
Refusal of parcel depot at the 7th March Tandridge Planning Committee Meeting. 

Residents objecting to the parcel depot application turned up in their dozens and watched from the 

public gallery. There was a two-hour debate of the fors and againsts, with councillors, a 

spokesperson for Roxhill Ltd, the Tandridge planning officer and Surrey Highways in attendance.  

Cllr Farr (Independent) proposed two motions, the first, concerning the harm the proposed 

development would do to the openness of the Green Belt at the site. This motion was carried by 6 

votes to 5, and served to compel the committee to reject the application.  

Cllr Farr’s 1st motion: 

The proposed development would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt, causing 

significant harm to the openness and visual amenities of the Green Belt by virtue of the bulk, scale 

and mass of the scheme. With insufficient “very special circumstances” that would clearly outweigh 

the identified harms. This would be contrary to the provision of Policies DP10 and 13 of the Tandridge 

Local Plan Part 2 and Detailed Policies Part 2 and the NPPF. 

The 2nd motion concerned the harm the development would cause to the AONB and the lack of very 

special circumstances that might outweigh this harm.  The second motion was defeated by 7 votes 

to 4. 

Cllr Farr’s 2nd motion: 

The proposed scheme, as a result of the scale of the development propped and associated levels of 

activity would result in significant harm to and have an urbanising effect upon the Surrey Hills AONB, 

failing to conserve and enhance its special landscape character, contrary to the provisions of Polices 

CSP18, 20 and 21 of the Tandridge Core Strategy 2008, contrary to the Local Plan Part 2, Detailed 

Policies 2014, Policies LU1, LU2 and LU3 of the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 2014-19 and the 

NPPF. 

You can view the camcording of the agenda item by clicking below 

https://dl-edge-01.public-i.tv/fms/council/tandridge/tandridge07mar19_59841_en_GB_hd.mp4 

Overview of the discussion (with approximate timings, so that you can fast forward): 

00:14:11  Tandridge Planning Officer Lesley Westphal pointed out some of her proposed planning 

conditions:  

Condition 10: Change to start time to 8 am Mondays to Fridays 

Condition 16: Vehicle entries and exits shall not exceed 982 vehicle movements per day (i.e. the 

described volume of the 25k parcel scenario) other than during 6 x 24-hour periods in the 20-day 

period immediately before Xmas without prior written approval of the District Council. And within 

those 6 x 24h  the movements shall not exceed 1061 vehicle movements (i.e. the 30k parcel 

scenario). 

There needs to be a sensitive lighting scheme submitted. 

 

00:16:53  Kirsty Merrit, on behalf SORE 

Residents were not against development on the site not naïve to the financial challenge the council 

faced, but the proposed development would detract from and damage the Surrey Hills AONB. 



 

00:20:02 Anthony Turner, Limpsfield Parish Council 

The site totally unsuitable for such a development owing the Green belt and the Surrey Hills AONB 

designation.  

00.22.42 Simon Filsher, spokesman for Roxhill Developments Ltd. 

1. Claimed that site was an existing developed site and can operate lawfully for employment 

designated used without restriction. Tandridge planning policy recognises that it’s only by 

focussing on brownfield land like the Tileworks that the need to develop Green Belt 

elsewhere in the District can be minimised.  

2. To satisfy Tandridge officers, Roxhill has reduced the height from 12m to 8.9 m “No taller 

that the average house” Volume not much larger than that of the existing buildings that will 

be demolished. Floorspace of 23,000 sq feet – less than the area of the existing buildings. 

When it comes to openness, the building will be hidden from public viewpoints, including 

the A25 by established woodland. 

3. Traffic movements – methodology for assessment agreed with both Surrey and Kent. Access 

form M25 non-negotiable, but acceptable in Highways’ terms. Proposer is committed to 

observing the limits of traffic movements to the levels that have been assessed.  

00:26:02 Cllr Sayer, Oxted & Limpsfield Residents Group 

The development is inappropriate because it would cause significant harm to the openness of the 

Green belt due to its scale, bulk and mass, with insufficient special circumstances to clearly outweigh 

that harm. This is contrary to Policies DP10 and DP13 of the Tandridge Local Plan Part 2 and detailed 

Policies 2014 and to the NPPF.  

The scale of development and associated levels of activity i.e. 24/7 industrial distribution centre 

would result in significant harm to and have an urbanising impact on the AONB, contrary to the 

provisions of CSP18, 20 and 21 of the Tandridge Core Strategy 2008, Policy DP7 of the Tandridge 

Local Plan Part 2, Detailed Policies 2014, Policies LU1, LU2 and LU3 of the Surrey Hills AONB 

Management Plan 2014-19 and the NPPF. 

A key point to consider: NPPF Paragraph 145 g) new buildings should…  “not have a greater impact 

on the Green Belt than the existing development”. The proposed building is 7% larger by volume; it’s 

taller; it has greater mass and bulk.  It would cover areas of the site that are currently open. It must 

therefore have a greater impact on the openness than the existing development.  

The NPPF gives the AONB the highest status of protection: Paragraph 172 “Great weight should be 

given to enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in … Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty”. 

Inconsistencies in the officer’s report: Para 3 “impact on the Green Belt not considered to be any 

greater as a result of the proposed scheme than the existing development” vs. Para 129 “greater 

impact would be when viewing from the close distance i.e. from the footpath south of the site. The 

proposed structure would be more noticeable than existing buildings by virtue of being condensed 

into one building and by being new, with a higher ridge.”  

Paras 139 and 140 accept that substantial weight should be given to the provisions of the NPPF and 

protection of the AONB and the Surrey Hills AONG Management Plan, the decision of the report 

does not give them proper weight.  



The officer’s report states that the Tandridge Local Plan has identified the site as a key employment 

site and that approving the development is in line with the TLP and would bring financial benefits 

through business rates to the council; but the Plan has not yet been examined by the Inspector, and 

Para 143 of the repot admits that it should e given “very little weight”. The report then proceeds to 

give the decision great weight and uses the unexamined Local Plan proposals to argue against the 

case for harm to the landscape identified both by the AONB Planning Advisor and Natural England.  

The officer’s report is contradictory and is therefore not a robust document on which to base an 

approach. 

00:31:56 Cllr Dunbar 

10 points for refusal: Large out of context building in Green belt and AONB – Visible form the North 

Downs Way, contrary to Tandridge CPR20 - Surrey Hills AONB Mgt Plan “no public benefit”. Local 

roads are already at breaking point – depot requires a sustainable site closer to the M25 – poor air 

quality would affect the Limpsfield pupils – 24/7 activity, noise and light pollution – detrimental to 

A25 users and dwellers in the east of the District and to in west Kent – evidence form other parcel 

depots shows that Tandridge Council will not be able to police their own conditions. 

 

00:36:39 Cllr Fitzgerald (Conservative) 

Nothing has changed since the 2015 refusal. Discrepancies in the claimed 800 two-way trips (yet 102 

van parking spaces!) in contravention of the DP7 Core Strategy. 

00:38.02 Cllr Sayer  

Read out Westerham Town Council’s statement. You can read tis by clicking here. 

00:42:49 Cllr Connelly (Con.) 

Site could be sustainable if used for small start up businesses. 

Chair Cllr Black’s (Con.) comment – We can only consider the proposals in this application 

00:44:12 Cllr Gray  (Lib Dem.) 

Commended officer’s report. Traffic has reduced on A25 in recent years. Locating a site here would 

reduce length of trips already made by existing vans.  “A previously developed site that will be 

developed in some form”. It is not inconceivable that it is developed in this way. 

00:48:00 Cllr Farr (Independent) 

The DfT traffic figures cited by Cllr Gray are out of date.  On grounds of AONB, refuse this 

application. 

00:49:12 Cllr Sir Nicholas White (Ind.) 

Refuse because A25 is impossible. Delivery vans travel faster. Dangerous for cyclists. Surrey 

Highways comments are disappointing. 

00:50:16 Cllr Morrow (Lib Dem.) 

Didn’t like the volume of emails he’d received. The site is well disguised in the landscape and a mess. 

Last time Surrey Highways lacked clear traffic figures. Let’s hear the traffic experts this time. There 



have been precedents in the District for consolidating buildings on sites. The issue n the AONB is the 

constant traffic and lighting. Tandridge has so few commercial and employment sites. We don’t want 

to become a dormitory district. 

00:54:43 Surrey Highways 

Issues: Sustainability, Severity of Impact. Surrey Highways had queried the Sustainability issue at the 

last Planning Committee meeting, but the committee didn’t accept this. 

Surrey could not argue a case for severity of impact.  This is the key test.  

The extant use will always generate traffic. 

00:57:16 Officer Lesley Westphal responded to points 

“Have been consistent throughout”: I was clear that Tandridge has identified this site for a particular 

but also that is an emerging Plan. It hasn’t emerged far enough for us to attach significant weight to 

it. My justification or support for the scheme is set out in terms of existing policies, whilst 

acknowledging that we are taking a different slightly different approach in terms of the emerging 

policies.  

Green Belt: members will be familiar with the issue of openness. It refers to volume/ 

floorspace/visual impact. The report presents “my opinion on my experience based on my 

assessment of the site”. “As members of this committee you will make your assessment using the 

same process of guidance” – space – height appearance of the site – how visible it is in the landscape 

= the visual impact - a subjective assessment. 

AONB:  she researched extensively (eg committee papers) what constitutes “major development” in 

the AONB across the country. No definitive list to determine this. Looked at decisions on precedents.  

2.5 x volume of 2018/1792/1 = a “major development” 

0.66 x volume of 2018/1792/1 = not a “major development” 

Surrey Hills AONB advisor said this is a decision for Tandridge to make. 

Ms Westphal’s assessment “Couldn’t see the site without binoculars”, but it is very evident from 

close quarters. 

Sustainability “This wasn’t raised as an issue before and it shouldn’t be raised as a reason for refusal 

now. The NPPF suggest that there will be different responses to different locations for development. 

Westphal: “In a rural authority such as ours you accept that some sites are not going to be in the 

most sustainable location”. Hobbs and Lamb industrial estates are in the Green belt and are not in 

sustainable locations but are of importance to us and will remain as economic land.  

Westphal: “Proposed development isn’t materially larger than the existing development on this 

previously developed land”. 

As for the argument that this is the thin end of the wedge, if the developer came back with more 

development, that would be greater than the existing volume and would affect the openness. (Note 

how Cllr Lockwood later seized upon used this observation to reinforce the point that Moorhouse is 

Green Belt).  

There cannot be financial penalties for infringement of conditions. 



Tandridge could ask to scrutinise developer’s traffic figures at Tandridge specified intervals. 

Lighting conditions: currently envisaged for protection of bats but could be widened to protect the 

AONB. 

Tandridge Environmental Officer: scheme is not unacceptable in terms of air pollution or noise. 

In the 2015 application there was a lack of clarity over the figures, and that has been overcome. The 

larger building has been removed.  

01:13:24 Cllr Sayer 

The key test is a factual one. NPPF Paragraph 145 g) new buildings should…  “not have a greater 

impact on the Green Belt than the existing development”. This one is 7% larger. Foremost reason for 

the 2015 refusal was the impact on the Green Belt and the AONB. The current application covers 

areas of the site that were previously open.  AONB advisor refused the plans saying there would be 

still be a massive building in the AONB.  

01:15:21 Cllr Harwood (Con.) – the officer’s report demonstrates common sense and 

professionalism. Cllr Harwood was sick of receiving the high volume of emails. Thought that 

Westerham Town Council were wrong to raise and objection and mention the possibility of a judicial 

review. 

01:20:01 Cllr Davies (OLRG) Traffic figures described as peak hour are confusing. What do they 

measure?  

01:23:25 Response from Surrey Highways: 8am-9am 5pm-6pm.  

01:25:30 Cllr Lockwood (Ind.) 

Harm to openness of the Green Belt was salient in the Redhill case. High Curt ruled that flat tarmac is 

sufficient harm to Green Belt.  

What the development looks like is not a material consideration for the designation of Green Belt 

purposes. In the original Moorhouse planning conditions, once the tile works had finished operation 

the buildings had to be demolished, returning it to Green Belt. Therefore, there is a case for arguing 

that this is not previously developed land.  

Councillors tonight must judge whether the Roxhill proposal will constitute harm to the Green Belt 

and whether there would be harm to the AONB. The development doesn’t have to be visible to 

generate harm. One large bulky building surrounded by car park isn’t necessarily better than several 

scattered buildings. It is not small enough to avoid creating harm to the openness of the Green 

Belt. If it were allowed to create that extent of harm to the Green Belt there would have to be 

very special circumstances, ie there has to be something good about it that outweighs the harm. 

There’s nothing in the application that outweighs this. The jobs are low paid; it operates 24/7; the 

lighting cannot be mitigated.  

As stated by the officer earlier, the proposer would have to ask permission to put more buildings on 

the site, therefore it is Green Belt. More buildings would constitute harm to the Green Belt.  

Traffic issues: Surrey Highways decision is disappointing. The roads are a nightmare. To add 800 

delivery vans and lorries through the night represents misery for users and dwellers of the A25. It is 

not positive and there would not be local jobs.  



Cited a pronouncement by a local government ombudsman: floorspace - planners cannot pick and 

choose individual measurements but must take into account the individual circumstances of the case 

and determine which are the most relevant. Planners here have recommended on the basis of the 

footprint, but there’ll be the parking, and Redhill judged that the tarmac was harmful to the Green 

Belt.  

The proposal constitutes immeasurable harm to the Green belt and immeasurable harm to the 

Surrey Hills AONB.  

01:32:09 Ms Westphal’s response:  

1. “Agreed” that attractiveness of the site doesn’t have an impact on the openness.  

2. Whether or not the Tileworks buildings should be demolished: Tandridge granted a 

Certificate of Lawful Development for the use of the 14 buildings that are now proposed for 

removal as part of this. That would have been granted on the basis that the use of those 

buildings and the site around would have continued long enough contrary to any conditions 

that were attached earlier, such that they are effectively now wiped away. “There is nothing 

to be gained by going there.” We’re just going to have to agree to disagree on the Green 

Belt.  

3. The site is covered in concrete. We will get more landscaping out of it. Put across idea that 

“transient” vans and lorries would be better than the storage on the other part of the site.  

4. Jobs – you cannot consider the likely place of residence of the people getting those jobs. 

 

01:36:32 Unidentified Cllr who was involved in fighting Redhill. This site covered in concrete. Redhill 

was grass ways. 

  

01:37:14 Cllr Allen: Tatsfield residents didn’t approach him. 

 

00:44:12 Cllr Sayer 

NPPF describes harm to the openness of the Green belt. ROxhill are proposing no reduction in 

footprint. The new built area would be at least 1 m higher than the existing buildings. It 

would have greater mass and bulk. Amalgamated volume shifted upwards. Must have 

greater impact on openness. NPPF Para 145 g)  

 

01:48:10 Cllr Farr’s 1st motion, the “Green Belt” motion: 

The proposed development would constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt, causing 

significant harm to the openness and visual amenities of the Green Belt by virtue of the bulk, 

scale and mass of the scheme. With insufficient “very special circumstances” that would 

clearly outweigh the identified harms. This would be contrary to the provision of Policies 

DP10 and 13 of the Tandridge Local Plan Part 2 and Detailed Policies Part 2 and the NPPF. 

 

The motion was carried 6 votes to 5. 

For: Cllr Farr (Ind.), Cllr Lockwood (Ind - seconder), Cllr Sir Nicholas White (Ind.), Cllr Duck (Con.), Cllr 

Connolly (Con.), Cllr Fitzgerald (Con). 

Against: Cllr Black (Con.), Cllr Harwood (Con.), Cllr Bloore (Con.), Cllr Morrow (Lib Dem), Cllr Gray (Lib 

Dem). 



 

01:49:20 Cllr Farr proposed a 2nd motion, the “AONB” motion: 

The proposed scheme, as a result f the scale of the development propped and associated levels of 

activity would result in significant harm to and have an urbanising effect upon the Surrey Hills AONB, 

failing to conserve and enhance its special landscape character, contrary to the provisions of Polices 

CSP18, 20 and 21 of the Tandridge Core Strategy 2008, contrary to the Local Plan Part 2, Detailed 

Policies 2014, Policies LU1, LU2 and LU3 of the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan 2014-19 and the 

NPPF.  

01:50:14  Cllr Sayer: 

This is one reason, not two. If you look at the grounds for refusal the AONB and the Green belt are 

together. Why has this been taken in two parts? 

Chair Cllr Black’s response: There is a difference and it’s much easier to do it this way. 

01:50:40 The motion was defeated, with 4 for and 7 against.  

For: Cllr Farr (Ind.), Cllr Lockwood (Ind) Cllr Sir Nicholas White (Ind.), Cllr Duck (Con.) 

Against: Cllr Black (Con.), Cllr Harwood (Con.), Cllr Bloore (Con.), Cllr Morrow (Lib Dem), Cllr Gray (Lib 

Dem), Cllr Conelly (Con.), Cllr Fitzgerald (Con). Note: the councillors in italics had voted for the Green 

Belt objection but against the AONB one.  

01:55:05  Planning permission for Application 2018/1792 was refused on 

Motion 1.  

 

 

 

 

 


