London Borough of Croydon
Spatial Planning
Bernard Weatherill House
8 Mint Walk
Croydon
CR0 1EA

E-mail from: RiddlesdownResidents@gmail.com
20 January 2020

By E-mail to: ldf@croydon.gov.uk

Dear Sirs
Croydon Local Plan 2018 Review;
Comments from the Riddlesdown Residents' Association
The objections and comments listed below are submitted by the Riddlesdown Residents’
Association (RRA), which covers an area, mainly located in and between the Places of
Sanderstead and Purley. The RRA area covers part of the Purley Oaks & Riddlesdown Ward,
part of the Sanderstead Ward and a small part just within the Purley & Woodcote Ward. We,
as a Residents Association represent nearly 1,500 households within our area.
1. Level of Housing Proposed by the Review – The London Plan – Intend to Publish
version December 2019, has clearly signalled lower 10 year housing targets for most
Boroughs, including Croydon. Indeed, table 4.1, proposes to significantly decrease
Croydon’s net housing completions target from 29,490 to 20,790, almost a 30%
decrease on the original proposal. Within that figure, the small sites have been
reduced from 15,110 to 6,410, a reduction of 8,700 homes. Whilst the intention to
publish document stresses these targets are to be treated as a minimum baseline, we
believe the CLP review should proceed in conformity with these lower housing
targets. Why also are the Council projecting these housing targets for 20 years ahead
when the proposed London Plan is only projecting for 10 years ahead?
2. Strategic Spatial Options 1 and 2 – linked to the point 1 above, the RRA supports
the Council’s Strategic Spatial Option 2. Given that the smaller 'windfall' sites will
accommodate about a quarter of all new homes in the Borough with Option 2, we
would refer you also to our point 5 below; 'Intensification of Existing Residential
Areas.'
However, given the lower level of housing now proposed in the London Plan, we
believe that a combination of Options 1 and 2 might be possible, as with both Options
there is now no need for windfall sites, or intensification within 800 metres of a
station, as 8,700 less homes are now needed, as per the new figures in the pending
London Plan.
Specifically, we would like to see the high levels of housing proposed for Purley
District Centre reduced to a more sustainable level, because at the levels proposed,
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there is a risk this will overspill into additional poor quality residential development,
as we have witnessed in Riddlesdown in recent years.
3. Strategic Spatial Options 1 and 2; Green Belt Release - for the reasons stated
below, we do not support any Green Belt release “for supporting infrastructure (such
as schools or a new tram depot).” within these two options. We believe all existing
Green Belt land should be retained in the Borough, particularly given the lower
housing target now proposed for Croydon in the emerging London Plan.
4. Strategic Spatial Option 3; Release of Green Belt Land in Sanderstead - The
RRA objects in the strongest possible terms to the proposed release of Green Belt land
in Riddlesdown at Borrowdale Drive/Rectory Park/Mitchley Hill, Sanderstead which
is in the RRA area. We also object to the loss of Green Belt land at Sanderstead
Recreation Ground for any expansion proposed to Gresham Primary School. We
believe that any proposed development of this school can be undertaken within the
existing curtilage of the site.
The National Planning Policy Framework 2019 (NPPF) is clear about the need to
protect Green Belt land. Indeed, the opening paragraph 133, of the section on Green
Belt states:
“The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.”
Paragraph 136 goes onto state - “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should
only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified,
through the preparation or updating of plans. Strategic policies should establish the
need for any changes to Green Belt boundaries, having regard to their intended
permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period.”
This protection is further underscored by the Housing Minister’s speech (Esther
McVey) on 16 January 2020 in respect to the updated NPPF where she stated:
"Of course, one of the important environmental safeguards we have is the Green Belt.
And I want to be clear that our commitment to this is as strong as ever, with any
changes only happening in exceptional circumstances - and, even then, development
only being able to go ahead with improvements to access and environmental quality
in the remaining Green Belt."
"And this is where the planning system can really come into its own; ensuring that we
deliver homes where they’re needed most whilst protecting the Green Belt and our
most precious green spaces."
In our view, the CLP has not demonstrated exceptional circumstances for dedesignating the Green Belt in Croydon. Indeed the argument of having to meet the
housing target proposed previously by the London Plan is now wholly undermined by
the lower housing targets now set for Croydon (see our point 1 above). The case for
Green Belt de-designation has not been fully evidenced or justified by the CLP review
– it has not demonstrated how any of the land proposed for release no longer meet the
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five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. Moreover,
given the high level of protection the Government accords to Green Belt land, as set
out in the NPPF, it is highly likely that the CLP review would be “Called - In” by the
MHCLG Secretary of State and increasing the cost of preparing the Plan to local
Council taxpayers.
The national Policy position on Green Belt is supported by the emerging draft London
Plan which states:
“Policy G2 London's Green Belt
A. The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development:
1. development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused.
2. the enhancement of the Green Belt to provide appropriate multi-functional uses for
Londoners should be supported.
Its de-designation will not be supported.”
The document continues:
“8.2.1 - The Mayor strongly supports the continued protection of London’s Green
Belt. The NPPF provides a clear direction for the management of development within
the Green Belt and sets out the processes and considerations for defining Green Belt
boundaries. London’s Green Belt makes up 22 per cent of London’s land area and
performs multiple beneficial functions for London, such as combating the urban heat
island effect, growing food, and providing space for recreation. It also
provides the vital function of containing the further expansion of built development.
This has helped to drive the re-use and intensification of London’s previously
developed brownfield land to ensure London makes efficient use of its land and
infrastructure, and that inner urban areas benefit from regeneration and investment.”
“8.2.2; Openness and permanence are essential characteristics of the Green Belt, but
despite being open in character, some parts of the Green Belt do not provide
significant benefits to Londoners as they have become derelict and unsightly. This is
not, however, an acceptable reason to allow development to take place. These
derelict sites may be making positive contributions to biodiversity, flood prevention,
and reducing the urban heat island effect. The Mayor will work with boroughs and
other strategic partners to enhance access to the Green Belt and to improve the
quality of these areas in ways that are appropriate within the Green Belt.”
In respect of the farmland at Rectory Park, we would also draw your attention to:
a) The Council state on page 158 that the proposed Green Belt site is “only a 12 to 20
minute walk from Riddlesdown station” which might be correct for downhill but
uphill on the return journey will be considerably longer. However this rail station is
only useful if travelling on the rail line in a north to south direction – central London
(Croydon) to East Grinstead. The east to west connection is very poor by public
transport. This site is about 1 mile from Riddlesdown Station and the land is PTAL
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rated either, 1a or 1b, which is very poor. Therefore, the proposed site has very poor
public transport connections in all directions.
b) In the Croydon Sites Appraisal - November 2019 - Wood Environment &
Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited, this supports our view that the purposes of the
Green Belt as set out in paragraphs 134 of the NPPF would be significantly
undermined by stating:
“S4. Site No 440 (page 6) – Likely Harm to GB - “Whilst the site is of a moderate
scale and well bounded on all sides, it has a high degree of visual exposure which
makes mitigation challenging. Development is judged to result in Moderate to
Significant degree of harm to the Green Belt, reflecting the clear loss of openness on
a visually sensitive slope but ameliorated by the contained character of the site and
extension of surrounding built form.”
https://www.croydon.gov.uk/sites/default/files/articles/downloads/
Croydon_Green_Belt%20and_Metropolitan_Open_Land%20Study
%20%E2%80%93%20Technical%20Note.pdf
c) This land that is proposed for redevelopments is graded 3 (good to moderate) under
the Agricultural Land Classification map of London and the South East. The land has
been used as valuable agriculture land since the early 1940’s and it is currently let to
Church Farm, Woldingham for high quality feed for cattle and other livestock. It is
therefore an essential part of the food chain for our ever growing population.
The two maps below confirm this land grading – source:
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/141047?
category=5954148537204736
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d) It is well known by the RRA and local residents that roe deer graze and skylarks
nest on this Green Belt farmland during the breeding season of spring and summer.
The skylarks even remain on the field during winter. Riddlesdown ‘Common’ which
includes Croydon Council’s and the City of London Corporation’s land was in 2019,
along with other nearby sites in Kenley & Coulsdon, granted the status by Natural
England of the ‘South London Downs National Nature Reserve’ (NNR). This new
417 hectares of NNR is only a short distance from this Green Belt farmland. Indeed
Croydon Council took a lot of credit for such an enterprising scheme. For the Council
to now consider redevelopment of this nearby Green Belt land does seems bizarre.
The Council do highlight with on site notices (see photo below taken on their
Riddlesdown land) the importance of not disturbing the skylarks as the birds are red
status listed for an endangered species. Indeed these notices are displayed by the
Council on a number of fields in the new NNR area.
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5. Intensification of Existing Residential Areas – In conjunction with our point 1
above at the top of our letter, we note that reference is made a number of times in the
CLP draft documentation for intensification of development within 800 metres of a
town centre, or tube, rail DLR or tram station. Also in the new ‘The London Plan –
Intend to Publish version December 2019’ it also states:
“4.2.5 Incremental intensification of existing residential areas within PTALs 3-6 or
within 800 m distance of a station or town centre boundary is expected to play an
important role in contributing towards the housing targets for small sites set out in
Table 4.2. This can take a number of forms, such as: new build, infill development,
residential conversions, redevelopment or extension of existing buildings, including
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non-residential buildings and residential garages, where this results in net additional
housing provision. These developments should generally be supported where they
provide well-designed additional housing to meet London’s needs."
The CLP and the pending London Plan are both encouraging intensification of
development within 800 metres of stations, or a town centre, or existing residential
areas with a PTAL rating of 3 to 6.
However, allocating sites for intensification by meeting these criteria, in our view
would cover most of the Borough of Croydon and would not be a sensible approach.
For example, the 800 metre area around Riddlesdown Station has a low PTAL rating
from 2 down to 0 (the worst). As outlined in our point 4a above, Riddlesdown has
reasonable north to south connections but has very poor east to west connections. As
we also mention in paragraph 7 below, where is the new infra structure to support all
this intensification of development for Riddlesdown? The Council have declared a
climate emergency and expect residents to reduce, or stop car use but the local public
transport system and shopping facilities are poor and limited. So for this reason we
believe vehicle use will remain high for the Riddlesdown area.
In our view the CLP criteria requirement for residential intensification in
Riddlesdown has not been thought through clearly enough, without the proper infra
structure in place. For the Council to propose substantially increasing the housing
density in Riddlesdown with very little infra structure in place would not be
responsible. The proposed CLP should be much clearer in this respect for
Riddlesdown.
6. Green Areas - Page 152 of the CLP refers to “Other green areas to be protected by
the Local Plan review’ which says ‘Lower Barn Rd Green - Neighbourhood parks
and play spaces.” We presume the Council are referring to the two Green Spaces’
beside 93/95 Lower Barn Rd (by Riddlesdown rail station) and also the Green Space
beside 2 Lower Barn Rd (by St Edmund’s Church)? However, this is not totally clear
in the document. The site adjoining 2 Lower Barn Rd is currently designated MOL
and the land adjoining 93/95 Lower Barn Rd is ‘Other undesignated Open Space
protected by London Plan Policy 7.18’ as described in the current CLP 2018.
However, it is not clear which land the Council are referring to in this review. This
needs clarifying. No doubt this London Policy 7.18 previously referred to will be
superseded by the draft London Plan and the new Policy G4?
However, what is totally unclear is that within the previous review for the CLP 2018,
the Council were to designate two parcels of land as Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB)
in Lower Barn Rd (adjoining No. 2) and also by the Riddlesdown Lawn Tennis Club.
Why were both these parcels of land not adopted by the Council as MGB? See this
link:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BxYPtGY5MjSXdUxwTDJGV280UFE/view
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7. Places of Purley & Sanderstead - Whilst the RRA do not want to fully detail or
comment on the Places of Purley & Sanderstead, we would question, if all of these
new home are to be built in Riddlesdown and Purley/Sanderstead;
•

Where are the new schools (pre school, primary & secondary) to be located?
Riddlesdown has no primary school in our area and the largest secondary school in
the Borough of Croydon but RRA residents can't always get a place for their children
at the Collegiate because location is down the criteria list.

•

Where are the additional doctors, dentists and other healthcare provision to be
located? Riddlesdown has one small doctor's surgery and no NHS dentist. Croydon
University Hospital is over subscribed.

•

Where is the infra structure for improved rail, bus and tram services?

•

Where is the provision for improved foul water and surface water drainage, to stop
surface water flooding?

•

Where is the improved road network (major roads) for all the additional vehicles that
will be using the road network; including delivery vehicles to shops to feed and
clothe us and home deliveries via the internet?

•

Where is the supply of water to come from, for all new and existing homes, from a
very limited resource?

•

It is all well and good Croydon Council saying that new homes are urgently needed
but the improved infra structure also needs to be put in place to accommodate the
existing and new population. The RRA have been pointing this out to Croydon
Council in our objection letters, for at least the last 10 years with virtually no
response from the Council about these important issues!

8. Croydon Brownfield Land Register: This register identifies potential capacity for
5,756 new dwellings on previously developed sites in the Borough, which do not
currently have planning permission and capacity for a further 5,480 dwellings on sites
which have already been granted either full or outline permission, or where
permission is pending; (Scoping report for the Croydon Local Plan Sustainability
Appraisal Nov 2019). This does beg the question why are the Council not placing
more emphasis on developing brownfield sites first rather than Green Belt land?
Indeed the NPPF 2019 in paragraph 137 states
“Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green
Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate
that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need
for development. This will be assessed through the examination of its strategic
policies, which will take into account the preceding paragraph, and whether the
strategy:
a) makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land;
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It has also been publicised in the national press (Daily Mail - 31/12/19 https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-7811771/More-200-000-homes-EnglandEMPTY.html ) that in London 22,481 homes are long term empty dwellings (all
London boroughs) of which the Borough of Croydon has 7% of these long term
empty dwellings (circa 1,573 dwellings). Why aren’t the Council taking action with
the owners to bring these long term vacant dwellings back into use, before trying to
build on windfall and Green Belt sites?

We hope the Council take on board the RRA’s comments. Will you please keep us advised of
further progress on the CLP review.

Yours faithfully

Brian Longman
Brian Longman
Chairman

Phil Thomas
Phil Thomas (MRICS, retired)
Planning & Environmental Committee Member,
for and on behalf of Riddlesdown Residents’ Association
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