Appendix 4 - Saved Unitary Development Plan policies to be deleted upon adoption
of the Croydon Local Plan: Detailed Policies and Proposals DPD

The following policies of the Saved Unitary Development Plan will be deleted upon adoption of the Croydon Local Plan: Detailed Policies and
Proposals DPD.

Urban Design UDP . Detailed
. Title Remove . .
Policy Policies
UDP q Detailed Parking Design
Policy R e Policies uD13 and Layout DM10
Layout and Sitting UD14 Landscape DM10
ubD2 of New DM10 Design DM26
Development Refuse and
UD3 Scale and Dgsign DM10 ubD15 Recycling DM13
of New Buildings Storage
UD4 | Shopfront Design DM11 UbD16 Public Art DM14
ubD5 Advertisements DM10 .
DM12 Urban Conservation and Archaeology
Safety and
uDe Security DM10 UDP S Remove | Detailed
ub7 Inclusive Design DM10 Policy Policies
Protecting Control of
uD8 ReS|derjt|aI DM10 UC2 Demolltlon_ in DMA17
Amenity Conservation
Wooded Hillsides Areas
ub9 and Ridges DM10 Development
Views and DM10 Proposals in
UD11 Landmarks DM16 ucs Conservation DM17
New Street Areas
UD12 Design and DM10 Changes of Use
Layout uc4 in Conservation DM17
Areas




UC5

Local Areas of
Special Character

UCs

Use of Listed
Buildings

uco

Buildings on the
Local List

uc10

Historic Parks
and Gardens

ucC11

Development
Proposals on
Archaeological
Sites

UC13

Preserving
Locally Important
Remains

uc14

Enabling
Development

DM17

Open Land and Outdoor Recreation

Maintaining open
character of
Metropolitan

Green Belt and
Metropolitan
Open Land

RO1

Control of
Development
Associated with
Residential

RO2 Properties in
Metropolitan
Green Belt and
Metropolitan
Open Land

Changes of Use
of Existing
Buildings in

RO3 Metropolitan

Green Belt and

Metropolitan
Open Land

Conversions of
buildings to
residential use in

RO4 Metropolitan
Green Belt and
Metropolitan
Open Land

DM24

DM24

DM24

DM24




Protecting the
Setting of the
Metropolitan

RO6 Green Belt and DM24
Metropolitan
Open Land
RO7 Cane HiI_I Hospital DM35
Site
Protecting Local
RO8 Open Land DM24
Education Open
RO9 Space DM24
Rely on
National
Planning
RO10 Education Open Policy
Space Framework
and the
London
Plan
Rely on
National
Local Open Land Pllfglpclng
RO12 | inresidential y
schemes Framework
and the
London
Plan
RO15 Outdoor Spqce DM24
and Recreation
RO16 Selhurst Park

Nature Conservation

Sites of Nature
NC1 Conservation
Importance

Specially
Protected and
Priority Species
and their Habitats

NC2

DM25

Nature
Conservation
NC3 Opportunities
throughout the

Borough

DM25

Woodland, Trees

NC4 and Hedgerows

DM25

Environmental Protection

Control of
EP1 Potentially
Polluting Uses

DM25
DM26

Land
Contamination —
EP2 Ensuring land is

suitable for
development

DM21

DM22




Land
Contamination —

EP11

Rely on
National
Planning
Policy
Framework
and the
London Plan

Hazardous
Installations

EP15

Rely on
National
Planning
Policy
Framework
and the
London Plan

Renewable
Energy

EP3 Development on DM22
land known to be
contaminated
Rely on
National
Planning
New Waste Policy
EP8 Management Framework,
Facilities the London
Plan and the
South
London
Waste Plan
Rely on
National
Planning
Loss of Existing Policy
EP9 Waste Framework,
Management the London
Facilities Plan and the
South
London

Waste Plan

EP16

Rely on
National
Planning
Policy
Framework
and the
London Plan

Incorporating
Renewable
Energy into New
Developments




Transport

Traffic Generation

Economic Activity

T2 from DM27
Development
T4 Cycling DM27
Rely on
National
Planning
T6 Development at Policy
Railway Stations Framework
and the
London
Plan
Car Parking
T8 Standards in New DM28

Development

Industry and
EM2 Warehousing in DM9
Employment
Areas
Rely on
National
Industry a_nd Planning
Warehousing Polic
EM3 outside y
Framework
Employment
and the
Areas
London
Plan
Offices outside
Croydon
EM4 Metropolitan DM8
Centre and Town
Centres
Rely on
Retaining National
Industrial and Planning
EM5 Warehousing Policy
Uses Outside Framework
Designated and the
Locations London

Plan




EM6

Redevelopment
or Extension for
Industrial or
Warehousing
Uses Outside
Employment
Areas

EM7

Redevelopment
or Extension for
Offices outside
Croydon
Metropolitan
Centre and the
Town, District and

Local Centres

Housing

Retention of

H1 Residential Uses

Ho Supply qf New
Housing
Planning

H3 Commitments

and Identifying
Housing Sites

Rely on
National
Planning
Policy
Framework
and the
London
Plan

Back Land and

DM2

DM8

DM1

Rely on National
Planning Policy
Framework and
the London Plan

H5 Back Garden
Development
H7 Conversions
Conversion of
Ha Dwellings to Non
Self-Contained
Units
H11 Retaining Small
Houses
H12 Residential Care
Homes

DM1

Rely on National
Planning Policy
Framework and
the London Plan

DM31 — DM47

DM3




Shopping

Control of Retail

SH3 Units outside DM4
Primary Shopping DM8
Areas
Retail Vitality
within Main Retail
SH4 Frontages and DM4
Shopping Area
Frontages
Retail Vitality
SH5 | within Secondary DM4
Retail Frontages
Retail Vitality
SH6 within Shopping DM6
Parades
Rely on
National
Loss of Pllfgl?clng
SH7 Convenience y
Shops Framework
and the
London
Plan

Hotels and Tourism

Visitor
Accommodation

Leisure and Indoor Recreation

Development of
Leisure and
Indoor Sports,
Arts, Culture and
Entertainment

LR2 Facilities outside DM8
of Croydon
Metropolitan
Centre and town
and district
centres
Retaining Existing I\T:tliil) r?gl
| Leisure and Planning
LR3 ndoor Sports, Policy
Arts, Culture and
. Framework
Entertainment
and the

Facilities

London Plan




Community Services

Development of DM18
CS1 New Community DM19
Facilities DM20
Retaining Existing
CS2 Community BMB
Facilities
Rely on
National
Capacity of Off- P:S;?éng
CS5 Site Service Framevyork
Infrastructure and the
London
Plan
cs6 Tele- DM30
communications
Rely on
National
Planning
cs7 | Surplus Land Fraprggs\)’ork
and the
London

Plan

Croydon Metropolitan Centre

Regeneration of
Croydon
SP28 Metropolitan
Centre

Rely on
National
Planning

Policy

Framework,

the London

Plan and the
Croydon

Opportunity

Area
Planning
Framework




Comments and Council'’s response by Consultation Document

CLP2 - Detailed Policies (Preferred and Alternative Options)
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Ref No
0004/03/002/Non-

specific/C

0004/03/001/Non-
specific/C

0010/05/003/Non-
specific/O

0054/05/012/Non-
specific/C

0054/05/009/Non-
specific/O

0054/05/008/Non-
specific/C

01 September 2015

Representor Participation at

Company or Organisation EIP

Amanda Purdye

Gatwick Airport

Amanda Purdye
Gatwick Airport
Ms Rose Freeman

The Theatres Trust

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Object or
Support

Comment

Comment

Object

Comment

Object

Comment

Policy or
Soundness Paragraph

Summary of Representation Summary of Proposed Changes
Our only concern would be be if any

wind turbines were proposed at this

distance from the airport.

Croydon Local Plan Area is outside of
'physical' 15km safeguarding area
and therefore have no concerns
regarding aerodrome safeguarding.

Section 4.4.4 of Sustainability
Appraisal Scoping Report- SuDS are
not only applicable to reducing sewer
flooding, but can be applied to
reducing risk from all sources of
flooding, including surface water
flooding.

Amend this paragraph to detail that SuDS
can be applied to reducing risk from all
sources of flooding.

In the biodiversity, flora and fauna
theme in the Sustainability Appraisal
Scoping Document, an objective to
protect and improve green corridors
would be a valuable addition as these
would enable wildlife to move
between the boroughs greenspaces
and semi-natural habitats.

Addition of an objective to protect and
improve green corridors.

The Sustainability Appraisal
Framework has not identified any
objectives to reduce flood risk- the
only relevant objective is to reduce
potable water consumption through
water harvesting measures.

Sustainablity Appraisal should identify
objectives to reduce flood risk.

Council's Response

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

Council's Proposed
Action

The comment is noted.
There are currently no
proposals for wind turbines
in Croydon beyond those on
domestic and commercial
buildings.

Comment is noted.

A Scoping Report for the
Sustainability Appraisal
setting out the proposed
sustainability indicators was
consulted upon in summer
2012. As a statutory
consultee the Environment
Agency were consulted. This
matter should have been
addressed as part of this
consultation.

A Scoping Report for the
Sustainability Appraisal
setting out the proposed
sustainability indicators was
consulted upon in summer
2012. As a statutory
consultee the Environment
Agency were consulted. This
matter should have been
addressed as part of this
consultation.

A Scoping Report for the
Sustainability Appraisal
setting out the proposed
sustainability indicators was
consulted upon in summer
2012. As a statutory
consultee the Environment
Agency were consulted. This
matter should have been
addressed as part of this
consultation.
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0054/05/010/Non-
specific/O

0054/05/002/Non-
specific/O

0054/05/001/Non-
specific/O

0054/05/011/Non-
specific/O

01 September 2015

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Mr Charles Muriithi

Environment Agency

Object

Object

Object

Object

A policy seeking to protect, enhance
and restore the rivers and river
corridors of the River Wandle and
River Ravensbourne should be
included and reference to the Water
Framework Directive should be
included.

No clear audit trail to show how the
Strategic Policies have informed the
development of the Detailed Policies.
The Strategic Policies and the
supporting paragraphs are good but
have not been taken any further in
the Detailed Policies.

Good intentions set out in Strategic
Policies have been lost and
concerned that Detailed Policies lack
a commitment to achieving Strategic
Objective 11, which will contribute
positively towards the vision of a
place with a sustainable future.

Section 4.4.4 of the Sustainability
Appraisal Scoping Report- there is no
position regarding water resources in
Croydon. This section should include
a position to promote the protection
of water resources to bring the
document in line with the NPPF.

Addition of a policy which protects,
enhances and restores the rivers and river
corridors of the River Wandle and River
Ravensbourne, with a reference to the
Water Framework Directive.

Document should show how it has been
informed by the Strategic Policies.

A commitment should be made to
achieving Strategic Objective 11.

Should promote the protection of water
resources, to be in accordance with the
NPPF.

No change

Change

Change

No change

The Detailed Policies will not
contain a detailed policy on
the River Wandle and River
Ravensbourne. However,
The Detailed Policies now
contains a policy on
Sustainable Drainage
Systems and Reducing
Flood Risk.

The Detailed Policies will
contain a policy on
Sustainable Drainage
Systems and Reducing
Flood Risk.

The Detailed Policies will
contain a policy on
Sustainable Drainage
Systems and Reducing
Flood Risk.

A Scoping Report for the
Sustainability Appraisal
setting out the proposed
sustainability indicators was
consulted upon in summer
2012. As a statutory
consultee the Environment
Agency were consulted. This
matter should have been
addressed as part of this
consultation.
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0087/01/002/Non-
specific/O

01 September 2015

Mr Toby Keynes

Object

Riddlesdown should be in the Place
of Sanderstead,

Riddlesdown, is divided by the draft
Croydon Local Plan between three
Places (Kenley, Purley and
Sanderstead) - and a significant
chunk of the estate in falls into a
triangular hole in the map.

| would urge you to revise the Places
map to recognise Riddlesdown’s
unity of character and construction,
and its sense of village community,
by uniting it within one of the
proposed Places, ideally
Sanderstead.

Riddlesdown

* is very much a village with its own
character, place name and village
signboard;

*is built on the slopes and top of the
local down, which shares the village’s
name;

* mostly consists of a single estate
that was built and laid out to a unified
low-density plan by one developer,
John Laing, using a limited and very
recognisable number of house styles,
mostly detached and semi-detached;
* has its own residents’ association
(the Riddlesdown Residents
Association), which covers the whole
of the estate plus a few neighbouring
streets;

* has its own railway station
(Riddlesdown), two local shopping
arcades, church and school
(Riddlesdown Collegiate) - all
originally built to serve the estate;

* effectively has its own common (the
Corporation of London’s Riddlesdown
Common);

* has a strong sense of community;

* forms a well-defined residential
enclave mostly surrounded by
woodland and open countryside,
largely because much of the estate
as originally planned was never
completed and is now protected
green belt.

A place that is so clearly unified in its
construction, topography, geography
and character should at least be
granted the dignity of being
recognised as a single area, rather
than being carved up between three
neighbouring Places, with the heart of
the village (including its village
signboard) missed out altogether.

WHICH PLACE SHOULD
RIDDLESDOWN BELONG WITH?

To some extent, it doesn’t matter so
much which Place it is assigned to.
My key concern is that it should
certainly not be broken up between
three Places, with hole at its heart.
However, | believe Riddlesdown falls
most naturally into the Sanderstead
Place, for the following reasons:

Add Riddlesdown to the Place of
Sanderstead.

Change

The first paragraph in the
general character description
for Sanderstead reads:
Sanderstead is a suburban
Place located on a hilltop,
with residential areas of
Purley Downs, Riddlesdown,
Hamsey Green and
Sanderstead surrounded by
large scale green open
spaces such as Mitchley
Wood and Kings Wood.
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01 September 2015

* the estate, like Sanderstead, is built
entirely on the top or the slopes of
the downs;

* the estate falls entirely within the
existing boundaries of Sanderstead
ward;

* the residents association
representing the whole of the estate,
Riddlesdown Residents Association,
also falls mostly within Sanderstead
ward;

* the estate’s one church, St
Edmunds, falls within Sanderstead
parish;

* as the estate was originally built on
one large farm, I’'m guessing that it's
entirely within Sanderstead parish;

* the estate is entirely dry by local
covenants, as is Sanderstead;

* the estate has the character of a
village, like Sanderstead;

* the estate is entirely separated from
the rest of the Kenley Place by
common land (Riddlesdown
Common - which should perhaps also
be assigned to Sanderstead);

* most of the rest of the estate’s
boundary (including the undeveloped
part) runs up to existing Sanderstead
housing.

3.WHICH PARTS OF
RIDDLESDOWN FALL INTO THE
TRIANGULAR HOLE BETWEEN
THE THREE PLACES?

The sections of the Riddlesdown
estate that fall into the triangular hole
between the proposed Places of
Kenley, Purley and Sanderstead are:
Mitchley Avenue, from the shopping
parade to the railway tunnel

Lower Barn Road, top end (including
a small part of Barn Crescent)
Dalegarth Gardens

Buttermere Gardens

Eskdale Gardens, except the top
section above Ingleboro Drive
Derwent Drive, the straight bottom
section, and the straight section
between the top end and the curving
central section

Grisedale Gardens, the whole of the
upper side

Grisedale Close (a small piece)

The rest is divided between the
proposed Places as follows:
Kenley:

Honister Heights

Tops of Derwent Drive & Eskdale
Gardens

Most of Grisedale Close

Purley

Coombe Wood Hill

Bottom of Lower Barn Road,
including Rydal Close and most of
Barn Crescent

West end of Mitchley Avenue, up to
the railway tunnel

West end of Ingleboro Drive
Sanderstead:
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0092/01/001/Non-
specific/O

0113/11/001/Non-
specific/C

0115/01/035/Non-
specific/O

01 September 2015

Riddlesdown Residents Associatio

Mobile Operators Association

Mr Bob Sleeman

Object

Comment

Object

Soundness -
Justified

East end of Mitchley Avenue, up to
shopping parade

Mitchley Hill

Dunmail Drive, including Riddlesdown
School

Holmwood Avenue

Curve of Derwent Drive

Grisedale Gardens, the whole of the
lower side

Extremely dismayed to note that very
little mention is made of Riddlesdown
within the proposed Plan and it would
appear from various plans published
in the proposed document that we
are located in a gap between
Sanderstead and Purley.
Riddlesdown, is a place which has
the largest secondary school in the
Borough (Riddlesdown Collegiate
with 2,000 children plus 250 staff), a
railway station, eleven retail frontages
on two sites (6 & 5), including a vital
sub post office, a chemist, two
convenience stores, its own
signboard on a Green on Mitchley
Ave, a church, a large Common and
associated adjoining Green Belt land,
arable land and woodland. A large
proportion of the Riddlesdown estate
is pre-war housing but with post war
housing as well. Our community
abuts many acres of green belt,
woodland, agriculture land/grazing
land and also a City of London
Common. It is surprising then, that
the Council have made very little
reference to Riddlesdown’s
existence! The topography of
Riddlesdown, with local infrastructure
clearly makes it an important area
within the Borough.

We have no comments to make in
respect of any specific policies within
the Local Plan

It is difficult to identify policy details in
this document and difficult to
understand the implication of one set
of policies against another,
particularly where planning relates to
districts outside the central area but
there is a buffer zone adjacent to the
central area where different policies
will be implemented.

We would ask that some reference is
made to Riddlesdown within the Plan.

Should be able to understanding the
implication of one set of policies against
another.

Change

No change

Change

A reference to Riddlesdown
has been included in the
Places section on
Sanderstead in the 'General
character’.

Each policy of the Croydon
Local Plan has equal weight
and must be considered
when determining planning
applications. Work will be
undertaken to ensure that
there are no conflicts
between policies and that
they don't duplicate each
other.
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0115/01/034/Non-
specific/O

0120/01/180/Non-
specific/C

0120/01/009/Non-
specific/O

0120/01/028/Non-
specific/C

0120/01/179/Non-
specific/C

01 September 2015

Mr Bob Sleeman

ASPRA

ASPRA

ASPRA

ASPRA

Object

Comment Soundness -
Effective

Object

Comment

Comment Soundness -
Effective

The document, like the previous
UDP, is very impenetrable to many
residents and the timescale to
respond has not allowed for
significant consultation or public
meetings. There is little confidence
that residents will be able to make a
representation through their elected
councillors which means residents
have been disenfranchised from the
process.

It is difficult to understand the
implication of one set of policies
against another, particularly where
planning relates to districts outside
the central area but there is a buffer
zone adjacent to the central area
where different policies will be
implemented.

Why does the Council cling to the
fallacy that regeneration means
building things?

We would like a zebra crossing
placed somewhere near St Mildred's
Church on Bingham Road, which is
currently often dangerous & difficult
to cross.

It is difficult to identify policy details in

this set of documents.

The timescale should allow for signficant
consultation or public meetings and
residents should be able to make a
representation through their elected
councillors.

Consider ways to demonstrate how
policies will work together, and impact,
particualry in areas immediately next to
Croydon Opportunity Area.

Redefine regeneration.

Provide crossing.

Change

Change

Change

No change

No change

We will try to use plainer
English in the text of future
drafts of the Croydon Local
Plan. Officers of the Spatial
Plan service are happy to
meet with residents at any
stage of the plan-making
process and in particular
have met with the
Addiscombe Planning Forum
representing residents of
Addiscombe on several
occasions including once
during the consultation
period. Residents are
welcome to make comments
via their local councillor too
and an LDF Member Liaison
Group meets during key
points during development of
the Croydon Local Plan to
ensure local councillors
views are taken into account
before the draft Plan is
presented to the Council's
Cabinet for approval to
consult.

Each policy of the Croydon
Local Plan has equal weight
and must be considered
when determining planning
applications. Work will be
undertaken to ensure that
there are no conflicts
between policies and that
they don't duplicate each
other.

Consideration has been
given to not using the term
regeneration in such a way
as to imply "building" as it
does mean other things too.

This is not a matter that the
Croydon Local Plan is able
to address as it is not a land
use planning issue.
However, we will pass the
comment on to our
colleagues in our Highways
service for them to consider.

Each policy of the Croydon
Local Plan has equal weight
and must be considered
when determining planning
applications. Work will be
undertaken to ensure that
there are no conflicts
between policies and that
they don't duplicate each
other.
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0120/01/178/Non-
specific/C

0120/01/177/Non-
specific/C

0120/01/181/Non-
specific/O

0122/01/008/Non-
specific/S

0122/03/001/Non-
specific/S

0122/03/002/Non-
specific/S

0122/02/009/Non-
specific/S

01 September 2015

ASPRA

ASPRA

ASPRA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski

Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski

Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski

Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski

Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Comment Legal
Compliance

Comment Soundness -
Effective

Object Legal
Compliance

Support

Support

Support

Support

The timescale to respond has not
allowed for significant consultation or
public meetings.

The document, like the previous
UDP, is very impenetrable to many
residents.

The exercise has given us little
confidence that residents will be able
to make representation through their
elected councillors and therefore we
have been effectively disenfranchised
from the process.

The Plan contains a much greater
sympathy, understanding and
sensitivity to the needs of the
residents and strengthens the case
for protecting, conserving and
enhancing the surroundings and
environment more than previous
years. The Plan seems to promise
retention and enhancement of what is
good and care, quality and
appropriateness is considered for
new development.

All Policies very good, and yes
deliverable and all very reasonable.

All polocies very well thought out and
considered. Agree the preferred
policy approach is sustainable.

The Plan overall has been
thoughtfully, profesionally,
intelligently and sensitively drawn up,
especially with regard to retaining
architectural environment and
heritage and environmental and
conservation issues.

No change

Change

No change

Welcome support

Welcome support

Welcome support

Welcome support

Officers of the Spatial Plan
service are happy to meet
with residents at any stage
of the plan-making process
and in particular have met
with the Addiscombe
Planning Forum representing
residents of Addiscombe on
several occasions including
once during the consultation
period.

We will try to use plainer
English in the text of future
drafts of the Croydon Local
Plan.

Residents are welcome to
make comments via their
local councillor too and an
LDF Member Liaison Group
meets during key points
during development of the
Croydon Local Plan to
ensure local councillors
views are taken into account
before the draft Plan is
presented to the Council's
Cabinet for approval to
consult.
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0122/03/007/Non-
specific/S

0126/01/012/Non-
specific/C

0126/01/008/Non-
specific/C

0126/01/001/Non-
specific/O

0127/01/001/Non-
specific/S

0198/01/001/Non-
specific/O

0089/01/001/Non-
specific/C

01 September 2015

Mrs Hilary Chelminski

Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Claire O'Donovan

Merton Council

Claire O'Donovan

Merton Council

Claire O'Donovan

Merton Council

Mr Richard Parish

English Heritage

Graham Lomas

The Garden Centre Group

Support

Comment

Comment

Object

Support

Object

Comment

For me, this seems to be a really
excellent plan: well considered and
well thought through.

Combined with the plans for Central
Croydon and regeneration schemes,
it fills me with optimism for the future
of Croydon and surrounding areas. |
feel that many people have worked

very hard, sensitively and intelligently

to bring about the best possible
outcomes and am grateful to all
concerned.

Like the presentation of the
document but further clarity can be
provided to improve the reader
friendliness of the document.

More detailed policy provision should
be given to ensure an effective and
deliverable plan as there is currently
insufficient policy direction to ensure
planning decisions are consistent
with local and national planning
guidance and any potential cross-
boundary impact on Merton.

No clear link between the separate
sections of the document. Site-
specific changes dealt with in the
Appendices should also be
mentioned in the Policies in the main
section of the document. This would
improve reader friendliness and
provide more clarity up-front on the
Council's intended changes for the
town centres and other policy areas.

English Heritage is supportive of the
Detailed Polices and in general

considers these to be well considered

and sustainable. We are pleased to
note the strong emphasis on the
importance of Croydon’s built
heritage and the role it can play in
building a sustainable future and
promoting local character. As such
we do not wish to comment in detail
but can offer the following
observations and recommendations.

Sustainability Appraisal is impossible
to understand.

Shirley Garden Centre and Croydon
Garden Centre are considered highly
suitable for redevelopment for
residential or alternative commercial
(food/non-food retail or business)
purposes. Their allocation for future
development would be entirely
consistent with the strategic policies
of the adopted Local Plan.

Add detailed policy and direction to
ensure policy is consistent with local and
national planning guidance.

Link the separate sections of the
document together by including site-
specific changes in the Appendix in the
policies in the main section of the
document.

The Council should allocated both
Croydon and Shirley Garden Centres for
future development within the Detailed
Proposals of the Croydon Local Plan.

Welcome support

No change The comment is noted.

Change Officers of Croydon Council
met with officers of Merton
Council to clarify their
concerns and discuss them.

No change This issue will resolve itself
at the Proposed Submission
stage when a separate
Policies Map will be
produced. It is not cost
effective to prepare a draft
Policies Map and the
preferred options stage.

Welcome support

Change A full Sustasinability
Appraisal will be published at
the next stage with a plan
English non technical
summary.

No change The allocation for land for
development will be
considered as part of the
Detailed Proposals
(Preferred and Alternative
Options) to be consulted
upon in winter 2015. The
site(s) referenced will be
considered in the
preparation of this document.
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10 Transport

Ref No Representor
Company or Organisation
0003/05/012/Non- Mr David Hammond
specific/S
Natural England
0098/01/003//0 Mr Paul Crane
0120/01/145/Non-
specific/C
ASPRA
01 September 2015

Participation at
EIP

Object or
Support

Support

Object

Comment

Policy or
Soundness Paragraph

Soundness -
Effective

Summary of Representation

Supportive of sustainable transport
options and these can be linked into
soft/permeable landscapes/public,
together with providing walking and
cycling opportunities along with
increasing access to open/green
spaces and nature where possible
and appropriate.

Purley Cross desperately needs
altering. Planning should never have
been granted to Tesco without major
redevelopment of the road system
because adding a major superstore
on such a busy junction has had a
massively negative impact on Purley.

Lack of parking and the introduction
of parking restrictions “killed" the
excellent Cherry Orchard Road
Shopping Parade. People drove from
outside the immediate area to access
individual high quality shops (Baker,
Farm Butcher, Greengrocer, Shoe
Repair shop that also worked for
Harrods).

Summary of Proposed Changes

Council's Proposed

Council's Response “Action
Welcome support
No change The road network is the

responsibility of Transport
for London and your
comments will be forwarded
to the relevant teams at
Transport for London as part
of the proposed A23 Corridor

No change This comment has been
noted.
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0096/01/001/Purley/O

0097/01/002/Purley/O

0090/01/002/10.003/C

01 September 2015

Mr Andrew Harris

Mr Alastair Davis

Mr David Hussey
Highways England Company Limit

Object

Object

Comment

Soundness -
Justified

Purley

Purley

10.003

| see Purley having only two main
problems, the Road system / parking

As | am sure you are aware we have
the Brighton Road with one lane
going to Croydon and one lane to
Brighton, we have the High Street
with one lane to Croydon and we
have Whytclife Road with one lane to
Brighton.

Why do you not look at making the
Brighton Road one way only to
Croydon, with Parking on the LHS of
the street 20 free parking, you could
then make the High Street one way to
Brighton and leave Whytclife Road as
it is.

This would not only create more
parking for shoppers, and potentially
more income for the council in paid
parking, but would allow the traffic to
flow better through the town.

All this at practically no cost to the
council as all the roads could stay as
they are.

| have spent many years in the town
and feel that this system would not
only solve some traffic issues, but
help small businesses like mine, all |
ever here from my customers is that
it is hard to park and the multi-story

| would be happy to explain my
thoughts if anyone has time for a
chat, my contact details are at the
bottom of the email.

Careful consideration also needs to
be given to traffic management,
which for so long has been poor and
mismanaged. The town centre has
always needed something to ease
traffic and whilst | accept it is not
simple better use of the road around
Tesco and perhaps a small tunnel
from Russell Hill could resolve a lot of
issues.

No further comments on Detailed
Policies but may wish to comment on
Detailed Proposals when they are
consulted upon.

Add transport management proposals to
address issues of traffic and parking in
Purley.

Careful consideration also needs to be
given to traffic management in Purley

No change

No change

No change

The road network is the
responsibility of Transport
for London and your
comments will be forwarded
to the relevant teams at
Transport for London as part
of the proposed A23 Corridor

The road network is the
responsibility of Transport
for London and your
comments will be forwarded
to the relevant teams at
Transport for London as part
of the proposed A23 Corridor

Comment noted.
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0119/01/005/10.008/0

0026/02/010/10.018/C

0090/01/001/DM24
(Option 1)/C

0092/01/010/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0092/01/009/DM24
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

Tandridge District Council

Berkeley Homes PLC

Mr David Hussey

Highways England Company Limit

Riddlesdown Residents Associatio

Riddlesdown Residents Associatio

Object

Comment

Comment Soundness -
Consistent
with National

Object Soundness -
Effective

Object Soundness -
Effective

10.008

10.018

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

Policy DM24-Paragraph 10.8- It is
considered that account needs to be
taken of the possible transportation
implications of major development
proposals on places such as
Tandridge District adjoining the
London Borough of Croydon.

The text should refer to encouraging
passive provision; if the demand for
electric car charging points is there
from occupiers, then developers will
increase provision to satisfy that
demand.

Concerned if there are any material
increase in traffic were to occur on th
A23, M23 and M25 to the south as a
result of any planned development
without careful consideration of
impacts and potential mitigation
measures.

The RRA are watching with alarm in
our area, the increased on street
parking that is occurring principally
because of the Council’s planning
policies. More on street parking is
creating huge implications for road
safety for both pedestrians, motorists
and cyclists.

The RRA are watching with alarm in
our area, the increased on street
parking that is occurring principally
because of the Council’s planning
policies. More on street parking is
creating huge implications for road
safety for both pedestrians, motorists
and cyclists.

Policy DM24-Paragraph 10.8- It is
considered that account needs to be
taken of the possible transportation
implications of major development
proposals on places such as Tandridge
District adjoining the London Borough of
Croydon.

No change

Amend paragraph 10.18 to refer to
encouraging passive provision.

No change

Careful consideration should be given to No change
the impacts of, and mitigation of, traffic

increases affecting the A23, M23 and M25

as a result of planned development.

The Council also need to adopt policies to No change
reduce the amount of commuter parking

for many streets close to Riddlesdown

Station which is now just about the last

Rail and Tram station in the Borough that

doesn’t have large scale parking

restrictions in place.

Construction of roads should be a
minimum of 7m wide, with at least one,
1m wide pavement.

No change

DM23 defines the local
transport networks that need
to be assessed as part of
the Transport Assessment.
The impact of proposals on
adjoining boroughs will be
considered as part of the
assessment as the Strategic
Road Network will be
assessed which includes
roads within and leading into
the borough. The local public
transport network is also
defined as being bus routes
within a 10 minute walk,
tram routes and train
stations within a 15 minute
walk and cycle and walking
routes within 15 minutes of
the development and will
also look at adjoining
boroughs.

None - the purpose of the
policy is to future-proof
residential developments.
Requiring necessary
infrastructure at the time of
development (such as a ring
main underneath the parking
area) will reduce the costs of
installing a charging point for
an individual occupier in the
future.

Comment noted- Council
agree that careful
consideration of the impacts
of development on these
roads is required and will
work closely with TfL and the
Highways Agency.

The Council considers there
are methods beyond
planning policies, such as
Controlled Parking Zones,
which are the most
appropriate for addressing
this issue.

The suitability of the road
network are assessed on a
site by site basis through the
Development Management
process and by the guidance
from the Council's Transport
team.
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0092/01/008/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0093/01/007/DM24
(Option 1)/C

0093/01/005/DM24
(Option 1)/C

0093/01/016/DM24
(Option 1)/C

0093/01/014/DM24
(Option 1)/S

0093/01/004/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0098/01/001/DM24
(Option 1)/O

0099/02/025/DM24
(Option 1)/S

01 September 2015

Riddlesdown Residents Associatio

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Paul Crane

Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

Object

Comment

Comment

Comment

Support

Object

Object

Support

Soundness -
Effective

Soundness -
Justified

Soundness -
Effective

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

The RRA are watching with alarm in
our area, the increased on street
parking that is occurring principally
because of the Council’s planning
policies. More on street parking is
creating huge implications for road
safety for both pedestrians, motorists
and cyclists. We believe the Council
need to follow policies that other
Local Authorities are adopting in
respect of increased on-site parking,
but in particular Essex County
Council, who adopted new parking
standards in September 2009.

A public transport equivalent of policy
DM24 could be considered which
would both require development
proposals to assess their impact on
public transport and safeguard land
required for future transport schemes.

Relation to public transport impact: It
may be that the Council takes the
view that the London Plan policy 6.3
provides adequate protection and if
this is the case, it should be stated
explicitly.

Question whether there should be a
specific mention of freight within this
policy to ensure that individual
development sites consider how
deliveries to the site can be safely
and efficiently managed.

Supports the aims set out in the
preferred option, which is consistent
with London Plan policy 6.1. Would
be happy to work with the council to
deliver these objectives.

Noticeable that this chapter only
considers highway impacts. Whilst
strategic policy SP8 contains a
number of elements designed to
protect public transport infrastructure,
there is no policy in either document
which requires individual
developments to assess their impact
on public transport capacity.

Infrastructure and facilities in the area
are struggling to cope with the
existing density of housing and
population.

The CCG supports option 1.

We believe Croydon ought to follow all of
these standards used by Essex CC. We
also believe that all new houses, if they
have garages, they should be a minimum
size of 7m x 3m (internal measurements)
and with a minimum 7 foot door opening,
to accommodate larger modern day
vehicles. Existing garages attached to
properties should not be allowed to be
demolished and/or converted into
residential accommodation, unless the
same amount of parking provision is
made available within the curtilage of the
property to meet the minimum
requirements below. Minimum
requirements for parking spaces should
be 1 space for 1 bed dwellings, 2 spaces
for 2+ bedrooms, and 3 spaces for 4+
bedroom dwellings plus minimum visitor
parking for flats at 0.25 spaces per
dwelling.

New policy similar to DM24, which
assesss the impact of development
proposals on public transport.

Document should state that London Plan
policy 6.3 is sufficient.

Reference to be made to freight in this
policy.

Policy should require individual
developments to assess their impact on
public transport capacity.

Road congestion in the
Riddlesdown/Purley area should be
tackled before new homes are developed.

No change

Change

Change

No change

Welcome support

Change

No change

Welcome support

These parking standards are
are in conformity with the
London Plan. As Essex
County Council is not a
London Borough their
parking standards are not
required to conform with the
London Plan. In addition,
the National Planning Policy
Framework provides a
presumption in favour of
sustainable development
and as such minimum
parking standards are no
longer appropriate.

DM24 now requires
development proposals to
assess their impact on local
transport networks which
covers both the local road
and public transport network.

DM24 now requires
development proposals to
assess their impact on local
transport networks which
covers both the local road
and public transport network.

No change as it is
considered that SP8.19 and
the proposed change to
paragraph 10.8 will address
this point.

DM24 now requires
development proposals to
assess their impact on local
transport networks which
covers both the local road
and public transport network.

Comment is noted.
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0101/01/016/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0105/01/046/DM24
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Object

Object

Soundness -
Effective

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

New development should not be
allowed to commence before
developers have demonstrated to the
Council that full and legal access to
all parts of the development is
unrestricted. Access to a site by a
parallel road, which could be
construed to be a dual carriageway is
confusing and should be avoided (ref:
12/02760/P)

Agree the preferred policy is the
appropriate for Croydon but requires
additional NPPF statements. NPPF
4. Promoting sustainable transport
page 9 includes:

Para 32. States

All developments that generate
significant amounts of movement
should be

supported by a Transport Statement
or Transport Assessment.

Plans and decisions should take
account of whether:

eThe opportunities for sustainable
transport modes have been taken up
depending on the nature and location
of the site, to reduce the need for
major transport infrastructure;

e safe and suitable access to the site
can be achieved for all people; and

e Improvements can be undertaken
within the transport network that cost
effectively limit the significant impacts
of the development. Development
should only be prevented or refused
on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe.

First bullet point :

All Design and Access Statements
should contain a Transport Statement
or Transport Assessment Plan.

Any proposed development without
such information should be rejected.

Second bullet:

In order to meet the “safe and
suitable access” development
proposals should not propose access
to a site by provision of a parallel
road with an existing access roadway
which could be confusing to motorist
as it could be construed as a dual
carriageway.

(see planning application Reference:
12/02760/P)

This should be a condition placed on any  No change
approved development

Ammend policy to include:

All Design and Access Statements should
contain a Transport Statement or
Transport Assessment Plan.

Any proposed development without such
information should be rejected.

In order to meet the “safe and suitable
access” development proposals should
not propose access to a site by provision
of a parallel road with an existing access
roadway which could be confusing to
motorist as it could be construed as a dual
carriageway.

No change

The comments received
relate to a particular
application. The issue of
demonstrating that access to
a development site is legal
and unrestricted is a civil
matter and not a matter of
planning consideration.
DM24 addresses highway
safety but can only address
issues of access directly
onto the public highway.
Whilst it might be desirable
for developers to share
private access an application
cannot be refused if they
don’t. A policy cannot
require developers to do
something which may render
acceptable development (in
terms of highway safety) to
be undeliverable.

An application cannot be
refused on the grounds that
a transport statement or
transport assessment has
not been submitted.
However, major
development proposals, as
part of the application
process, will be required to
demonstrate how they will
promote measures to
increase the use of public
transport, cycling and
walking and that they will not
result in a severe impact on
the local road network and
public transport network.
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0105/01/047/DM24
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Object

DM24 (Option 1)

Agree the preferred policy is the
appropriate for Croydon but requires
additional NPPF statements. NPPF
4. Promoting sustainable transport
page 9 includes:

Para 32. States

All developments that generate
significant amounts of movement
should be

supported by a Transport Statement
or Transport Assessment.

Plans and decisions should take
account of whether:

e The opportunities for sustainable
transport modes have been taken up
depending on the nature and location
of the site, to reduce the need for
major transport infrastructure;

e Safe and suitable access to the site
can be achieved for all people; and

e Improvements can be undertaken
within the transport network that cost
effectively limit the significant impacts
of the development. Development
should only be prevented or refused
on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe.

First bullet point :

All Design and Access Statements
should contain a Transport Statement
or Transport Assessment Plan.

Any proposed development without
such information should be rejected.

Ammend policy to include:

All Design and Access Statements should
contain a Transport Statement or
Transport Assessment Plan.

Any proposed development without such
information should be rejected.

In order to meet the “safe and suitable
access” development proposals should
not propose access to a site by provision
of a parallel road with an existing access
roadway which could be confusing to
motorist as it could be construed as a dual
carriageway.

No change

An application cannot be
refused on the grounds that
a transport statement or
transport assessment has
not been submitted.
However, major
development proposals, as
part of the application
process, will be required to
demonstrate how they will
promote measures to
increase the use of public
transport, cycling and
walking and that they will not
result in a severe impact on
the local road network and
public transport network. In
addition, The comments
received relate to a particular
application. The issue of
demonstrating that access to
a development site is legal
and unrestricted is a civil
matter and not a matter of
planning consideration.
DM24 addresses highway
safety but can only address
issues of access directly
onto the public highway.
Whilst it might be desirable
for developers to share
private access an application
cannot be refused if they
don’t. A policy cannot
require developers to do
something which may render
acceptable development (in
terms of highway safety) to
be undeliverable.
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0105/01/048/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0125/01/003/DM24
(Option 1)/O

0125/01/002/DM24
(Option 1)/C

01 September 2015

Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Object

Object

Comment

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

DM24 (Option 1)

Agree the preferred policy is the
appropriate for Croydon but requires
additional NPPF statements. NPPF
4. Promoting sustainable transport
page 9 includes:

Para 32. States

All developments that generate
significant amounts of movement
should be

supported by a Transport Statement
or Transport Assessment.

Plans and decisions should take
account of whether:

e The opportunities for sustainable
transport modes have been taken up
depending on the nature and location
of the site, to reduce the need for
major transport infrastructure;

e safe and suitable access to the site
can be achieved for all people; and

e Improvements can be undertaken
within the transport network that cost
effectively limit the significant impacts
of the development. Development
should only be prevented or refused
on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of
development are severe.

Second bullet:

In order to meet the safe and suitable
access development proposals
should not propose access to a site
by provision of a parallel road with an
existing access roadway which could
be confusing to motorist as it could
be construed as a dual carriageway.
(see planning application Reference:
12/02760/P)

This Policy Option1 does not enable
sustainable development. Reducing
car use and congestion relies on
encouraging people to cycle. This
involves making every aspect of the
journey as attractive as possible. This
starting point for many journeys will
not be attractive if a resident needs to
walk a long way (perhaps even past
their car) to get to their bike and then
struggle to get it out of the rack,
assuming that security is good
enough to have felt confident to leave
it there in the first place.

This policy Option1 is easily
deliverable because, without
additional guidance, it sets such a
very low benchmark for cycle parking
facilities.

Ammend policy to include:

All developments that generate significant
amounts of movement should be
supported by a Transport Statement or
Transport Assessment.

Plans and decisions should take account
of whether:

e The opportunities for sustainable
transport modes have been taken up
depending on the nature and location of
the site, to reduce the need for major
transport infrastructure;

e safe and suitable access to the site can
be achieved for all people; and

e Improvements can be undertaken within
the transport network that cost effectively
limit the significant impacts of the
development. Development should only
be prevented or refused on transport
grounds where the residual cumulative
impacts of development are severe.

Amend Policy DM24 Option1 to be more
sustainable- to reduce car use and
encourage people to cycle.

No change

No change

No change

Paragraph 10.8 of policy
DM24 and Strategic Policy
SP8.4 require major
development proposals to be
supported by transport
assessments, travel plans,
construction logistics plans
and delivery/servicing plans.

Since the Detailed Policies
were consulted on the
Further Alterations to the
London Plan have been
published. These contain
new cycle parking standards
which the Council believe
will provide high standards of
cycle parking provision.

Comment noted.
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0125/01/001/DM24
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

Mr Tim Gould

Object

DM24 (Option 1)

Policy DM24 Option 1 is not the most
appropriate for Croydon. Taken on
face value the London Plan
requirement of secure, integrated and
accessible cycle parking

facilities should be adequate.
However, experience shows that,
without explicit guidance on how to
meet these standards, developers will
design the lowest quality provision
they can get away with.

Guidance should include matters
such as:

Security comes from both the style of
stand and the location and attributes
of the cycle store. Stands should
allow the locking of the frame and
rear wheel to something solid with a
single shackle lock (the style of lock
preferred by most cyclists). Stores
should be lockable (except for short-
term visitor parking) and have a
degree of natural or formal
surveillance.

Integrated relates to the location and
attributes of the store. Stores should
be covered (again, except for visitor
parking) and have direct and
convenient access to both the street
and to the development. It is not
acceptable to make cyclists walk
around the building to a main
entrance after locking their bike at the
rear. Similarly, cyclists should not
have to wheel bikes along corridors,
around corners, etc. within the
building. Cyclists should never have
to take a bike through a residential
unit.

Acessible relates to the location of
the store (detailed above), the layout
of stands within the store, and to the
style of stand. Stands should be laid
out with generous aisle widths and
turning spaces to ensure that all
stands are accessible without the
need to lift bikes. The style of stand
should be accessible to all regardless
of physical strength or dexterity.
Therefore they should not require
lifting or any technique. They should
be suitable for all types of bike (i.e.
including children’s bikes for
residential developments).

Amend DM24, Option1. to include
guidance for ensuring high quality of
provision for cyclists.

No change

Since the Detailed Policies
were consulted on the
Further Alterations to the
London Plan have been
published. These contain
new cycle parking standards
which the Council believe
will provide high standards of
cycle parking provision.
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0130/01/023/DM24
(Option 1)/0

0093/01/015/10.008/C

0026/02/006/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0093/01/018/DM25
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

The Croydon Partnership

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Berkeley Homes PLC

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Object

Comment

Object Soundness -
Consistent
with National

Object

DM24 (Option 1)

10.008

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

Draft Policy DM24 relates to highway
safety and the need to reduce
congestion within the Borough.
Option 1 (ie the ‘Preferred Option’)
requires developments to promote
measures to increase the use of
public transport, cycling and walking;
have a positive impact and not a
detrimental impact on highway safety
for pedestrians, cyclists, public
transport uses and private vehicles;
and not result in a severe impact on
the local road network. Whilst we
agree with the principle of what the
Council is trying to achieve through
the preparation of this policy, it is
considered that, as drafted, the policy
will not always be practically
achievable if Croydon’s growth
potential is to be realised. Instead, it
is suggested that the introduction to
this policy (i.e. before the criteria is
listed) is revised to read: "To promote
sustainable growth in Croydon,
development proposals should seek
to minimise the impact of traffic
congestions by:’

For the avoidance of doubt this
paragraph could refer to travel plans,
construction logistics plans and
delivery and servicing plans in
addition to transport assessment
plans, as ways in which major
developments will be required to
show how highway impacts will be
minimised.

A blanket requirement as set out in
DM25 Option1 (e) may not be
appropriate as income disparities and
car ownership levels will often be
lower in affordable tenures and the
provision of parking would be better
applied on a site by site basis for
affordable housing..

The standards relating to electric
vehicle charging points may differ
from those set out in the London
Plan. All uses should provide both
active and passive provision in line
with London Plan table 6.2, although
there is support the proposals to
ensure that all parking spaces within
larger residential development sites
have passive provision for future
charging points.

Amend Policy 24 Option 1 - ltis No change
suggested that the introduction to this

policy (i.e. before the criteria is listed) is

revised to read: "To promote sustainable

growth in Croydon, development

proposals should seek to minimise the

impact of traffic congestions by:

Paragraph make reference to travel plans, Change
construction logistic plans and servicing
plans.

Amend DM25 Option1 to allow provision  No change
of parking on a site by site basis for
affordable housing.

Ensure policy is in line with London Plan No change
table 6.2

The Council believes it is
possible to reduce the
impact of congestion whilst
also achieving Croydon's
growth potential. This will be
done through measures set
out in SP8 and DM24.

Paragraph 10.8 will also
make reference to travel
plans, construction logistic
plans and delivery &
servicing plans.

None - The Council
recognises that car
ownership levels can be
lower in affodable housing
schemes and it is for this
reason that the policy sets
the parking provision rate at
two thirds of the rate of other
tenures. Determining parking
provision on a site by site is
unlikely to be effective as it
is not until occupation of the
units that actual car parking
requirements are known.

The standards will ensure

that all parking provision for
residential development has
passive provision for electric
cars which goes further than
the 20% in the London Plan.
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0093/01/017/DM25
(Option 1)/S

0099/02/026/DM25
(Option 1)/S

0101/01/017/DM25
(Option 1)/O

01 September 2015

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Support

Support

Object

Soundness -
Effective

Soundness -
Justified

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

Support of Croydon's commitment to
car clubs through this policy but
would recommend that liaison takes
place with CarPlus, the car club
industry body to ensure they can
respond positively to any new
planning requirements.

The CCG supports option 1.

Many areas of Shirley are low public
transport accessible localitites and
are likely to remain so. The reduction
of off street parking and attempts to
force residents to use public transport
are flawed as residents will still use
their cars and will park their vehicles
in the roadway if sufficient off road
parking is not available and avoidable
congestion results.

Welcome support

Welcome support

The NPPF is more practical and gives No change
more flexibility. Local authorities should

take account of:

- The accessibility of the development

- The type, mix and use of development

- The availability of and opportunities for

public transport

- Local car ownership levels

- An overall need to reduce the use of

high-emission vehicles

Welcome support and agree
that it is necessary for
officers to undertake this
liaison with CarPlus.

This policy has been drafted
to be compliant with both the
NPPF, the London Plan and
Strategic Policy SP8.17.
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0105/01/049/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0115/01/023/DM25
(Option 1)/0

01 September 2015

Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Mr Bob Sleeman

Object

Object

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

The Option1 is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help us
meet our Strategic Objective set out
in Section 3 and is noty del;iverable.
Reasons- Area not included.
Realistically the reduction of off street
parking to try to force residents to
use public transport is flawed as if
public transport remains poor in low
PTAL areas, as it is in some parts of
The Shirley Place and Monks
Orchard, residents will still use their
own cars and if no residential off
street parking is available, they will
park their vehicles in the roadway as
near to their property as they can.
This results in increased congestion
due to the take up of road space and
some double parking which reduces
the carriageway to one vehicle
width.. The council is referred to the
London Plan requirements. For car
parking provision per 4,3 and 1-2 bed
units, and it states "All developments
in areas of good public transport
accessibility and/or town centres
should aim for less than 1 space per
unit.

The needs of disabled residents will
need to be taken into account in
developments with low car parking
provision, so that adequate spaces,
either on site or convenient dedicated
on-street spaces, are identified for
occupants.”

The NPPF seems more sensible as it
gives more flexibility see: Para 39. If
setting local parking standards for
residential and non-residential
development, local planning
authorities should take into account:
e the accessibility of the development;
o the type, mix and use of
development;

o the availability of and opportunities
for public transport;

e |local car ownership levels; and

e an overall need to reduce the use
of high-emission vehicles

The policy is deliverable for new
builds but does not consider existing
housing stock or transport hubs so
these will continue to be a problem.

The policy should have regard to No change
paragraph 39 of the NPPF with offers

more flexibility. The needs of disabled

residents will need to be taken into

account in developments with low car

parking provision, so that adequate

spaces, either on site or convenient

dedicated on-street spaces, are identified

for occupants.

Policy should consider existing housing No change

stock and transport hubs.

The Mayor’s Housing SPG
set out the requirements of
car parking spaces to be
capable of extensions to
accommodate disabled
parking should it be required.
In addition, applications can
be made for on-street
disabled parking bays.

DM25 concerns both new
build and conversions and
therefore parking standards
must accord with the London
Plan, as well as the Strategic
Policies SP8.15 to SP8.17.
The existing housing stock
has been a consideration in
both the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies and the
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies.
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0115/01/021/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0115/01/024/DM25
(Option 1)/O

0115/01/022/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0118/07/001/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0118/07/004/DM25
(Option 1)/O

0118/07/002/DM25
(Option 1)/O

01 September 2015

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Redrow Homes

Redrow Homes

Redrow Homes

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

The policy will meet the strategic
objectives at a cost to the
community. The lack of car parking
spaces in Addiscombe when larger
older properties are converted blocks
roads and junctions and makes it
difficult for service vehicles to gain
access. The infrastructure therefore
deteriorates and there is a build-up of
rubbish.

This policy is sustainable for new
builds as the social stigma attached
to car ownership increases by 2050.

Trams have improved transport and
reduced the need for cars but little
thought has been given to commuter
car parking near Sandilands and
Addiscombe tram stops and this
policy makes no mention of the need
for car parking facilities near to the
transport hubs.

The requirement for 5% of spaces
with a minimum of 1 parking space to
provide on-site car club/pool car
parking spaces on sites over
dwellings is overely prescriptive. The
policy objective to provide an
allocation whilst havng regard to
specific site circumstances would be
a better approach to achieving this
aspiration to provide scope for
negotiation and regard to on-site
parking considerations.

The preferred policy approach does
not enable sustainable development.

DM25: The preferred policy approach
is not deliverable.

Parking issues need to be addressed.

Policy needs to address existing housing
stock.

Parking issues at transport hubs need to
be addressed.

Amend the requirements for car club/pool
car parking spaces to have regard to site
specific circumstances.

Amend the requirements for car club/pool
car parking spaces to have regard to site
specific circumstances.

Amend the requirements for car club/pool
car parking spaces to have regard to site
specific circumstances.

No change

No change

No change

Change

Change

The Council considers there
are methods beyond
planning policies, such as
Controlled Parking Zones,
which are the most
appropriate for addressing
this issue.

DM25 concerns both new
build and conversions and
therefore parking standards
must accord with the London
Plan, as well as the Strategic
Policies SP8.15 to SP8.17.
The existing housing stock
has been a consideration in
both the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies and the
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies.

The Council considers there
are methods beyond
planning policies, such as
Controlled Parking Zones,
which are the most
appropriate for addressing
this issue.

This requirement provides
clarity for developers. The
Development Management
process allows for specific
site circumstances to be
taken into account.

Changes have been made to
DM25 which mean in
circumstances where a car
club may be provided in a
location that is
commcercially unviable,
developers will be required
to work with a car club
operator to find a suitable
location from which they
would operate.

Changes have been made to
DM25 which mean in
circumstances where a car
club may be provided in a
location that is
commcercially unviable
developers will be required
to work with a car club
operator to find a suitable
location from which they
would operate.
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0120/01/144/DM25 Object DM25 (Option 1)
(Option 1)/0

ASPRA
0120/01/143/DM25 Object DM25 (Option 1)
(Option 1)/O

ASPRA
0120/01/148/DM25 Support DM25 (Option 1)
(Option 1)/S

ASPRA
0120/01/146/DM25 Object DM25 (Option 1)
(Option 1)/0

ASPRA
0121/01/025/DM25 Tarsem Flora Object DM25 (Option 1)

(Option 1)/0
PWRA

01 September 2015

Trams have improved transport and
reduced the need for cars but little
though was given to the resultant
commuter parking near Sandilands
and Addiscombe tram stops. The
policy makes no mention of the need
for car parking facilities near to the
transport hubs.

The preferred policy approach is the
most appropriate for Croydon to help
us meet our Strategic Objectives set
out in Section 3.The planning for car
parking is part of the overall London

dilemma.

As far as it impacts "Addiscombe’ the
lack of car parking space, when large
older property is converted into
multiple flats, blocks roads and
junctions and makes it difficult for
service vehicles (e.g. street cleaning,
gulley cleaning) to gain access. The
infrastructure therefore deteriorates
and there is a general build-up of
rubbish. Of course we will meet the
objectives of this policy at a cost to
the community.™

The preferred policy approach
enables sustainable
development.Sustainable for new-
builds as the social stigma attached
to car ownership increases by 2050.

DM25 Option1 will be deliverable
where new-builds are concerned. It
does not make any statement about
existing housing stock or transport
hubs, so these will continue to be a
problem but not addressed by this
policy.

Some minimum standards for parking
provision in public facilities like
hospitals,surgeries etc. would be
welcome. (lessons learnt from
supermarkets who suceed because
of ample parking).

The policy should mention the need for

car parking facilities near to the transport

hubs.

The policy should address the need for

car parking facilities near to the transport

hubs.

Provide minimum standards for parking

provision in public facilities like
hospitals,surgeries etc in the Parking
Policy DM25.

No change

No change

Welcome support

No change

No change

The Council considers there
are methods beyond
planning policies, such as
Controlled Parking Zones,
which are the most
appropriate for addressing
this issue.

DM25 concerns both new
build and conversions and
therefore parking standards
must accord with the London
Plan, as well as the Strategic
Policies SP8.15 and SP8.17.
The existing housing has
been a consideration in both
the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies and the
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies.

The Council considers there
are methods beyond
planning policies, such as
Controlled Parking Zones,
which are the most
appropriate for addressing
this issue.

Currently, there are no
adopted parking standards
either within the London Plan
or Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies for D1 use
classes (for which hospitals
and surgeries fall within).
The NPPF provides a
presumption in favour of
sustainable development
and as such minimum
parking standards are no
longer appropriate. All
development proposals
falling under a D1 use are
judged upon their own merits
and operational
requirements in order to
determine an appropraite
level of off-street parking
provision.
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0125/01/006/DM25
(Option 1)/C

0125/01/007/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0125/01/010/DM25
(Option 1)/O

0125/01/005/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0125/01/009/DM25
(Option 1)/S

0125/01/004/DM25
(Option 1)/O

01 September 2015

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Comment

Object

Object

Object

Support

Object

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

Yes, the policy is deliverable,
developers will happily provide a
lower level of car parking for
affordable homes, since it will reduce
their costs.

No, the preferred policy approach
does not enable sustainable
development. The sale of spaces
provides a perverse incentive to keep
a car and thus the marginal cost of
car trips is small providing little
incentive to use sustainable modes of
transport.

No, ithe preferred policy approach will
not enable sustainable development.
The overprovision of car parking in
locations with good public transport
(for which the presence of a CPZ is a
good indicator) is an inefficient use of
land. The provision of expensive on-
site car parking can affect viability
and therefore lead to a reduced
provision of affordable housing or the
meeting of other objectives.

Policy DM25(e)- No , it is not the
most appropriate for Croydon to help
meet the Strategic Objectives set out
in Section 3.

Reason -Regarding the proportion of
spaces allocated to residents of
affordable housing, evidence should
extend to the need for a vehicle for
access to work and for work
purposes, not just average car
ownership.

Yes the policy is deliverable.

Policy DM25(e)- No , it is not the
most appropriate for Croydon to help
meet the Strategic Objectives set out
in Section 3.

Reason - This implies that car
parking spaces in a mixed-tenure
development will be allocated in
different proportions to different
tenures. Developers should be
encouraged or even required to lease
the spaces to residents, rather than
sell them. This removes any perverse
incentive to retain a car (i.e. to fill a
resident’s own parking space) when it
is not being used, and provides a
degree of churn that is likely to make
spaces available for those whose
circumstances change such that they
need to keep a vehicle.

No change

Amend Policy DM25 to enable sustainable No change

development.

Amend Policy DM25 to enable sustainable No change

development.

Amend or replace DM25(e).

Amend or replace DM25(e).

No change

Welcome support

No change

Comment noted.

The Council does not believe
this change would address
the "perverse incentive"
referred to as the person
who leases the space is
unliklely to end their lease
and would probably sub-let
the space if they no longer
needed it.

The provision of car parking
spaces is in conformity with
the London Plan and the
Council does not consider
this to be an over-provision
of spaces.

This would place an
unrealistic burden on
developers as it is highly
unlikely that developers
would able to determine the
need for spaces from
prospective occupiers.

The Council does not believe
this change would address
the "perverse incentive"
referred to as the person
who leases the space is
unliklely to end their lease
and would probably sub-let
the space if they no longer
needed it.
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0125/01/008/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0128/01/011/DM25
(Option 1)/O

0128/01/012/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0128/01/014/DM25
(Option 1)/0

0026/02/009/10.018/0

0128/01/015/DM25
(Option 2)/0

0128/01/016/DM25
(Option 2)/0

01 September 2015

Mr Tim Gould

lkea Properties Invetments Ltd

Ikea Properties Invetments Ltd

lkea Properties Invetments Ltd

Berkeley Homes PLC

lkea Properties Invetments Ltd

Ikea Properties Invetments Ltd

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

DM25 (Option 1)

10.018

DM25 (Option 2)

DM25 (Option 2)

No, the policy is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help meet
the Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3 . The policy should
explicitly encourage car-free
developments (except for disabled
parking and access to a car-club car)
where the potential overspill parking
can be controlled, i.e. by making the
development “permit-free” within a
Controlled Parking Zone.

The policy is counter to strategic
objective 9 in that it would result in an
inefficient use of space which would
run counter to the objectives of
sustainable development.

Do not consider the policy to be able
to deliver sustainable development.

The policy does not encourage
sustainable economic development.

The paragraph 10.18 proposal is over
and above the requirements of the
London Plan policy 6.3 and fails
paragraph 182 of NPPF

London Plan Policy 6.13 requires
20% of all residential parking to have
active electric charging points, with
an additional 20% to have passive
provision for electric vehicles in the
future. Supporting

paragraph 10.18 states that "all
spaces in residential developments
need to be enabled for future use by
electric cars by ensuring the
necessary infrastructure with the
exception of actual charging points
is integrated from the start'- this
requirement for complete passive
provision goes over and above that
set out in the London Plan and
should be removed. The tests of
soundness set out in Paragraph

182 of the NPPF aim to ensure that
plans are consistent with national and
strategic policy.

The policy does not encourage
sustainable economic development.

This option relies on Policy SP8 of
the Strategic Policies but this policy
states that parking standards for the
borough wil be identified in the
Detailed Policies, therefore a link
back to SP8 would be unclear in this
option.

Amend Policy DM25 Option 1 to explicitly
encourage car-free developments (except
for disabled parking and access to a car-
club car) where the potential overspill
parking can be controlled, i.e. by making
the development “permit-free” within a
Controlled Parking Zone.

Amend policy to ensure does not result in
inefficient use of space.

Ensure policy can deliver sustainable
development.

Ensure policy can deliver sustainable
development.

Amend Paragraph 10.18 to remove
requirement for complete passive
provision.

Ensure policy can deliver sustainable
development.

This option cannot rely on SP8, which
states that parking standards will be dealt
with in the Detailed Policies.

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

This is done in SP8.15 of the
Strategic Policies which
encourages car free
development in centres
where there are high levels
of public transport
accessibility and where the
critical mass of development
enables viable alternatives,
such as car clubs.

This policy is informed by
the London Plan and these
parking requirements are not
considered to promote the
inefficient use of space.

The Council considers this
policy does promote
sustainable growth.

The Council does not share
this view.

None - Requiring necessary
infrastructure at the time of
development (such as a ring
main underneath the parking
area) will reduce the costs of
installing charging points at
a later date. Without this
relatively modest additional
cost to the developer, it is
possible that the subsequent
cost to an individual occupier
in the future will prove to be
a deterrent to using an
electric vehicle.

The Council does not share
this view.

The alternative option
considers whether additional
parking standards are
required.
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0125/01/011/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

0125/01/015/DM25
(Table 10.1)/O

01 September 2015

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Object

Object

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

Re- Option1 DM25(d)- The preferred
policy approach is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help meet
the Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3. for the following reasons-
Disabled parking 1

Table 1 implies that spaces should
be assigned to wheelchair-accessible
units. There will be some residents of
such units who do not drive, and
therefore the parking space will be
built but potentially unused. There will
be some residents who become
disabled during their occupation
“Lifetime homes’and require a
disabled parking space but are not
wheelchair users and so don’t need
to move into a wheelchair-accessible
unit. Therefore disabled parking
should be provided at the rate
required but not assigned to
individual units, with allocation on the
basis of need and monitored through
an on-going obligation.

The alternative of providing dedicated
on-street disabled parking is not an
appropriate solution, since there will
be many places in which this will
either compromise road safety or the
space cannot be provided in a
location convenient (i.e. easily
accessible to) the disabled resident.

The policy is not deliverable. On-site
disabled parking and car-club spaces
are often difficult to provide as set out
below-

My experience from working with car-
club providers in Central London is
that they prefer to have dedicated
spaces on-street. If placed within a
development the car will not be
available to the wider community,
which can otherwise be a positive
benefit for the community arising
from the new development and has
been proven to reduce parking
stress. Additionally, the quantum of
car club spaces should be
determined by reference to car club
operators rather than based on a
formula, and my experience is that
5% of general spaces provided will
be far too high.

Amend Table 10.1 to include disabled
parking provided at the rate required but
not assigned to individual units, with
allocation on the basis of need and

monitored through an on-going obligation.

Amend Policy DM25- car clubs should
not be within the development. Numbers
should be determined by reference to car
club operators..

No change

Change

A system of monitoring
through an "on-going
obligation" to disabled
parking is unlikely to be
workable and does not
provide clarity to developers.
Table 10.1 does not assign
disabled car parking spaces
to individual units.

Changes have been made to
DM25 which mean in
circumstances where a car
club may be provided in a
location that is commercially
unviable, developers will be
required to work with a car
club operator to find a
suitable location from which
they wish to operate.
Developers will be expected
to then fund an on-street
parking bay.
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0125/01/012/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

0125/01/013/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

0125/01/016/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

01 September 2015

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Mr Tim Gould

Object

Object

Object

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

Re- Option1 DM25(d)- The preferred
policy approach is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help meet
the Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3. for the following reasons-
Disabled parking 2

There will be some small ‘major
developments where provision of
disabled parking is very difficult, for
example it may compromise road
safety, efficient use of the land and
potentially a number of other aspects
of good design. It also provides a
perverse incentive to reduce the
number of units to below 10, leading
to further inefficiencies in the use of
land. Instead, appropriate commuted-
sums should be accepted so that
wheelchair-accessible units can be
provided off-site in the same way that
affordable housing is, thus removing
the requirement for on-site disabled
parking provision.

Re- Option1 DM25(d)- The preferered
policy approach is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help meet
the Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3. for the following reasons-
Disabled parking Reason3

The policy is worded such that a
minimum 1 space is required for
visitor on top of the one space per
wheelchair-accessible unit. Visitor
parking for disabled drivers can be
accommodated on-street (using the
blue badge system) with no
requirement for specific action.
Otherwise this policy is onerous on
developers, particularly for small
‘major’ developments as in my point
above.

The preferred policy approach does
not enable sustainable development.
Requiring provision of on-site parking
spaces can lead to inefficient use of
land, and could lead to compromises
in road safety.

Amend Policy DM25 Table 10.1 to
recognise small ‘major developments
where disabled parking is difficult.

Amend Policy DM25 Table 10.1 to
acknoweldge that Visitor parking for
disabled can be provided on-street.

Amend Policy DM25 Table 10.1 to
enable sustainable development.- omit
onsite parking space provision.

No change

No change

No change

This policy is in conformity
with the London Plan and
the Council does not
consider there are sufficient
grounds for it to take a
different view on this matter.

It is important for off-street
disabled parking to be
provided.

This policy is in conformity
with the London Plan and
the Council does not
consider there are sufficient
grounds for it to take a
different view on this matter.
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0125/01/014/DM25 Mr Tim Gould
(Table 10.1)/0

0128/01/017/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

lkea Properties Invetments Ltd

0128/01/018/DM25
(Table 10.1)/O

lkea Properties Invetments Ltd

0130/01/024/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

The Croydon Partnership

01 September 2015

Object

Object

Object

Object

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM25 (Table 10.1)

Re- Option1 DM25(d)- The preferered
policy approach is not the most
appropriate for Croydon to help meet
the Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3. for the following reasons-
Car-club spaces

My experience from working with car-
club providers in Central London is
that they prefer to have dedicated
spaces on-street. If placed within a
development the car will not be
available to the wider community,
which can otherwise be a positive
benefit for the community arising
from the new development and has
been proven to reduce parking
stress. Additionally, the quantum of
car club spaces should be
determined by reference to car club
operators rather than based on a
formula, and my experience is that
5% of general spaces provided will
be far too high.

Agree with the approach to make
reference to the London Plan in
regard to parking numbers and
disabled parking numbers but should
be caveated in some way to allow for
an update to the London Plan policy
and in particular the table referenced
by the Mayor.

Do not agree it is appropraite to
provide on-site car club/pool car
parking spaces within non-residential
development. There is no informtion
about how this system would work or
be monitored for non-residential
development. It is considered that
this approach would result in the
need to develop spaces that are not
likely to be used and therefore be an
inefficient use of land.

Draft Policy DM25 sets out criteria
that new ‘residential” development
must meet in terms of car parking
provision with the aim of promoting
sustainable growth in the Borough.
Criterion D of draft Policy DM25
refers to Table 10.1 of the
consultation document which sets out
car parking standards to be adhered
to, for both residential and non-
residential development. We would
be grateful if the Council could
confirm that draft Policy DM25 refers
to both residential and non-residential
development as per Table 10.1.

Amend Policy DM25- car clubs should
not be within the development. Numbers
should be determined by reference to car
club operators.

Policy should allow for an update to the
policy in the London Plan and the
associated table.

Include information about how system

would work and how it would be monitored.

Council should confirm if Policy DM25
refers to both residential and non-

residential development as per Table 10.1.

Change

No change

Change

No change

Changes have been made to
DM25 which mean in
circumstances where a car
club may be provided in a
location that is
commcercially unviable
developers will be required
to work with a car club
operator to find a suitable
location from which they
would operate. Developers
will be expected to then fund
on on-street parking bay.

If the London Plan is revised
and this policy/table is no
longer in conformity, this
revision would be taken into
account during the planning
application stage. This
principle applies throughout
the document.

Changes have been made to
DM25 which mean in
circumstances where a car
club may be provided in a
location that is
commpcercially unviable
developers will be required
to work with a car club
operator to find a suitable
location from which they
would operate. Developers
will be expected to then fund
on on-street parking bay.

To clarify that the policy
relates to both residential
and non-residential
development, the wording of
the policy has been changed
to "To promote sustainable
growth in Croydon and
reduce the impact of car
parking new development
must:"

Page 27 of 268



0130/01/025/DM25
(Table 10.1)/0

0093/01/019/DM26
(Option 1)/S

0121/01/026/DM26
(Option 2)/S

01 September 2015

The Croydon Partnership

Mr Martin Jones

Greater London Authority

Tarsem Flora

PWRA

Object

Support

Support

DM25 (Table 10.1)

DM26 (Option 1)

DM26 (Option 2)

Table 10.1 either directly makes
reference to the London Plan
standards, or provides standards in
accordance with the London Plan
standards. We agree with the
principle of referring to the London
Plan standards, however we strongly
urge the Council to, if looking to
formerly adopt draft Policy DM25 in
due course, make reference to the
Croydon OAPF. The OAPF (in
Chapter 8) specifically considers
parking scenarios for the Retail Core
and wider CMC in detail and should
therefore be referred to in Policy
DM25.

Support the preferred option for this
policy to ensure that car parking
within the borough can be controlled
and managed and does not
undermine public transport, walking
and cycling.

Prefer Option 2 as it allows for better
use of empty space on a temporary
basis ( need to be managed properly
so it does not become an eyesore or
otherwise dangerous).

Make reference to the Croydon OAPF in

Table 10.1, if looking to formerly adopt
draft Policy DM25 Option1.

Select Option2 , Policy DM26 as the
preferred approach.

No change Whilst the Opportunity Area
Planning Framework
provides different scenarios
for the Opportunity Area and
the Retail Core it does not
provide detailed parking
standards. No further
reference to the OAPF will
be made in this policy.

Welcome support

Welcome support Support for DM26 Option 2

has been noted.
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11 The Places of Croydon

Ref No

0051/02/001//S

0054/05/006//C

0105/01/054/Non-
specific/O

0105/01/056/Non-
specific/O

0120/01/132/Non-
specific/C

01 September 2015

Representor Participation at  Object or
Company or Organisation EIP Support
Edward Moody Support
Minerva
Mr Charles Muriithi Comment
Environment Agency

Object
Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Object
Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Comment

ASPRA

Policy or
Soundness Paragraph

Summary of Representation

The policy is in line with the

requirements of NPPF and supports

the vitality and viability of the

Metropolitan, District and Local
centres to provide a mixed use focus

for communities in accessible
locations across the borough.

Critical Drainage Areas identified by

the Croydon Surface Water

Management Plan feature in the

places of Croydon: Croydon
Opportunity Area, Kenley, Old

Coulsdon, Purley and South Croydon.
There is no consideration to reducing

flood risk.

Add a new policy to DM38 for the

Shirley Place as follows

Policy DM38.5[Reference, respect
and enhance the character and
architectural features such as the
roofscapes and building heights of
residential properties within Monks
Orchard and to maintain the variety of
roof heights and garden sizes within
this area. Maintain the variety of
types and garden sizes to support the

increasing demand for private

properties and amenities suitable for

a full range of ages.

Add new paragraph with title ‘Monks
Orchard Area” and text as follows-
The character of Monks Orchard is
dominated by variety of house and
garden sizes, green verges, tree lined
streets with and open views and
skylines created by imaginative
roofscapes and a variety of types of
buildings such as two/three storey
and single stories. In this area the

potential for growth is limited.

With reference to the "Areas’” of
Croydon appear to be selected for

reasons other than planning.

This planning exercise appears to be
political rather than practical as it fails
to engage with the residents. For
example in the ASPRA area | have
seen only a single response from a
resident, who was clearly confused

by the whole process.

Summary of Proposed Changes

Consideration to be made to reduce flood
risk in the critical drainage areas of
Croydon Opportunity Area, Kenley, Old
Coulsdon, Purley and South Croydon.

Add a new policy to DM38 for the Shirley
Place as follows

Policy DM38.5[Reference, respect and
enhance the character and architectural
features such as the roofscapes and
building heights of residential properties
within Monks Orchard and to maintain the
variety of roof heights and garden sizes
within this area. Maintain the variety of
types and garden sizes to support the
increasing demand for private properties
and amenities suitable for a full range of
ages.

Add new paragraph with title "Monks
Orchard Area’ and text as follows-

The character of Monks Orchard is
dominated by variety of house and garden
sizes, green verges, tree lined streets with
and open views and skylines created by
imaginative roofscapes and a variety of
types of buildings such as two/three
storey and single stories. In this area the
potential for growth is limited.

Comment, no proposed change.

Council's Response

Welcome support

Change

No change

No change

No change

Council's Proposed
Action

Thank you for your support.

The Detailed Policies will
contain a policy on
Sustainable Drainage
Systems and Reducing
Flood Risk.

The character of Monks
Orchard is highly consistent
and therefore is sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).

The character of Monks
Orchard is highly consistent
and therefore is sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
Therefore no additional
wording is required.

The comment is noted and
the Council is disappointed
that ASPRA feels this way. It
will work with ASPRA on
how to engage with local
residents in future.
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0120/01/133/Non-

specific/C

ASPRA
0120/01/134/Non-
specific/C

ASPRA
0120/01/142/Non-
specific/O

ASPRA
01 September 2015

Comment

Comment

Object

The Residents’ Associations are
trying to work together to a tight
deadline, but are in danger of failing
to discuss and reflect resident’s
views.

Ward Councillors appear to have
been excluded from meetings, but
they are the democratically elected
representatives.

As these are not natural or current
administrative “areas’ they cannot
engage with the residents who are
thereby forced into such planning
blocks. They do not have clear
physical or social boundaries and
there is little to engender
‘belonging’. They will fail because
the residents cannot identify with
such large “areas’.

Review and amend the Places’
boundaries.

Change

No change

No change

The six week formal
consultation period provides
a focus for the Council to
publicise its preferred
planning policies. The
Council will continue to work
with the community on the
content of Croydon Local
Plan as it prepares the
Proposed Submission draft.
This second point will be
made clearer in future
consultations on preferred
planning policies and
proposals.

Ward councillors have not
been excluded from any
meeting. Officers of the
Spatial Planning service met
with the Addiscombe
Planning Forum who could
have invited their local
representatives. In addition
throughout the process of
drafting the preferred
policies internal Member
Liaison Group meetings
have been held to which an
Addiscombe councillor has
always been invited.

The general concept and
broad areas of the Places
were originally set out and
subject to public consultation
as part of the preparation of
the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies. Tweaks to
boundaries are possible as
part of the Croydon Local
Plan: Detailed Policies but
not the concept itself as the
Detailed Policies legally
have to be in conformity with
the Strategic Policies.
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0120/01/166/Non-
specific/O

0120/01/131//0

01 September 2015

ASPRA

ASPRA

Object

Object

The logic behind the choice of areas
for place—specific policies is not clear
tous e.g 29.2. It seems more
important to have specific policies to
protect areas that have not yet
deteriorated but retain unity of
architectural and functional character.

The preferred policy approach is not
the most appropriate for Croydon to
help us meet our Strategic Objectives
set out in Section 3. Reasons:-The
‘Areas’ of Croydon appear to have
been selected for reasons other than
planning.

Specifically "Addiscombe’ comprises
a wide mix housing types, population
density, character and age of
properties, mix of council and private
dwellings and schools, open spaces
and community centres e.g.
churches. However the area is far
too large to have any practical
mechanism for public consultation
afforded by ward boundaries or
Residents’ Associations.

Question logic of the Place specific Change
policies concentrating on those areas that

are not consistent- should concentrate

policies on the areas that have not yet

deteriorated and that are consistent.

(This repeats comment No. 129)

Would like 16 Places reveiwed. No change

The areas of consistent
character are sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In case of deteriorated
character, more specific
guidance needs to be
provided.

For clarity Paragraph 11.6
will be rephrased to read: ‘In
specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included.

The general concept and
broad areas of the Places
were originally set out and
subject to public consultation
as part of the preparation of
the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies. Tweaks to
boundaries are possible as
part of the Croydon Local
Plan: Detailed Policies but
not the concept itself as the
Detailed Policies legally
have to be in conformity with
the Strategic Policies.
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0126/01/006/Non-
specific/O

0126/01/010/Non-
specific/C

01 September 2015

Claire O'Donovan

Merton Council

Claire O'Donovan

Merton Council

Object

Comment

The policies are vague and it is Include site-specific development criteria.
difficult to see which areas are

intended to grow in Croydon. The

strategic policies for a number of

areas in the borough, particularly

around existing centres, generally

reflect a "high level" policy policy and

do not include site specific

development criteria.

Cannot determine potential cross- Add further information to set out what
boundary impacts of development as  development is and what is not permitted
there is no certanity what future uses  within the allocated areas.

may be proposed on the sites. More

information is required for the site

allocation policies to set out clearly

what is and is not permitted within the

allocated areas, subject to an

appropriate evidence base. Could be

addressed by linking all the areas to

the relevant policies to accommodate

growth or by indicating that these

issues will be dealt with further in

Area Action Plans, SPDs or

Masterplans. Look forward to seeing

further information regardng Place-

Specific development management

policies.

No change

No change

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. The new
development should
positively respond to the
existing character, as per
general planning policies of
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies DM11
through to DM 17.9, and
National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included. National
Planning Policy Framework
clearly states (paragraph 59)
that 'design policies should
avoid unnecessary
prescription or detail and
should concentrate on
guiding the overall scale,
density, massing, height,
landscape, layout, materials
and access of new
development in relation to
neighbouring buildings and
the local area more
generally".

Opportunities to suggest
location of particular facilities
or types of uses are provided
through Call for Sites'
procedure which will be re-
launched in February 2014

The forthcoming Detailed
Proposals part of this DPD
will address site allocations.
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0126/01/007/Non- Claire O'Donovan
specific/O

Merton Council

0126/01/011/Non- Claire O'Donovan
specific/C

Merton Council

0115/01/018/11.001/0 Mr Bob Sleeman

0115/01/020/11.001/0 Mr Bob Sleeman

01 September 2015

Object

Comment

Object

Object

11.001

11.001

The policies are mostly based on
character studies of the borough and
result in policies to maintain the
character rather than any
redevelopment. If the Council wants
to see any signficant change in these
areas in should be mentioned in this
section, as well as linking it to
relevant policies which provide
development. If this does not happen
the section should be called "Area
Character Allocations".

Referencing errors between maps in
Appendix 11 and corresponding
policy numbers in Section 11. Kenley
and Old Coulston p150 is listed as
policy DM33 but is listed as DM34 in
Appendix 11. Norbury on p52 is listed
as policy dm34 but listed as DM35 in
Appendix 11.

11-11.7: For the area covered by
ASPRA there is a lack of a school or
significant medical centre. The
western side of the area is being
developed in a piecemeal scnario
and much of the community services
are provided by the church. The
recreation ground has been allowed
to the deteriorate with lack of
investment and there is a fear that
over the next 30 years the properties
will be of a very low energy effiency
and so a massive redevelopment of
higher density homes will be
permitted.

11-11.7: The preferred approach is
not sustainable because these are
not natural or current adminstrative
areas and so cannot engage with
residents. They do not have clear
physical or social boundaries, which
impacts on a sense of belonging as
residents cannot identify with such
large areas. Officers will be forced to
implement borough services and
planning on these artificial
boundaries.

The council should state whether they
wish to see any significant change in

these areas or rename the section "Area

Character Allocations".

Ammend referencing errors in Appendix

11 and Section 11.

Community facilities need to be provided
and the deteroriation of existing housing

stock should be prevented.

Boundaries should be adminstrative to

avoid the defintion of communities which

do not exist in reality and to allow
residents to identify with the areas.

No change

Change

No change

No change

The Places of Croydon
provide guidance for
character management in
line with National Planning
Policy Framework’s
presumption in favour of
development. Areas where
growth is associated with
substantial change in local
character are identified in
place specific policies,
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework (OAPF) and
areas being considered for
masterplans such as
DM30.2, DM31, DM32.2,
DM42. OAPF and potential
masterplan areas have been
identified as locations where
substantial growth will occur.
This growth will result in
change to local character. In
order to ensure the
transformation is
implemented in a cohesive
way, detailed
masterplanning process
needs to be applied.

Policy references on maps
will be corrected in the
Proposed Submission
version of the Croydon Local
Plan: Detailed Policies and
Proposals, so Appendix 11
will correspond with policies
in Section 11.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character.
Opportunities to suggest
location of particular facilities
or types of uses were
provided through the Call for
Sites' procedure which was
re-launched in February
2014 for six weeks.

The Places of Croydon are
not used to deliver Council
services or to apply any
planning policy. They are
used primarily as a tool to
divide the borough in a way
that was intended to be
more meaningful than
electoral wards.
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0115/01/017/11.001/0

0115/01/019/11.001/0

0115/01/016/11.002/0

0120/01/128/11.018/C

0101/01/018/11.101/S

0101/01/019/11.102/S

01 September 2015

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

ASPRA

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Object

Object

Object

Comment

Support

Support

11.001

11.001

11.002

11.018

11.101

11.102

11.2-11.7: The boundary issues
between Addiscombe and Central
Croydon are confused by
discrepancies between maps and
some sites, for example the post
office sorting centre, appear to be
located in two areas. The
development of a 20 storey block of
flats fits into central Croydon but is
inappropriate for Addiscombe.

11.11.7: The policy approach is not
deliverable as it is not a natural area
and is an attempt to define a
community that does not exist in
reality. It will be an administrative
functionality that contradicts ward
boundaries and will disenfranchise
residents.

Paragraph 11-11.7: The areas of
Croydon appear to have been
selected for reasons other than
planning and appears to be political
rather than practical. The area of
Addiscombe is too large to have any
practical mechanism for public
consultation afforded by the ward
boundaries or Residents'
Associations. The residents
associations are trying to work

together but are in danger of failing to

reflect residents' views. Ward
Councillors appear to have been
excluded from meetings.

Section 11.18 wrongly list shops at
Chepstow/Addiscombe Road.

"The non-residential character
consists of "Urban Shopping Areas"
(concentrated along the Lower
Addiscombe Road corridor and
Chepstow/Addiscombe Road); and
"Industrial Estates" within the
interiors of blocks, interlaced with
houses.”

The general character of Shirley has
been accurately reflected in the
description contained in this
paragraph

The general character of Shirley has
been accurately reflected in the
description contained in this
paragraph

Maps should be amended to prevent
discrepencies between Addiscombe and
Central Croydon.

Boundaries should be adminstrative to
avoid the defintion of communities which
do not exist in reality.

Areas of Croydon should be designated
for planning and practical reasons rather
than political reasons.

Section 11.18 wrongly list shops at
Chepstow/Addiscombe Road.- Amend
reference.

Change As the Croydon Opportunity
Area has a fixed boundary
unlike the other Places all
areas of overlap between
Addiscombe and the
Opportunity Area can and
will be corrected.

No change The Places boundaries were
consulted upon
previously/agreed at the
Croydon Local Plan
Strategic Policies stage.

No change The general concept and
broad areas of the Places
were originally set out and
subject to public consultation
as part of the preparation of
the Croydon Local Plan:
Strategic Policies. Tweaks to
boundaries are possible as
part of the Croydon Local
Plan: Detailed Policies but
not the concept itself as the
Detailed Policies legally
have to be in conformity with
the Strategic Policies.

Change 'Shirely Road / Bingham
Road junction' will replace
the reference to
Chestow/Addiscombe Road.

No change

No change
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0101/01/020/11.102/C

0101/01/021/11.103/0

0105/01/052/11.103/0

0086/01/004/Crystal
Palace and Upper
Norwood/C

0086/01/001/Crystal
Palace and Upper
Norwood/C

01 September 2015

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Lesley Godden

Shirley Planning Forum

Monks Orchard Residents Associa

Mr Andy Quinn

Mr Andy Quinn

Comment

Object

Object

Comment

Comment

Soundness -
Effective

Soundness -
Effective

11.102

11.103

11.103

Crystal Palace and
Upper Norwood

Crystal Palace and
Upper Norwood

Would like to draw attention to a
specific detail of the character of the
properties at Shirley Oaks which is
that these properties have brown
window frames

There is no mention of the shopping
parade in Broom Road which
provides local shopping and
community facilities for residents of
the Shrublands estate.

Omit Paragraph 11.-03

Victory Place has the potential to tie

Crystal Palace district centre together

but now the developer has planning
permission the developer seems to
have reverted back to type as he is
known locally as the undeveloping

developer so it doesn't look like that it

is going to start anytime soon.

Is there going to be a roadshow to
explain what is planned for Crystal
Palace as it is not obvious to the
untrained eye what is being
proposed. Understood that the plan
would include the location for the
Enterprise Centre in Crystal Palace
but it is missing from the document.

Attention should be drawn attention the
brown window frames of the properties at
Shirley Oaks.

Some protection is necessary to ensure
that these facilities are not diminished or
lost

Omit Paragraph 11.-03

No change

Change

No change

No change

No change

National Planning Policy
Framework clearly states
(paragraph 59) that 'design
policies should avoid
unnecessary prescription or
detail and should
concentrate on guiding the
overall scale, density,
massing, height, landscape,
layout, materials and access
of new development in
relation to neighbouring
buildings and the local area
more generally'. Based on
this, the Croydon Local Plan
cannot refer to design details
such as colour of window
frames. However, the local
authority has an opportunity
to influence colour of window
frames through the planning
application process.

There are no proposed
amendments to this
shopping parade and so it
will continue to be protected.
A Neighbourhood Centre
designation is also proposed.

No justification has been
provided for removal of this
paragraph.

In terms of local character,
Crystal Palace is managed
by general policies and
Conservation Area
Appraisals and Management
Plans for Upper Norwood
Triangle Conservation Area
(CA), Harold Road CA and
Church Street CA.

Details for the proposed
Enterprise Centre will be set
out in the forthcoming
Detailed Proposals exercise
to be consulted upon later in
the year.
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0087/01/001/DM27
(Option 1)/0

0099/02/027/DM27
(Option 1)/S

0115/01/010/DM27
(Option 1)/S

0115/01/012/DM27
(Option 1)/0

0115/01/011/DM27
(Option 1)/C

0120/01/116/DM27
(Option 1)/S

0120/01/114/DM27

(Option 1)/C

0120/01/115/DM27

(Option 1)/S

01 September 2015

Mr Toby Keynes

Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

ASPRA

ASPRA

ASPRA

Object

Support

Support

Object

Comment

Support

Comment

Support

Soundness -
Effective

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

The detailed Places maps divide
each Place into a number of
segments, reflecting each segment’s
Predominant Character (Residential,
Mixed-Use or Non-Residential). The
intention, as | understand it, is that
each segment’s character will be
better protected by being recognised
within the Croydon Local Plan. That
protection is lost for those parts of
Riddlesdown that fall into the missing
triangle and so are completely
missing from the Place maps, and
the whole area would be better
protected for being recognised as a
unified entity.

The CCG supports option 1 and the
idea of separate policies to enable
accurate infrastructure planning at
local level.

Meets the strategic objectives and is
deliverable as provides a snap-shot
of the character of various parts of
the neightbourhood.

It is not possible to agree that the
policy enables sustainable
development as there is not enough
detail in the maps in Appendix 9 to
identify locations. The map is not fit
for purpose because the colours are
indistinct and are not overlaid with a
road network.

Definition of sensitive areas and
those where more general
development could be allowed is a
necessary mechanism.

Agree, the preferred policy approach
is deliverable.Definition of sensitive
areas and those where more general
development could be allowed is a
necessary, if not always popular,
mechanism.

Section 11.18 wrongly list shops at
Chepstow/Addiscombe Road.

Agree, the preferred policy approach
is the most appropriate for Croydon
to help us meet our Strategic
Objectives set out in Section 3. In
principal this provides a snap-shot of
the character of various parts of the
neighbourhood.

Add Riddlesdown to the Places Maps with Change

the whole area in one Place.

Map should use distinct covers and be
overlaid with a road network.

Support Policy DM27.0ption 1, no change.

Correct Section 11.18

No change

No change

Change

No change

No change

Change

Support Policy DM27.0ption 1, no change. No change

The boundaries of the
Places are indicative and
adopted as part of Croydon
local Plan: Strategic Policies
in 2013. The settlement of
Riddlesdown was included in
the description of
Sanderstead.

All maps in Appendix 9 will
be overlaid with street map.

The comment is noted and
support is welcomed.

The document will be
changed to accommodate
this comment:
'Chepstow/Addiscombe’ will
be replaced with 'Shirley
Road - Bingham Junction' in
paragraph 11.18.
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0120/01/129/DM27
(Option 1)/0

ASPRA

0130/01/026/DM27
(Option 1)/S

The Croydon Partnership

0080/02/004/DM27
(Table 11.1)/C

Mrs Reiko Pepper

0099/02/028/DM28/C Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

0103/01/017/DM28/C

Persimmon Homes

01 September 2015

Object

Support

Comment

Comment Soundness -
Justified

Comment

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Option 1)

DM27 (Table 11.1)

DM28

DM28

The logic behind the choice of areas  Question logic of the Place specific

for place—specific policies is not clear policies concentrating on those areas that
tous e.g DM29.2. It seems more are not consistent- should concentrate
important to have specific policies to  policies on the areas that have not yet
protect areas that have not yet deteriorated and that are consistent.
deteriorated but retain unity of

architectural and functional character.

We support the Council’s proposal for
Option 1 and their description of the
‘Croydon Opportunity Area Place’ and
consider it to be an important policy
aspiration to enable the Council to
achieve the aspirations set out in the
London Plan’s Strategic Policy
Direction and within the Croydon
OAPF.

Insertion required - 'DM32.1 Wandle
Park, Waddon'. Ther is also wrongly
coded policy starting from DM34.1 to
DM42.

1 Lower Super Output Area (LSOA)
in top 20%, 6 LSOAs in bottom 30%
(1 in bottom 5%). Given the deprived
nature of the area an area
regeneration plan is called for which
should encourage the creation of jobs
at different levels. The CCG
continues to support consideration of
regeneration, redevelopment and
collocation.

Addington is characterised by Policies should explore whether additional
Addington Village and a mosaic of development could be supported.
newer housing developments and

green spaces. Parts of Addington are

locations with very high public

transport accessibilty. There are

opportunities within this Place to

create additional places that

complement and respect the historic

development in the area whilst

preserving and enhancing the

character of the Place.

Change

No change

Change

No change

No change

The areas of consistent
character are sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In case of deteriorated
character, more specific
guidance needs to be
provided.

For clarity Paragraph 11.6
will be rephrased to read: ‘In
specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included.’

The policy codes on
drawings in Appendix 11 will
be changed to address this.

Comment noted

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character.
Opportunities to suggest
location of particular facilities
or types of uses were
provided through the Call for
Sites' procedure which was
re-launched in February
2014 for six weeks.
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0103/01/014/DM28/0

01 September 2015

Persimmon Homes

Object

DM28

DM28 Option 1: The preferred policy
approach is not the most appropriate
for meeting the Strategic Objectives.

No change

The place specific policies
(Section 11) are designed to
manage the local character.
New developments should
positively respond to the
existing character, in line
with planning policies of
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies DM11
through to DM 17.9, and
National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included. National
Planning Policy Framework
clearly states (paragraph 59)
that 'design policies (..)
should concentrate on
guiding the overall scale,
density, massing, height,
landscape, layout, materials
and access of new
development in relation to
neighbouring buildings and
the local area more
generally'. It also states
(Paragraph 60) that 'lt is,
however, proper to seek to
promote or reinforce local
distinctiveness'.

Section 11 (including DM28)
provides guidance for growth
whilst enhancing and
complementing the existing
and distinctive character of
the area, it also indicates
areas of potential substantial
character transformation
with specific guidance
adopted or to be developed
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0103/01/015/DM28/0

Persimmon Homes

0103/01/016/DM28/0

Persimmon Homes

0099/02/029/DM29.1/C  Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

01 September 2015

Object

Object

Comment

Soundness -
Justified

DM28

DM28

DM29.1

DM28 Option 1: The preferred policy

approach is not deliverable.

DM28 Option 1: The preferred policy

approach does not enables
sustainable development.

Mixed profile: 3 LSOAs in top 20%, 7

LSOAs in bottom 50%

No change

No change

No change

The place specific policies
(Section 11) are designed to
manage the local character.
New developments should
positively respond to the
existing character, in line
with planning policies of
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies DM11
through to DM 17.9, and
National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included. National
Planning Policy Framework
clearly states (paragraph 59)
that 'design policies (..)
should concentrate on
guiding the overall scale,
density, massing, height,
landscape, layout, materials
and access of new
development in relation to
neighbouring buildings and
the local area more
generally'. It also states
(Paragraph 60) that 'lt is,
however, proper to seek to
promote or reinforce local
distinctiveness'.

Section 11 (including DM28)
provides guidance for growth
whilst enhancing and
complementing the existing
and distinctive character of
the area, it also indicates
areas of potential substantial
character transformation
with specific guidance
adopted or to be developed

Policies DM28 were
assessed as neutral for
sustainable
development.The
sustainability appraisal for
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies and
Proposals is available online
on Council Planning pages:
http://www.croydon.gov.uk/pl
anningandregeneration/frame
work/localplan/clpproposals.
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0107/01/003/DM29.1/0

0107/01/001/DM29.1/0

0107/01/002/DM29.1/0

0112/01/001/DM29.1/0

0112/01/003/DM29.1/0

0115/01/003/DM29.1/C

01 September 2015

David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

Mr Roy Colbran
Whitgift Estate Residents Associati

Mr Roy Colbran

Whitgift Estate Residents Associati

Mr Bob Sleeman

Object

Object

Object

Object

Object

Comment

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

Addiscombe District Centre -

DM29.1 - A5 shops - Hot Food
Takeaways - current allowed limit of
40%!

Question for Council: shop with eat in
facilities (as well as take away) e.g.
Fish & Chips - is this designated A3
or A5 ?

Comment: If the answer to the above
is A5, 40% for total A5 may be ok but
if the answer is A3 (so only pure take
aways are A5), 40% is much too

high - limit should be more like 15-
20%

Addiscombe District Centre - the
shops at the dar end are not
included(e.g Vujon,Vets etc) why?

Addiscombe Policy DM29 point a)
Complement existing predominant
building heights of 2 storeys up to 4
storeys and a maximum of 5 storeys
around the Lower Addiscombe Road
and Blackhorse Road Junction;
Comment: There are no current 5
storey buildings in Addiscombe. Why
should this be increased to 5 - in
maintaining the character & village
feel, we don't think it should - keep
limit to 4

This area has suffered from mixed
development and it is important to
prevent further deterioration and to
retain what it is good in these areas.
Priority should be given to protecting
those parts which have retained a
unity form from being despoiled in
future in the same way as the named
areas in the policy.

The plan should include a specific
reference to the Whitgift Estate which
the expectation that all development
will be limtied to one detached house

per plot to avoid subdivision and multi-

occupancy. Residents of the Whitgift
Estate have received proposals to
sell off part of their plots to potential
developers and there is a fear that
houses will replaced with a block of
flats or with conversion into flats.

Anger that Charity Shops gain
preferentail treatment for business
rates.

Amend Policy DM29.1 so A5 shops - Hot
Food Takeaways limit is 15-20% if eat in

facilitieas are not designated as A5.

Addiscombe District Centre - the shops at

the dar end are not included(e.g
Vujon,Vets etc) why?

Amend Policy DM29 a)- keep height limit

to 4 storeys.

Priority should be given to protecting the
areas which have retained a unity form.

All development in the Whitgift Estate
should be limited to one detached house
per plot.

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

Uses such as Fish and Chip
shops with primarily eat in
facilities as well as an
ancillary take-away element
are regarded as and A3. The
40% limit on A5 uses
referred to should be
considered alongside the
limiting factor of not allowing
two or more adjoing A5 units.

Policy area DM29.1 refers to
the area of Addiscombe
District Centre, which does
not include small shopping
parade in the vicinity of
Lower Addiscombe Road
and Shirley Road junction.

The presumption in favour of
sustainable development
and positive response to
wider growth opportunities
are embedded in current
national planning policies.
The proposed building
heights allow for growth
whilst respecting existing
scale and character.

Place Specific policy
DM29.1 is designed to
respect and enhance the
existing character of
Addiscombe District Centre
with its unique features.

The character of the Whitgift
Estate is 'detached houses
on relatively large plots' and
it is highly consistent.
Therefore it is sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
References to detailed
information about Croydon’s
residential character and
character types can be
found in Appendix 9, page

Comment noted but not
relevant to this document.
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0115/01/005/DM29.1/0

0115/01/007/DM29.1/C

0115/01/001/DM29.1/0

0115/01/008/DM29.1/C

0115/01/002/DM29.1/C

0115/01/006/DM29.1/0

01 September 2015

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Mr Bob Sleeman

Object

Comment

Object

Comment

Comment

Object

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

Concerned that the demolition of the
Black Horse Pub was allowed, with
the erection of an out of character
structure. Concerned whether the
policy will prevent this from being
repeated.

Pedestrians would benefit from safer
crossing points in Bingham Road and
extra crossing points in Lower
Addiscombe Road close to Baring
Road and Inglis Road.

Suggested policy for building height
and external presentation could
maintain village atmosphere of
central Addiscombe, but this does
discourage any large outlets and
therefore requires residents to travel
to Purley Way.

The mix of retail outlets has become
less attractive. There is no specialist
clothing shops for clothing,
haberdashery, kitchen ware,
furniture, antiques, artists or
bookshop and some of these
specialist shops do not exist in

Several local traders are likely to
close down. The Strategic Objectives
may be met but the type of traders
may no longer provide a suitable
service to the local community.

Ensure policy does not allow for further No change
developments with out of character
structures.

Creation of safer crossing points in No change
Bingham Road and Lower Addiscombe
Road.

Policy for building heights should consider No change
large outlets

Greater mix of retail outlets and services. No change

No change

The lack of parking has prevented the Parking issues should be addressed. No change

development of any large retail
outlets and is an issue for SME who
rely on clients arrivng by car. The
tram and bus stops provide good
transport links, they are not suitable
for the large weekly shop or the
collection of large furniture items or
white goods. The delivery of stock to
retail outlets also causes parking
issues.

Policy DM29.1 allows for
growth whilst respecting,
enhancing and
complementing the existing
character of the area.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. Sugesstions
for location of new crossing
facilities should be directed
to Croydon Council's
Highways & Parking Team.

Large outlets have been
defined within the Croydon
Local Plan as 'retail estates
& business & leisure parks'
(for details see Appendix
10). They are not in keeping
with the predominant local
character of Addiscombe
District Centre. Policy
DM29.1 allows for growth
whilst respecting, enhancing
and complementing the
existing character of the
area. Larger commercial
units can be achieved
through creative design
solutions such as
amalgamating shop units.

The precise mix of retail
units is not within the control
of the Council. However, the
proposed set of town centre
related policies are
considered to assist with
greater diversity.

These issues have recently
been addressed through the
major public realm
improvements in
Addiscombe.
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0118/08/005/DM29.1/0

0118/08/006/DM29.1/0

01 September 2015

Redrow Homes

Redrow Homes

Object

Object

DM29.1

DM29.1

Whilst the objective of the policy and
supporting text is understood and
supported, the need for a flexible
interpretation on a case by case
basis should be made clear and
innovative and cost effetive design
solutions to be utilised where high

design standards can still be
achieved.

DM29: The preferred policy approach

is not deliverable.

The need for a flexible interpretation on a
case by case basis should be made

Requirement for good,
innovative design is
embedded in National
Planning Policy Framework
and the London Plan.
Croydon Local Plan follows
those policies in their intirety
and repetitions are not
required.

The place specific policies
(Section 11) are designed to
manage the local character.
New developments should
positively respond to the
existing character, in line
with planning policies of
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies DM11
through to DM 17.9, and
National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
In specific areas where it is
unclear which predominant
character should be
referenced, additional place
specific development
management policies have
been included. National
Planning Policy Framework
clearly states (paragraph 59)
that 'design policies (..)
should concentrate on
guiding the overall scale,
density, massing, height,
landscape, layout, materials
and access of new
development in relation to
neighbouring buildings and
the local area more
generally'. It also states
(Paragraph 60) that "It is,
however, proper to seek to
promote or reinforce local
distinctiveness'.

Section 11 (including DM29)
provides guidance for growth
whilst enhancing and
complementing the existing
and distinctive character of
the area, it also indicates
areas of potential substantial
character transformation
with specific guidance
adopted or to be developed.
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0118/08/007/DM29.1/0

Redrow Homes

0118/08/001/DM29.1/0

Redrow Homes

0118/08/003/DM29.1/0

Redrow Homes

0120/01/100/DM29.1/0
ASPRA

01 September 2015

Object

Object

Object

Object

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29: the preferred policy approach
does not enable sustainable
development.

The policy seeks to limit storey height
to a maximum of 5 storeys. Flexibility
to accommodate 6 or more storeys
where relevant and suistainable,
particularly where this might aid
viability and the delivery of other key
policy objectives, including affordable
housing delivery.

Very specific design features should
not be encompassed within Policy.

DM29.1 b Agree strongly that ground
floor frontages should remain active
and un-obscured. Additionally,
however, while the rhythm of the
separate individual buildings is
attractive and beneficial, it should not
preclude separate ground floor units
from being joined where this may
make a business more viable or
where an already successful
business may hope to expand. Some
of the smaller business units may be
too small to practically allow even a
small business to successfully
operate, with the result that the unit
may remain empty, indefinitely, and
thereby breaking the rhythm. The
safe-guard in retaining the rhythm
would be maintained by further
guidelines being established in
relation to the joining of separate
units sympathetically.

Amend policy to allow for flexibility to

accommodate 6 or more storeys where

relevant and sustainable.

Amend policy to remove very specific
design features.

No change

No change

No change

Consider revising Policy DM29.1b to allow No change

more flexibility for use.

Policies DM29 were
assessed as positive for
sustainable
development.The
sustainability appraisal for
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies and
Proposals is available online
on Council Planning pages:
http://www.croydon.gov.uk/pl
anningandregeneration/frame
work/localplan/clpproposals.

The proposed building
heights allow for growth
whilst respecting existing
scale and character. Areas
where new development can
be significantly taller or
larger than the predominant
scale and massing of
buildings has been
described in policy DM15.
These include locations
identified in Croydon
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework and Masterplans.

National Planning Policy
Framework clearly states
(paragraph 59) that 'design
policies (..) should
concentrate on guiding the
overall scale, density,
massing, height, landscape,
layout, materials and access
of new development in
relation to neighbouring
buildings and the local area
more generally'.

The policy does not preclude
the combining of smaller
units into larger units (which
on its on does not require
planning permission).
Rhythm, size and continuity
can still be maintained as
the only thing that would be
precluded is the replacement
of two or more shopfronts
with a single glass frontage
with no divides. The original
shopfronts do not need to be
retained.
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0120/01/102/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/107/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/105/DM29.1/C

ASPRA
0120/01/104/DM29.1/C

ASPRA
0120/01/101/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/099/DM29.1/C

ASPRA

01 September 2015

Object

Object

Comment

Comment

Object

Comment

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

There appear to be several traders
who are likely to close down, so there
is a risk that Strategic Objectives are
met but the type of traders no longer
provides a suitable service to the
local community.

No, the preferred policy approach
does not enable sustainable
development.The major problem that
has precluded development of any
large retail outlets is the lack of
parking space. This also mitigates
against any SME who relies on
clients arriving by car.

While Addiscombe Tram stop and
bus stops provide good transport
links, they are not really suitable for
the large weekly shop, or collection of
larger items of furniture or white
goods.

Delivery of stock to retail outlets often
causes parking issues e.g. double
parking or parking on zig-zag lines.

The local traders association has
folded so there is minimal
coordinated representation to the
council.

In Addiscombe, there is anger that
Charity Shops gain preferential
treatment for business rates.

Agree-think that the preferred policy
approach is the most appropriate for
Croydon to help us meet our
Strategic Objectives set out in
Section 3.

The suggested policy for building
height and external presentation
could maintain the village
atmosphere of central Addiscombe.
However this does also discourage
any large outlets and therefore
requires residents to travel (often by
car) to Purley Way etc.

DM29.1 a "Blackhorse Road" is
referred to in the document but |
presume this to mean Blackhorse
Lane.

Consider the risk in the Policy DM29 that
the type of traders locating to Addiscombe
no longer provides a suitable service to
the local community.

Policy DM29 needs to consider parking
issues of Addiscombe.

Comment-No change proposed.

Comment-No change proposed.

Suppot Policy DM29.1 but consider how
to enable flexibility to avoid discouraging

larger outlets form locating in Addiscombe.

Coorect reference to Blackhorse Lane in
DM29.1 a

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

Change

The wording of the policy
29.1 remains in line with
paragraph 58 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
The intention is to guide the
design and apperance not to
restrict uses of particular
premises.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. Sugesstions
for location of new parking
facilities should be directed
to Croydon Council's
Highways & Parking Team.

Comment noted.

Large outlets have been
defined within the Croydon
Local Plan as 'retail estates
& business & leisure parks'
(for details see Appendix
10). They are not in keeping
with the predominant local
character of Addiscombe
District Centre. Policy
DM29.1 allows for growth
whilst respecting, enhancing
and complementing the
existing character of the
area. Larger commercial
units can be achieved
through creative design
solutions such as
amalgamating shop units.

All references to Blackhorse
Road in Addiscombe related
section of the document will
be amended to Blackhorse
Lane.
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0120/01/109/DM29.1/C

ASPRA
0120/01/038/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/037/DM29.1/C

ASPRA
0120/01/035/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/036/DM29.1/0

ASPRA
0120/01/108/DM29.1/C

ASPRA
0120/01/103/DM29.1/C

ASPRA

01 September 2015

Comment

Object

Comment

Object

Object

Comment

Comment

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

The mix of retail outlets has become
less attractive, although the multiple
Charity shops provide a wide
selection of second hand goods.
There is no specialist clothing shop
for ladies, children’s or gents, no
haberdashery, no kitchen ware, no
furniture, no antiques no artists or
bookshop.

Some of these specialist shops do
not exist in central Croydon either.

If the answer is yes to A5
designation for shop with eat in
facilities (as well as take away) e.g.
E.g. Fish and Chips- 40% for total
A5 may be ok, but if the answer is A3
(so only pure takeaways are A5)
40% is much to high- limit should be
more like 15-20%

A5 shops- Hot food takeaways-
current allowed limit of 40%!
Question for Council: shop with eat in
facilities (as well as take away) e.g.
E.g. Fish and Chips- is this
designated A3 or A5?

Addiscombe District Centre-

DM29.1 - the shops at the
far(Eastern) end of Addiscombe are
not included ( e.g. Vujon, Vets ETC)-
Why? They are close to the shops
and library in Shirley Road, as well as
to Ashburton Park, Teso Express.

Addiscombe Policy DM29 a)- Ther
are no current 5 storey buildings in
Addiscombe- why should this be
increased to 5- in maintaining the
character & village feel, we don't

think it should- keep limit to 4 storeys.

Access by foot from the south would
benefit from safer crossing points in
Bingham Road and in extra crossing
points in Lower Addiscombe Road

close to Baring Road and Inglis Road.

In Addiscombe, the lack of a Traders’
Association is evidence that
conditions are below optimum.

Comment on Addiscombe mix of shops.
No change proposed.

Clarify if shop with eat in facilities (as well
as take away) e.g. E.g. Fish and Chips-
is designated A3 or A5? If answeris A3
adjust percentage allowed..

Clarify if shop with eat in facilities (as well
as take away) e.g. E.g. Fish and Chips-
is designated A3 or A5?

Change required to District Centre
boundary.

Amend Policy 29 a) limitto 4 storeys
from 5.

Policy DM to consider provision of new
crossing points in Addiscombe.

Comment-No change proposed.

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

Uses such as Fish and Chip
shops with primarily eat in
facilities as well as an
ancillary take-away element
are regarded as and A3. The
40% limit on A5 uses
referred to should be
considered alongside the
limiting factor of not allowing
two or more adjoing A5 units.

The character of this section
of Lower Addiscombe Road
is highly consistent and
therefore is sufficiently
protected by general
planning policies of Croydon
Local Plan: Detailed Policies
DM11 through to DM 17.9,
and National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).

A positive response to wider
growth opportunities are
embedded in current
national planning policies.
The proposed building
heights allow for growth
whilst respecting existing
scale and character.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. Sugesstions
for location of new crossing
facilities should be directed
to Croydon Council's
Highways & Parking Team.
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0120/01/106/DM29.1/C

0122/02/010/DM29.1/C

0122/02/011/DM29.1/C

0129/01/019/DM29.1/0

0129/01/015/DM29.1/0

01 September 2015

ASPRA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski
Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Mrs Hilary Chelminski
Addiscombe & Shirley Park RA

Addiscombe Liberal Democrats

Addiscombe Liberal Democrats

Comment

Comment

Comment

Object

Object

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

DM29.1

Yes, the policy approach is
deliveerable. The concern remains
that the planning system allowed the
demolition of the Black Horse Pub
and the erection of an out of
character structure. Will these words
actually stop a repeat?

Would like places for flowers at the
junction of Lower Addiscombe Road
and Blackhorse Road and flowers or
baskets along Lower Addiscombe
Road shopping area.

Zebra or pedestrian crossing near St
Mildred's Church on Bingham Road
which is dangerous and difficult to
Cross.

The policy approach meets narrow
and immediate strategic objectives
but is not sustainable. The impact on
existing residents is not considered
by this policy or by DM32. The policy
does not consider the western part of
Addiscombe, which is the area which
will be most affect by the East
Croydon masterplan and DM32.

The policy approach addresses
strategic objectives but raises
concerns outside of the narrow scope
it sets. The impact on existing
residents is not considered by this
policy or by DM32. The policy does
not consider the western part of
Addiscombe, which is the area which
will be most affect by the East
Croydon masterplan and DM32.

Test the policy to check if it will stop No change
demoolition of a builiding like the
Blackhorse Pub.

Flowers and hanging baskets to be No change
provided at the junction of Lower

Addiscombe Road, Blackhorse Road and

Lower Addiscombe Road.

Provision of zebra and pedestrian No change
crossing near St Mildred's Church on
Bingham Road.

Policy should consider the western part of No change
Addiscombe.

Policy should consider the western part of No change
Addiscombe.

The new development
should positively respond to
the existing character, as per
general planning policies of
Croydon Local Plan:
Detailed Policies DM11
through to DM 17.9 and
National Planning Policy
Framework (Chapter 7, in
particular paragraph 58) and
the London Plan (Chapter 7).
Place specific policies allow
for growth whilst respecting,
enhancing and
complementing the existing
character of the area.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. Sugesstions
for street scene
improvements should be
directed to Croydon
Council's Highways &
Parking Team.

The place specific policies
are designed to manage the
local character. Sugesstions
for location of new crossing
facilities should be directed
to Croydon Council's
Highways & Parking Team.

The western part of
Addiscombe ward lies within
Croydon Opportunity Area,
therefore its developments in
this location are managed by
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework, DM32, and
general design and
character policies (Section
6). Boundaries of Croydon
Opportunity Area were
established in the Croydon
Local Plan: Strategic
Policies, adopted in 2012.

The western part of
Addiscombe ward lies within
Croydon Opportunity Area,
therefore its developments in
this location are managed by
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework, DM32, and
general design and
character policies (Section
6). Boundaries of Croydon
Opportunity Area were
established in the Croydon
Local Plan: Strategic
Policies, adopted in 2012.

Policy 29.1 refers solely to
the area indicated on the
map in Appendix 11, page
314.
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0129/01/017/DM29.1/0

Addiscombe Liberal Democrats

0099/02/030/DM29.2/C  Mr Adriaan Van Heerden

NHS Property Services

0107/01/010/DM29.2/C  David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

0107/01/005/DM29.2/0  David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

0107/01/004/DM29.2/0  David Harmes

Chase Residents Association

01 September 2015

Object DM29.1
Comment Soundness - DM29.2
Justified
Comment DM29.2
Object DM29.2
Object DM29.2

The policy approach is deliverable Policy should consider the western part of
within the parameters set out in the Addiscombe.

document but does not address very

pertinent concerns. The impact on

existing residents is not considered

by this policy or by DM32. The policy

does not consider the western part of

Addiscombe, which is the area which

will be most affect by the East

Croydon masterplan and DM32.

Mixed profile: 3 LSOAs in top 20%, 7
LSOAs in bottom 50%

7. Area DM29.2 d) Enhance existing  Explanation required regarding how

and provide new direct public walking DM29.2 d will be delivered and if there are
and cycling routes to Addiscombe any plans to take ownership of the
Railway Park; Question for Council: entrance alleyway to Addiscombe Railway
how ? (more detail please) Are there Park from the East India Estate.

plans for the Council to take

ownership of the entrance alleyway to

the Park from the East India Estate

(Council does not currently own this

and it is used as (one of) the excuses

as to why security to prevent

travellers gaining access can'’t be

improved.

Question for Council: the area of Clarification required on why no plans or
shops in and around Cherry Orchard  policies for the area of shops in and
(including those on Lower around Cherry Orchard (including those
Addiscombe Road) e.g. Between on Lower Addiscombe Road) e.g.
DM29.2 & DM32.1 - no plans/policies Between DM29.2 & DM32.1

for this - why not ?

Comment: this is the gateway

between the Town Centre &

Addiscombe - it needs to be

improved but in a managed way so

should be a designated area.

Area of DM29.2 Question for Clarify and provide reasons why area of
Council: to the west, why does this DM29.2 boundary stops between 2
stop between 2 residential buildings ? residential buildings

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

The western part of
Addiscombe ward lies within
Croydon Opportunity Area,
therefore its developments in
this location are managed by
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework, DM32, and
general design and
character policies (Section
6). Boundaries of Croydon
Opportunity Area were
established in the Croydon
Local Plan: Strategic
Policies, a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>