profit margin on sales
value. It is not a prohibition but does provide
guidance and a baseline on what will normally be
considered a viable profit margin.
It is suggested that for Parishes to define
preferences for Affordable Housing would
require a suitable evidence base. This has not
been provided but could be an aspiration if all
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Parishes were in agreement.
The Village Council is concerned that this policy is
not suitable for a Neighbourhood Plan. The
primary reason for this concern is that the
council do not believe a Neighbourhood Plan
should dictate the profit margin private
companies can apply to a development.
Furthermore, there is a concern that this policy
could prejudice later discussions that Tandridge
may have with the developer regarding Section
106 contributions and the like.
The council would also like to submit one further
thing to the CR3 Forums considerations with
regard to Affordable Housing. The council believe
that there is an opportunity within the
Neighbourhood Plan for the CR3 Forum to state
a preference as to which type of affordable
housing they believe would best suit the CR3
area, either:
 Social rented housing – Housing
association
 Affordable rented – rented at no more
than 80% of the market average
 Intermediate housing – generally shared
equity homes
The council believe that the CR3 area could
benefit greatly from each of these types of
affordable housing but each type brings its own
benefits. The council would like the forum to
consider if it is possible to ascertain which of
these (or what mix of these) would benefit the
CR3 area most and state any preference within
the Plan.
Whyteleafe
No comments on Housing.

N/A

Professional and Site Owner consultation
Berkeley Strategic Land Roffs Lane CR3NPCAT042
40. In the first instance our clients note that the 40.Noted. This is likely to be addressed in final
proposed plan period is 2015-2035, the housing
NP but no figures were included in the last 10
requirement over the plan period on this basis
year period due to the uncertainties of housing
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alone should therefore be 2,406 dwellings. As a
result the Forum have not identified sufficient
sites to meet their housing requirement.

numbers arising from emerging Local Plan,
difficulties of forecasting site 10 years in the
future. It should be noted that Local Authorities
are only required to show a 5 year sites plan. The
Policy also allows for monitoring housing delivery
and the allocation of additional sites arising to
the 2026/35 period.

41 Our clients contend the actual OAHN
compared to that set out within the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment, dated 2015, is
much higher than predicted.
HO01

41.Noted but one does have to work with the
best available information and that being used
within the emerging Local Plan. The OAN figures
within the Housing Report and updated in the NP
are based on census population growth in CR3
area and these are in turn reconciled with SHMA
using the proportional urban area for CR3 within
TDC. TDC Policies do not provide a target number
for individual parishes or even CAT1 settlements
but the evidence base within the CR3 Report
clearly shows that CR3 has previously provided in
excess of a proportionate contribution and
continues to do so in the period 2015/25. This
also closely matches the identified CR3 OAN for
the same period.
The NP will be revised to deal with period
2026/35 under TDC Preferred Strategy.

42 It is plainly unsound to identify a housing
figure which only covers half of the plan period,
especially when there is no policy requirement to
review the policy for the delivery of the
remaining requirement between 2025 and 2035.
43 The proposed policy is therefore ambiguous
and unclear in regard to how the Neighbourhood
Plan Forum would respond to any additional
allocations that will be included in the emerging
Local Plan.

42. See answer 41 above. The Policy as drawn
does provide for active monitoring and action for
the last 10 years.

44 In addition, the aim of this policy is, in part, to
support the presumption against development in
the Green Belt contained in the NPPF………….Our
clients maintain that the NPPF provides a robust
policy framework to achieve this, clearly stating

44. Noted and this is the reason no green belt
sites have been allocated in the NP. However Site
Assessments have considered if “exceptional
circumstances “ apply in their review of sites. In
this respect and due to the supply identified, the

43. Noted but it is not possible to foresee the
future. Work on the NP was started well before
the emerging Local Plan which is unlikely to be
available before the end of 2019. Government
advice also requires the emerging Local Plan to
take into consideration Policies approved for
Neighbourhood Plans if the Plan is made.
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that alterations to Green Belt boundaries can
only be made through the Local Plan process and
in exceptional circumstances.

NP does not consider housing need an
exceptional circumstance.

45 As currently drafted the NP fails to meet the
basic conditions both in terms of general
conformity with the Development Plan and also
in terms of promoting sustainable development
and conformity with National policy (paragraph
8(2) of Schedule 4B to the TCPA 1990). These are
fundamental failings that need to be addressed
before the draft NP can proceed any further and
our clients would strongly advise that the Forum
wait for the TDC emerging Local Plan to be
further advanced to ensure a coordinated
approach to housing delivery.

45. Comment noted but not agreed. The NP has
been drawn up in consultation with TDC Planners
and Committee members, complies fully with
current Core Strategy and Development Plan.
Given that the emerging Local Plan is still very
much in the consultation stage and very unlikely
to be completed before the end of 2019 it can
only be considered as emerging and not made.
TDC have responded to this latest Regulation 14
Consultation and there comments will be
addressed in the final Plan.

HO03
46 We would note that the need to repeat the
presumption in favour of brownfield land
throughout the document is unnecessary. It
appears the Forum are solely seeking to provide
a policy framework which is overly onerous to
any future greenfield development that may
come forward………..The intention to prioritise
the re-use of previously developed land does not
accord with the requirement of the National
Planning Policy Framework. Paragraph 17 and
111 of the National Planning Policy Framework
only encourage the effective use of previously
developed land, it does not prioritise it. The need
to repeat this requirement is unnecessary and
should be removed.
47 We would add that the Policy is too restrictive
in that it does not set a framework in which
development beyond that identified as
brownfield development could come forward.
This Policy repeats much of the requirement sets
our under Policy GSHD 06.

46. The NP merely supports the presumption in
favour of brownfield sites and does not prioritise
it. This is supported by a sustainable evidence
base in the preparation of Group Reports.

HO08
48 As previously noted by our client’s
representations to the Regulation 14
consultation, it is entirely inappropriate for the

48. The Policy does not dictate developer profit
margins but sets the baseline for these allowing
developers to show why higher margins may be
required. The evidence bases shows the high

47. Noted and consideration is being given to
simplifying Policies and reducing the number
where overlaps exist.
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Neighbourhood Plan to dictate developer profit
margins……..This has the clear risk of preventing
otherwise acceptable development from taking
place and drive developers away from the CR3
area into other areas.

demand for homes in the CR3 area and the low
risk of housing development in the area afforded
by a sustainable demand if the right housing is
built to meet local need.

49 Furthermore, Policy CSP4 of the Core Strategy
already requires that 34% of development be
affordable, as a result the need for this policy is
questioned. It appears a clear repetition of
existing Development Plan policy and where the
Forum have sought to impose onerous
circumstances to stifle development

49. The Policy makes clear that 34% must be
affordable based on the evidence base for the
lack of affordable housing in the CR3 area. The
rest of the Policy sets out local requirements not
contained in current District Policies.
Given that the Policy is not restrictive and the
history of development and developer interest in
sites in and around CR3, it is not considered that
it will stifle development.

50 In any case the emerging TDC Local Plan may
seek to amend the actual provision of affordable
housing sought. As a result the Forum’s current
approach set out in the policy would serve to
undermine the possible approach being taken in
the emerging draft Local Plan, which is directly
contradictory to the national policy advice set
out in the NPPG (Paragraph: 074 Reference ID:
41-074-20140306 – third bullet refers).

50. Noted but based on present evidence the
policy complies. The NP will provide a monitoring
process whereby the NP can be updated if
required.

Conformity
51 In other words, both national planning policy
and the Secretary of State’s guidance advise that
neighbourhood plans have to be consistent with
and not in conflict with the provision of housing
to meet objectively assessed evidence of need.
This is reinforced by PPG Paragraph: 069
Reference ID: 41-069-20140306 which specifies
that neighbourhood plans must “not constrain
the delivery of important national policy
objectives”.

51. Noted and agreed. However the NP does not
set out to restrict development beyond existing
planning constraints. And through its evidence
base seeks to justify housing delivery available
within the CR3 area for the foreseeable future.
As Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 41-00120140306 also advises:
“Neighbourhood planning provides a powerful
set of tools for local people to ensure that they
get the right types of development for their
community where the ambition of the
neighbourhood is aligned with the strategic
needs and priorities of the wider local area.”
This sets out what the CR3 NP is trying to
achieve.

52 If the Neighbourhood Plan were to be made,

52. Noted but it is equally likely that the new
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subject to significant alterations being made in
order to meet the basic conditions as outlined in
this response, the Plan will in any event be
replaced by the later development plan
document.

Local Plan will incorporate and support the CR3
NP given it has been prepared under the
auspices of the TDC and its Planners.

53 The draft NP should be set aside and a new
draft prepared alongside Tandridge’s own newstyle Local Plan, in accordance with the advice in
the NPPG.

53. We must agree to disagree.

54 The Neighbourhood Plan correctly confirms
54. Not agreed, the Plan does conform and
on page 39 that “our analysis indicates that the
actually exceeds the requirements of the present
policies for housing provision within the
Core Strategy in respect of housing delivery.
Tandridge Core Strategy (Policy SCP2) fall short
of meeting the objectively-assessed housing
needs for the District. Against this context The
NP has therefore consciously not been prepared
in general conformity with the strategic policies
contained in the Development Plan. This
immediately fails one of the key basic conditions
(Paragraph 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306
of the NPPG refers).limited weight can be given
to the current housing target for the
District.”………… The NP has therefore consciously
not been prepared in general conformity with
the strategic policies contained in the
Development Plan. This immediately fails one of
the key basic conditions (Paragraph 074
Reference ID: 41-074-20140306 of the NPPG
refers).
Croudace Longsdon Way Caterham
55 It is not clear how the average housing
requirement of 102dpa (page 43) has been
calculated and why this would only take effect
after the Local Plan has been adopted in 2019. lt
is also unclear why the steering group will only
review their delivery programme for years 20262Oss when the updated housing requirement
covers the Neighbourhood plan period from
2015-2033.

55. Average of 102 is derived from the totals of
1075 and 1027 including 10% and 5% windfalls
respectively in the Table of Additional Housing
Units on pages 34 and 35. It is not suggested that
this runs from 2019 but covers the period
2015/25. The reference to 2019 is relation to
when the emerging Local Plan may be
completed..
See answer 40 above in relation to period
2026/35. However it is intended to revise this
aspect to accord with delivery under the TDC
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preferred strategy.
56 On the basis of the Neighbourhood Plan
percentage housing need for the area an overall
requirement of 2,720 dwellings across the plan
period would be required. This is substantially
higher than the current figure contained within
policy HoO1.

56. Policy HO01 only dealt with delivery in period
2015/25 and this accorded with the required
OAN delivery for this period. Delivery for the
period 2026/35 was to be reviewed at a later
date under the monitoring procedure. However
this will be reviewed in final version.

57 It is acknowledged that brownfield sites have
a role to play in providing suitable and
deliverable housing allocations for the NP and
emerging LP. However, a heavy reliance on sites
such as these will result in the loss of more
employment sites and furthermore will provide
more flatted developments which will not meet
the current demand for family homes.

57. Noted.

58 However, the NP can identify preferred sites
within the Green Belt that would be supported
and influence emerging Local Plan policies. For
example a preferred mix could be identified to
ensure family homes rather than flats can be
delivered on the site.

58. The NP is not able to change the status of
Green Belt Sites this is the function of the Local
Plan. However the Steering Group have carried
out Site Assessments on Green Belt and Green
Space Sites within the CR3 area and these have
set out parameters for future development if
Green Belt Status is revised. However the NP
does not consider Housing need to be “an
Exceptional Circumstance” for allowing
development. This is primarily due to the
availability of Brown field sites identified for
period 2015/25.

59 Paragraph 16 of the NPPF requires NP's to be
prepared positively. The current approach of the
NP is to reject future growth based on past
delivery. There needs to be an acceptance of the
increase in housing need and the sustainable
nature of the settlements within the NP area
which can accommodate growth throughout the
Plan period, in order to demonstrate that the
Plan has been prepared positively.

59. This statement does not recognise the
amount of housing development that has taken
place in the CR3 area since 2001 or the identified
supply for 2015/25. It is not agreed that policies
are negative but realistic to the available future
development potential given the development
that has already taken place and the need to
protect the character and amenities of the area.
The NP demonstrates a proportional and
identifiable supply for the period 2015/25 and
suggests a mechanism for revising the NP for
delivery in the period 2026/35.

60 Calculation of housing requirement should be

60. Noted but TDC do not provide delivery
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simplified and should take into account the most
up to date OAN which equates to 470dpa
through the Local Plan period 2013-2033. lf it is
the aim of the NP to sit alongside the emerging
Local Plan it will need to be prepared in
accordance with these strategic policies. An
acceptance of this updated housing requirement
is therefore recommended.

targets for individual parishes. The analysis with
the NP and in Housing Group Report considers
both TDC OAN and CR3 OAN and the
proportionality of Housing supply by CR3. It uses
the best available evidence at this time.

61 By focusing future development on existing
brownfield land, will reduce available
employment land that the NP seeks to protect. lt
is recommended that the NP acknowledges the
potential benefit that Green Belt sites, released
through the emerging Local Plan can bring.

61. Noted. However use of Green Belt sites is not
considered to be the only method for meeting
need. The present preferred strategy suggests
only the inclusion of Green Belt sites that do not
satisfy Green Belt uses. Currently very few GB
sites in CR3 fall into this category and the CR3
assessments only identify one which might be
suitable for development if it status as green belt
was removed. Pending the completion of the TD
Green Belt review it would be premature of the
CR3 NP to allocate or suggest sites as suitable for
development. However Site Assessments for
Green Belt site have be done and these indicate
the suitability of sites for future development.

62 lf it is the intention of the NP to sit alongside
the emerging Local Plan it is recommended that
this preferred strategy is acknowledged and
taken into account as it will affect development
at Whyteleafe, Caterham on the Hilland
Caterham Valley.

62. Noted, The NP is likely to be amended in its
final version to take into account the preferred
strategy by TDC for meting housing need in the
future.

63 Whilst it is acknowledged that the NP does
not have the authority to release Green Belt
sites, there is an opportunity to identify
preferred sites and influence Local Plan site
policies. This could involve, housing mix, open
space requirements and landscaping proposals.
Sigma Essendene Park

63. See Site Assessments.

64. The 2017 Neighbourhood Plan assumes the
continuation of the Green Belt designation of
this site and therefore puts itself at risk of being
inconsistent with the emerging Local Plan. In
these circumstances the Neighbourhood Plan
fails to meet the Basic Conditions and, unless

64. Not agree. At present the Essendene Park
site is in the Green Belt.
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modified, would not pass Examination.
65 Representations in 2016 drawing attention to 65. Noted but not agreed.
the frailty of the crude, unconventional and
overtly localised methodology for identifying an
OAN in the Neighbourhood Plan appear to have
been rejected. However, this methodology is
unlikely to survive Examination because it does
not conform to Government Guidance in the PPG
and is inconsistent with the Tandridge Local Plan.
A conflict with the Basic Conditions is therefore
the likely outcome.
Gladman Developments Ltd
HO01
66. Noted but the Plan has been prepared in
66
This policy sets out what is considered to consultation with TDC local authority and
be an appropriate level of growth during the plan Planners.
period. It is not considered that the current
justifications for why this is considered
appropriate are sufficient. The PPG states that
where a neighbourhood plan is progressing
before an up to date Local Plan is in place the
local planning authority should be working
collaboratively with the qualifying body sharing
evidence about emerging housing needs. Before
the plan progresses Gladman recommends that
the CR3 Forum works with TDC to ensure the
emerging need for the Parishes is known so as to
ensure it can be met during the plan period
without the need to review the CR3NP.
HO06
67
It is considered that paragraphs 2 and 3
of this policy should be deleted, it is not
considered appropriate to be dictating levels of
profit for a developer. Paragraph 173 of the
Framework states that that ‘costs of any
requirements likely to be applied to
development, such as requirements for
affordable housing… should, when taking
account of the normal cost of development and
mitigation, provide competitive returns to a
willing land owner and willing developer to
enable the development to be deliverable.’ In

67. See previous response 49. Above. The figure
of 15% of Sales Value equates closely to 20% on
development costs used routinely in RICS and
Developer appraisal valuation. It is also a base
figure used by Banks in defining an acceptable
return on cost for determining available funding.
The Policy is not restrictive merely indicating a
benchmark above which justification is required.
Ref: Financial viability in planning
RICS guidance note
1st edition (GN 94/2012)
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trying to limit a potential developer or
landowners profit this is likely to lead to
deliverability issues.

Business and Employment Reponses to Reg 14 Consultation April-July 2017
Summary of the key issues/
concerns
1. No more commercial
development

2. More business needed

Review notes CR3 Response

CR3 Planning Policy Areas

1. Retention of facilities for
employment and the local
economy to be maintained so far
as possible, to ensure that the
town is attractive to residents
and business.

Balanced Residential &
Employment = NPPF. CR3
Business & Employment
“Introduction”.

2. The plan seeks to encourage
new start-ups whether as mobile,
home based, live/work units,
shared hubs, or individual
premises. A new enterprise park
is also a strategic objective,
either in existing commercial
space or other suitable land.

Balanced Residential &
Employment = NPPF. CR3
Business & Employment
“Introduction”

Specific. BE01

Specific. BE02/BE03

3. Encourage development of 3. See above, subject to
office space in CR3
demand/needs

As above
Specific. BE01/BE03

4. Bespoke shops

4. To be encouraged, via
Masterplan, Town Design
Statement & BID

As above
Specific. BE01/BE03

5. Encourage new business

5. See above

As above
Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE04
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6. Current commercial stock
is outdated and does not
encourage business demand

6. Regenerate existing spaces
and consider a new Enterprise
location.

As above.
Specific. BE02/BE03/BE04

7. CR3 loses employment
opportunities and there is a risk
that the area becomes a dormitory
town

7. A core concern, due to permitted
development rights. The central area ‘s
town Masterplan needs to balance,
retail, residential and business. Outside
the town centres, other mixed
urban/rural locations are vulnerable to
increasing residential demand. This
must be balanced with the area’s need
for employment.

As above.
Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE04/BE05

8. Significant commercial
spaces must be protected

8. Yes, see above. Should a more
specific test be proposed similar
to the affordable housing ratio
e.g. 40% on significant size
development? For example,
brownfield site development will
have a general presumption in
favour of continued use.
Proposals for active employment
sites must demonstrate that
overall there is no employment
loss locally. Availability of
alternative sites or premises on
broadly similar terms, where
businesses seek to continue to
operate, should be provided in
mitigation.

As above.
Specific.
BE01/BE02/BE03/BE04/BE05

9. Self sufficient parking for
new businesses

9. Evidence Base required to
support any change from TDC
Parking Standards.

This is a gap we need to
close.

10. Encourages conversion of 10. Generally yes, or seek new
business to residential if
sustainable business in modern
commercial is not feasible
sectors.

11. Support the need to
regenerate Caterham Town

PD rights achieve this, provided
the brownfield site is not
sustainable for the existing use
or user.
11. Agree. Masterplan, Town
Design Statement and overall
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PD rights achieve this,
provided the brownfield site
is not sustainable for the
existing use or user, or
identified for another
commercial use.

As above.
Specific. BE03 & BE04

Centre with a good mixed
economy. Central to this is
the need to provide
adequate parking. Caterham
does not have a 24 hour car
park

business policies intended to
support this.

12. Issue of concern is the
inclusion of a Business Park
within the NP. There has
been no indication of
location and we consider
that this would also have a
negative bearing on the CR3
area i.e. traffic congestion
and air pollution.

12. Any business park is intended As above
to be for sustainable modern
sectors, e.g. those involved with Specific. BE03 & BE04
Internet, communications,
technology, creative media,
professional services or
education- which are growth
sectors. Only sites with good
road/rail and comms access to be
considered such as existing
commercial use, or other suitable
land e.g. Contaminated.

13. Stop to the loss of
commercial (employment)
space particularly where we
wish to maintain mixed use
in and around the village
centre (BE06 and E02 refer)

13. See above. The reference to
Village is taken to mean
Caterham Hill particularly.
However, it also applies to other
locations around the CR3 Area,
including parts of Caterham
Valley, Whyteleafe and the
various local shopping parades in
CR3.

Specific/ BE05 (was BE06)

14. Prevent the net loss of
car parking spaces in the
centre of Whyteleafe (BE06
refers)

14. Agreed. See 9.

This is a gap we need to
close. Matter also covered by
consultations by Tandridge
for Local Plan.

15. Increased parking and
public transport,
development of a
Business/Technology/Science
Park in the area as long as it
does not create more
problems with parking

15. Yes and see above. Any
As above
locations to be considered with
great care. Transport and parking Specific. BE03 & BE04
considered elsewhere in the CR3
Forum Neighbourhood Plan,
Caterham Town Design
Statement and Masterplan.

16. The decline in local

16. Agree

Introduction section and
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employment in favour of
housing expansion is a
significant trend here and in
many commuter towns and
suburbs

evidence supports this
statement.

17. If we could attract
17. Agree. See above
interesting and well paid jobs
locally, that would boost a
lot of household incomes
considerably, make the
community more equal,

Introduction section and
evidence supports this
statement.

18. Revitalising our retail
18. Agree. Also see Masterplan,
offer would be a good way of Town Design Statement and BID
doing this,

As above
Specific. BE04

19. Business centre has been
suggested in the draft plan
but I think it would be good
also to have tangible help
such as consultancy, a
venture fund, bank support
etc

19. Excellent ideas and will be
considered for action plans, if NP
is passed.

Develop these ideas further
as part of action plan,
whether for start-ups,
Business & Technology park,
or Town Centre regeneration.

20. I think it's a shame the
Rose and Young site is going
to be a hotel and retail
rather than an office.
Currently it may be that
companies don't want to
relocate to Caterham but it
may be that the coming
Thameslink service would
change that

20. Planning consents given for a
hotel/ ground floor Beefeater
plus another large retail unit via
CPO, and mixed residential and
retail by owned. Planning enquiry
to review.
Thameslink upgrade shelved for
the time being, however if
Masterplan succeeds that may
enhance chances, especially if
parking and mixed
business/residential use of Town
Centre boosted.

A key site. CPO
enquiry/action imminent.

21. The decline in local
employment in favour of
housing expansion is a
significant trend here and in
many commuter towns and

21. An interesting comment.
Broadly the Neighbourhood Plan
supports rebalancing the local
economy by growing and
attracting start ups and other

See left and above.
Specific. BE01, BE02, BE03,
BE04 & BE05
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Specific. BE02/BE03/BE04

Masterplan has opportunity
to enhance the attractiveness
of Caterham for Business,
Retail, Services AND
Residents.

suburbs. I'm against it for
what I think is an interesting
reason. A year or two ago,
Tandridge got a lot of
publicity in the national
media because it turns out to
be the district with the
highest proportion of women
of working age who choose
not to work and are not
claiming benefits, resulting in
stereotypes in the media
about Stepford Wives. If an
area is within commuting
distance of great jobs in
London, is an attractive place
to bring up kids but has a
rubbish local employment
market, then one person
may well commute to the
capital (or Gatwick or points
around the M25) while the
other ends up not doing
much because childcare
concerns make it difficult for
that person (usually a
woman, but not always) to
commute and the local jobs
barely cover childcare costs.
If we could attract
interesting and well paid jobs
locally, that would boost a
lot of household incomes
considerably, make the
community more equal, and
also drive house prices
because currently a lot of
couples who want to retain
two good careers when they
have kids wouldn't consider
Caterham but instead stay in
London, where house prices
are so much higher

small and Medium sized
businesses (SME’s)
The major reason for this
strategy is to reduce the
dependency on commuting to
London and other centres,
instead of local jobs. The trend
contributes to parking issues and
congestion near stations, peak
hour traffic and poor footfall
during the day affecting the retail
and other business, from either
sex, although the statistics
support the comment in terms of
balance between them.
In the end if we can increase
higher value jobs for both sexes
locally that would be a significant
benefit.
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22. Another is encouraging
entrepreneurship. A business
centre has been suggested in
the draft plan but I think it
would be good also to have
tangible help such as
consultancy, a venture fund,
bank support etc, because
we already have serviced
office capacity (not least
Dick's white elephant), plus
Bourne House by Whyteleafe
South station, so the
problem is not primarily
about office space

22. Similar comment to 19.

See left and above.
Develop these ideas further
Three shared office facilities have as part of action plan,
been closed or threatened with
whether for start-ups,
closure not because of lack of
Business & Technology park,
tenants but the profit from
or Town Centre regeneration.
residential conversion. These
include Orbital House, Bronze
Oak & Croudace’s Maybrook
House.
Quadrant House has units vacant
but leases discourage tenants.
What we have is a shortage and
the wrong sorts of units. The NP
seeks to rebalance this.
“Other” services are an excellent
idea

23. On business/employment
opportunities, I was
interested to read the
section on support for a
business/enterprise park.
This sounds good. But it
wasn’t clear to me (sorry if I
missed this) where this could
be located. That seems a key
requirement. Without a site
identified, there seems little
prospect of being able to get
support from those bodies
that hold the key to the
necessary funding and other
support.

23. There are several sites that
could be suitable, however the
point made is well taken.

24. While the CR3 plan has a
limitation on the numbers of
units I would question some of
the preferred sites. If the
Texaco garage goes, there will
be constant congestion at the
other garage, this is already
busy and we will lose a local

24. Commercial sites – Texaco- list
of sites. Point re increasing
dependency on a single petrol
station noted.
Recycling Centre. Current Surrey
Consultation. Similar potential
dependency on fewer sites locally
and an impact on congestion noted.

See left and above
Specific. BE02, BE03, BE04 &
BE05

We seek land and property
owners, plus other’s who may be
interested in the transition of
existing brownfield commercial
sites or contaminated, or flood
risk sites to make contact.
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Overall policy (BE01) seeks to
protect key sites, especially
active employment ones.
Against this the government has
introduced PD rights, which
have been used to gain
residential conversion. Where
there are sound arguments to

facility in terms of car
maintenance all while we are
adding to the population and
the number of cars. If the
recycling facility goes, will
Surrey County Council actually
provide a new facility or will we
find ourselves having to travel
to Earlswood as we do now if
you have a bag of soil or stones
from the garden. The more
facilities that go locally will only
increase traffic in an already
congested area.

Both sites provide local employment
as well as a service to residents and
business. They are part of the area’s
facilities and infrastructure that we
seek to maintain and improve –
within the bounds of economic
sustainability.

retail a service or site, we
anticipate the Neighbourhood
Plan will provide resistance over
and above the current status
quo, however we cannot block
all sites and local comment at
the time of any planning
application will continue to be
vital.

Transport Group Response to Comments 2017 Regulation 14 Consultation
Transport SoC 2017
From a review of the Comments from the 2017 Reg 14 consultation:
The Statutory Consultees, Highways England, also TfL have a comment, they both replied. Their
comment is that they are both concerned with strategic level matters it would seem.
Otherwise a small number of residents comment on traffic and parking in amongst other topics.
Some of the most apparent comments are from those on the new developments on the old St
Lawrence’s hospital estate where they drive children to school at St John’s in the Valley.
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The roads would be congested if that many cars seek to make that journey all at the same time.
More local schools in walking distance would address this. Of course sites would have to be found.
De Stafford do well as a school with a good proportion of children walking to school.
Parking is always an observation. Never convenient enough is it?
In the light of these comments no changes to the Transport policies have been made as these
topics are already addressed and these comments serve to support those in place.
_____________________________

Leisure and Community Group Response to 2017 Regulation 14 Consultation
Responses to TDC comments
LC1 Allotments - they asked for further justification and we stated that all the extra justification
was in Appendix LC 1 on the webforum. Legal details were checked.
LC2 Burials - TDC asked for all references to crematoria to be removed. They were removed.
LC3 Churches - TDC said DP 18 covered this. We felt that as we had lost some churches to
residential development we should maintain this policy as a safeguard. It was retained.
LC4 Community Hubs - TDC noticed that a map was referred to but not present. This has been
reinserted.
LC5 Community Assets for the Future - TDC felt this was unnecessary as a policy. It was removed.
LC6 Libraries - TDc felt DP18 covered this. On reviewing DP18 it was felt that this needed to be
retained.
LC7 Footpaths - TDC felt this was already covered elsewhere. It was removed and covered by
Transport.
LC8 Open Spaces - TDC felt this was covered elsewhere. It was removed and covered by Green
Spaces.
LC9Parking in Open Spaces- TDC felt this was covered elsewhere. It was removed and incorporated
into Transport and Open Spaces.
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LC10 Public Toilets - TDC felt this should be removed as it would be covered by various local
authority legislation. It was removed.
LC11 Tourism - TDC asked for clarification of "improved signage and increased advertising". This
was done to clarify the policy.
LC 12 Public Houses - TDC asked for clarification of the wording. This was done.
LC13 School Facilties - TDC felt this was already covered. This was checked with Education and
removed.
LC14 Sports Facilities - TDC agreed and retained.

Aspirations.
LCA 1 Older Population - TDC felt this was not viable.This was removed and the wording of the
policy LC4 was increased to cover it.
LCA 2 Litterbins - As above. Removed.
LCA 3 - Information Sharing - As above. Removed.
LCA 4 Swimming Baths - As above. Removed.
LCA 5 Youth provision - This was felt to be unnecessary and unattainable and removed.
LCA 6 Burial Ground - TDC agreed and retained.
This means L&C section now has 8 Policies and 1 Aspiration.

Comments on Community Hub - Soper Hall - asked that this Hall be
described as being a successful hub for Caterham Valley. As this is a
work in progress, wording has been altered to accommodate this by saying
" The continued development of the Soper Hall as a centre for Caterham
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Valley will be supported".
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