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Minutes of a meeting of Caterham on the Hill Planning Committee    

 held at the Douglas Brunton Centre, Chaldon Road  
on Friday 28th July 2019 at 1pm 

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

 
PL 009 Apologies for absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs Botten, Orrick and Rujbally and accepted by 
the Committee.  

 
PL 010 Declarations of interest 

There were no declarations of interest arising from the agenda. 
 

PL 011 Matters arising 
Kenley Officers Mess remained an issue of concern and was raised at a meeting with TDC by 
Cllrs Botten and Dennis. The previous request for a meeting with the developer was 
repeated to the new case officer 

 
PL 012 Planning Decisions 

Recent planning decisions were noted.  
 

PL 013 De Stafford School land sale 
There was no further update.  

 
PL 014 Coulsdon Lodge  

Cllrs Dennis and Rujbally had attended a public presentation by the Coulsdon Lodge 
developer. Cllr Dennis had raised issues of design (SUDS, scale, access for refuse and 
emergency vehicles, protection of tree belt, parking, protection of residents during 
construction etc) and felt that if these issues were addressed the proposals were generally 
positive. 

 
PL 015 Annes Walk and Whyteleafe Road applications 

Cllrs Botten and Dennis had attended a strategic meeting with TDC regarding the combined 
impact of planning applications in the Salmons Lane Green area and had raised concerns 
regarding the piecemeal approach to planning and the need for a more joined up area 
action plan. They also met the Anne’s Walk developer. Although some aspects of their 
application are broadly positive the access from Anne’s Walk is a red line. They advised the 
TDC case officer that access to the Chartwell development from Whyteleafe Road may also 
be inadequate. The Committee expressed concerns regarding the Surrey Highways 
response to these matters. 

 RESOLVED:  



i) to request that the County Councillor arrange a meeting with the Surrey Highways 
officer regarding access to the Annes Walk and Chartwell site.   

ii) that Cllr Brent obtain the Surrey Highway Design Guidelines and investigate if 
capacity for existing roads for development is included. Also the design 
specification applicable to the new Chartwell access between two existing houses 
on Whyteleafe Road which may be too narrow. 

  
PL 016 Planning applications 

   
2019/929: 19 Heath Road  
Single storey rear extension, flat roof 
No comment 
 
2019/930: 19 Heath Road 
The same application but submitted as Permitted Development. 
No comment 
 
2019/924: 100 Harestone Lane 
Single/double storey side and rear extensions 
No comment 

 
2019/951: 8 Driscoll Way  
Single storey rear extension 
No comment 

 
2019/990: 42 Whyteleafe Road  
Single storey side and rear extensions, conversion of roof space including 4 dormers, porch, 
detached double garage 
The alterations are generally well designed and in keeping with this large detached 
character property. The adjoining neighbour objects to overlooking and loss of amenity 
from the three proposed roof dormers on the south side but these are more appropriate 
for a historic building than Velux type roof lights. The property is set well back from the 
street (beside the neighbour’s garden not house) and they already have large conifers 
there, no doubt planted to provide garden screening. Councillor Deborah Brent has carried 
out a further site assessment. 
No comment 

 
2019/863: SE side of Francis Road  
Replace existing garage with 2 bed detached dwelling 
Neighbour objections. Narrow infill plot but there are other examples. Two bed starter 
homes fulfil a local need and this is stated to be self-build for a local family. House would be 
on boundary on one side but does not exceed the suggested 2.2 m eaves height at this 
point.  
No comment 

 
2019/967: 46 Westway 
Change of use from retail to 2 flats (prior notification of Permitted Development) 
Seeks to change previous PD consent (2019/596) by shop front alterations and removal of 
parking provision 
Objection: 



The Parish Council believes there are material reasons why this proposal is not Permitted 
Development and requires a full planning application. They were set out clearly in our 
previous objection to 2019/596. However the District Council did not follow correct 
procedure when considering that application. It corresponded to a period in April 2019 when 
TDC took a unilateral decision to cease consulting Parishes about PD applications. The 
Parish therefore received no statutory notification. Despite that we submitted an objection. 
The subsequent decision report for 2019/596 stated that the Parish had been consulted but 
had not responded (incorrect on both counts). The Parish Council’s statutory submission was 
not considered and hence given no weight. To the extent that the decision report was relied 
upon the Council misdirected itself. We therefore re-submit our objection, as the material 
considerations we wish to test remain valid to 2019/967. We also draw attention to the 
complete lack of parking provision in an area known for congested on-street parking. 
 
2019/980: 96 Whyteleafe Road 
First floor front, side and roof extensions, porch, conversion of integral garage to habitable 
use. 
No comment 

 
2019/926: west of Victor Beamish Avenue  
Relocatable Gospel Hall on a temporary 5 year basis with parking and vehicular access 
Objection: 
The Parish Council is strongly opposed to this application. It constitutes inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt as defined in NPPF 145. The NPPF exceptions to 
inappropriate development by means of limited infill in the Green Belt exclude temporary 
buildings. The application area forms part of the larger site allocation HSG06 in the 
emerging Local Plan. The District Council seeks to demonstrate that the exceptional 
circumstances exist that justify removing the land from its Green Belt status. The Parish 
Council disagrees. The Planning Inspector is yet to consider the evidence. Therefore the 
proposal is premature and could prejudice consideration of exceptional circumstances by 
weakening the significance criteria of the Green Belt (as defined in NPPF) at this location. 
Openness in that context means land kept free of inappropriate development. The Parish 
Council is concerned that consent for a building said to be temporary would set a precedent 
for further creeping development in the Green Belt. Instead the HSG06 proposal needs to be 
scrutinised and assessed as a whole, firstly by the Planning Inspector and secondly (if 
adopted) by the District Council as part of an area action plan that considers the social, 
economic and environmental sustainability of the area around Salmons Lane Green as a 
whole. That area is currently subject to very significant development pressure from multiple 
allocated and application sites. 
The avenue of plane trees and general wooded cover along Victor Beamish Avenue are a 
strong character feature of the Conservation Area and form part of the setting of the 
impressive listed Battle of Britain NAAFI/Institute building opposite. NPPF makes clear that 
setting (the surroundings within which the heritage asset is appreciated) can change 
spatially and evolve over time. The fact that the tree cover has developed since the building 
was operational during the Battle of Britain is not relevant. It is therefore incorrect for the 
Heritage Statement to assert the merits of the proposal in recreating the previous social use 
of a bustling RAF base – that never included a Gospel Hall. The trees are all covered by TPO. 
The Tree Report proposes felling 12 semi-mature planes, oaks and other species up to 21 m 
high. The Tree Officer must be consulted. The arboricultural contribution to appreciation of 
the amenity, character and significance of the Conservation Area and listed building must be 
given commensurate weight. 



 
 
 
 

2019/1007: 29 Park Avenue  
Small extensions to existing free standing side garage in order to link it to main house (PD 
Certificate). 
No comment 

 
2019/1001: 29 Stirling Drive  
Two Velux-type roof windows to existing rear single storey extension 
No comment 
 
2019/1015: 24 Auckland Road 
Conversion of integral single garage to habitable use, with no increase in footprint and the flat 
roof slightly raised – no windows to flank wall adjoining neighbour. (PD Certificate) 
No comment 
 
2019/1012/TPO: 7 Cedar Park 
Fell diseased Atlantic cedar and replace with 3m high cedar 
Comment:  
This was a magnificent specimen tree after which the road takes its name. It appears to have 
been in good condition in aerial views of September 2018. It is unclear what has caused its 
sudden decline. The Tree Officer is requested to arrange a site inspection to confirm if this is 
sirococcus tsugae which is a new disease still rare in the UK and so should be documented and 
reported to the relevant authority. The paved driveway may have contributed by denying the 
tree water if it was not constructed to be porous. 

 
2019/945: Tesco car park, Guards Avenue  
Convert 9 parking spaces to hand car wash inc. cabin, canopy and ANPR 
Objection: 
Copy to FLAG and LLFA 
The information provided is wholly inadequate. It is the company’s generic submission and does 
not address material considerations in the locality. Caterham Hill is an area prone to surface 
water flooding. Homes, businesses and lives were ruined here in 2016. The highway drains are 
of insufficient capacity during storms and in that situation are designed to overflow into the 
sewers, in turn overloading them so that dilute sewage discharges into the streets and 
properties. Because of a changing climate this now happens regularly (most recently in June 
2019). It is made worse by the extensive areas of impermeable hard standing such as Tesco car 
park. As a result the application area is a catchment that discharges surface water towards 
vulnerable risk areas to the NE, around Coulsdon Road (the nearby area outside the chip shop 
regularly floods), Banstead Road and Milton Road (many homes there were made uninhabitable 
by effluent in 2016). Please see enclosed map. It is therefore essential that proposals can 
demonstrate self-sufficient on-site drainage (SUDS) that does not make a bad situation worse. 
The application form wrongly states that surface water disposal is by means of a sustainable 
drainage system. This is quite misleading because the treated trade effluent would actually be 
pumped directly into the foul sewer. However Thames Water has not been consulted. It is 
essential that they are asked to comment on the implications for sewer capacity in this 
vulnerable area. What is the volume of water that would be discharged into the sewer each 
day? 



Similarly SES Water must be consulted about the implications of the facility using large amounts 
of drinking water each day for car washing. This is not environmentally sustainable. Caterham 
has received a high volume of new development, resulting in a high demand for domestic 
water. Local water pressures are already low as a result. At very least the drinking water 
consumption must be metered and paid for. 
The wash canopy appears to intrude significantly into the car park carriageway. At that location 
it is used by large vans collecting from the adjoining charity skips. What are the traffic safety 
implications? 
The hours of operation must be clearly specified. The DAS merely alludes to the standard store 
opening hours. The inclusion of floodlighting indicates that the facility would operate outside 
daylight hours. The current Tesco Caterham opening hours are 6 am to midnight. There is 
concern that the car wash could become a focus of social gathering and possibly anti-social 
behaviour out of normal work hours. 
Operational noise levels are also important. The generic noise assessment indicates levels at 
source of 77-80 decibels but unhelpfully gives no meaningful comparisons against which to 
judge this. However it should be noted that it is not much below the level (85 decibels) at which 
0workers must be issued with hearing protection under HSE regulations. There should be a site-
specific assessment. For example what is the impact for passengers waiting at the bus stop 
opposite or on users of the security/information building adjoining? 
The application site falls within Caterham Barracks Conservation Area, opposite one of its 
original historic buildings (former Officers’ Mess). All new schemes must therefore be in 
keeping with the historic character of the Conservation Area but the company’s generic design 
makes no recognition of this. In particular the Parish Council does not wish to see loud colours 
and prominent advertising facing Guards Avenue and the Officers Mess. Instead the proposal 
should include augmented green landscaping where appropriate along that frontage in order to 
provide screening. Caterham Barracks Community Trust and the Village Association should be 
consulted. 
We also wish to understand more about the GDPR implications of a car wash using ANPR 
cameras that will capture users of the facility and the wider car park. How is the company 
regulated – does it have a legal agreement controlling retention and sharing of personal data?  
We believe that these are all material considerations that have not been adequately addressed. 

 
2019/1008: 31 Livingstone Road  
Conversion of roof space inc. rear dormer and 2 front roof lights (PD Certificate) 
Comment: 
The proposed rear dormer is actually a third storey flat roofed extension including full height 
glazed doors/windows that open to form a balcony. However because this is a Certificate of 
Lawfulness application there has been no consultation of neighbours, so they may not be 
aware. Given the potential for overlooking and loss of amenity the Parish Council asks that this 
proposal be re-submitted as a full planning application. 

 
2019/909 TPO: 1 Furrows Place 
T75 willow – reduce branches by 2.5m, back to previous pollard points at 4m height 
No comment 

 
2019/1062: 52 Cromwell Road  
Single storey rear extension extending back 5 m with 3 m maximum eaves height 
Comment: 
This application should not have been validated. It is a larger home extension but there are no 
plans or elevations other than site location. It is also confusing that plans are not correctly 



orientated with north at the top. The property is on a valley slope that contributes to flooding 
of vulnerable properties along the surface water flow path to the east (see enclosed map). The 
Parish Council will therefore wish to see details of the sustainable drainage via soakaways etc 
that will prevent the site shedding storm water from the new roof onto the street, contrary to 
highway regulations. Simple, cost effective measures are readily available. 

 
2019/992: Tesco car park, car wash advertising signage  
Objection: 
The Parish Council’s objection to the car wash also applies to this application (see our statutory 
response to application 2019/945). 

 
2019/1023: 170 Whyteleafe Road  
Certificate of Lawfulness to confirm implementation of planning permission 2015/2263 for 2 
semi-detached and 8 detached houses 
In order that the 2016 consent does not expire Chartwell have installed some temporary 
roadway and fencing that technically counts as commencement of development 
No comment 

 
2019/1022: The Coach House, 49A Essendene Road  
Detached garage 
Objection: 
The double garage would be unusually large, about the same footprint as a small house (eg 
those adjoining in Oaktree Walk). It is also tall with a pitched roof and upper roof lights. The 
rear of the structure would adjoin the street frontage behind the pavement edge. Because of its 
size the rear and side view would be visually intrusive on the bend in the road and out of 
character with the local street scene. This is characterised by buildings set well back, hedges, 
mature planting and trees at this point. There is no clarification of what the large roof space 
would be used for. Is it domestic accommodation? The structure would also remove one of the 
substantial native trees that are a strong character feature here. They are important for 
screening, supporting biodiversity and for reducing air pollution. They also mitigate storm water 
run-off in a location that contributes to flooding of vulnerable areas to the west, towards the 
High Street (via the Essendene stream). Felling this impressive tree seems completely 
unnecessary when the structure could readily be moved further into the generous garden 
where the massing would also be less visible. 

 
2019/915: 131 Salmons Lane 
Single storey rear extension (PD Certificate) 
No comment 

 
  


