
2018/0512 Reg Date 06/08/2018 Chobham

LOCATION: LAND BETWEEN LITTLEFIELD HOUSE AND SOUTHBROOK, 
SHRUBBS HILL, CHOBHAM, WOKING

PROPOSAL: Erection of a detached 6 bedroom dwelling with attached 
garage, with new access and associated landscaping and 
boundary treatments.

TYPE: Full Planning Application
APPLICANT: Halebourne Ltd

Halebourne Group Ltd
OFFICER: Emma Pearman

This application would normally be determined under the Council's Scheme of 
Delegation, however, it is being reported to the Planning Applications Committee at 
the request of Cllr Chambers, on the grounds that it is well-designed and will provide 
an extra dwelling. 

RECOMMENDATION: REFUSE

1.0  SUMMARY  

1.1 The application site is an area of land on the western side of Shrubbs Hill, which lies to 
the west of Chobham and within the Green Belt. There has never been a dwelling on the 
plot and it currently remains undeveloped, with an area of woodland to the front where a 
tennis court once existed, and the rest of the site mainly open with trees along the 
boundaries. The proposal is for a two-storey six-bedroom detached dwelling, with new 
access, garages, gates and hardstanding, with the remainder of the plot becoming the 
residential garden. The dwelling would be set back from the front of the plot, 
approximately located between Littlefield House to the north and Southbrook to the south

1.2 The proposal is acceptable in respect of residential amenity and the impact on the 
highway. However, it is considered that the proposal meets none of the NPPF Green Belt 
exceptions for development. It is neither limited infilling in a village, nor can it be 
considered to be an acceptable redevelopment of a previously developed site, given the 
significant uplift in built form from the existing undeveloped site. The proposal is therefore 
inappropriate and harmful development in the Green Belt.  Other harm is caused by the 
roof design, the urbanising effects on the landscape of the built form and hardstanding, 
and the formalisation of the landscape of the large garden, which is considered to be 
harmful to the rural character of the area.  Insufficient information has also been provided 
in which to address the impact on trees, and also no SAMM payment has been received 
in respect of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

1.3 There are no very special circumstances to outweigh the harm and as such it is 
recommended that the application be refused. 



2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 The application site is a rectangular area of 0.55ha, located on the western side of 
Shrubbs Hill, which is situated outside the settlement area of Chobham, and within the 
Green Belt.  The site comprises an area of woodland at the front, closest to Shrubbs 
Hill, of about 35m in depth, and the remaining 120m approx. depth of the site is mainly 
open grassland, with some mature trees along the side boundaries and to the rear. 
There is a small access close to the southern side of the front boundary, with a low 
wooden gate set back from the road. 

2.2 The site lies between Littlefield House to the north, and Southbrook to the south, which 
are both detached properties on large plots. The remaining dwellings in Shrubbs Hill 
also comprise large detached properties, of varying architecture, on large and irregular 
shaped plots.  Most properties are not clearly visible from the road due to large 
setbacks, and hedges, walls and gates form the front boundary treatments.

3.0  RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1 The application site has never been developed and has a long history of applications for 
dwellings having been refused for reasons mainly relating to impact on the Green Belt. It 
may have originally been intended for use as a residential plot as part of Shrubbs Hill. It 
appears from the planning history that there was an application (ref 913) in 1937 relating to 
Shrubbs Hill, however there are no publicly available documents to view this application.  
At appeal in 1972, the Inspector stated that he was satisfied that the site was ‘envisaged’ 
as plot 4 within a layout for the estate, but does not confirm that application 913 granted 
any outline permission that included this plot. The adjoining property Littlefield House was 
erected in the 1950s and it appears that this at one time formed part of its garden, and a 
tennis court was erected to the front where the woodland now exists.  The full application 
history is as follows:

3.2 BGR 5576 – Outline application to erect one house, garage and stable (in garden of 
Littlefield House) 

Refused 16.9.66 due to the impact on the Green Belt and main drainage facilities for the 
site are not available or not likely to be available in the foreseeable future. 

3.3 BGR 5944 -  Outline application to erect one house (in garden of Littlefield House – 
location plan identified both)

Refused 22.8.67 due to the impact on the Green Belt and the proposal, if carried out, would 
encourage and contribute to an intensification of this loose knit area of housing to the 
ultimate destruction of its present character and the detriment of this pleasant country area. 

3.4 BGR 7700 - Outline application to erect one house (in garden of Littlefield House)

Refused 30.12.71. Appeal dismissed November 1972.  It is not clear what the exact 
reasons were however from the planning history it is clear that it was for reasons relating to 
the Green Belt.  

The information with the Appeal appears to show that the detailed application for Plot 3 
[Littlefield House] included Plot 4 [this application site] as its garden, given the total 
acreage. The same happened for Plots 12 and 13 [Plot 12 is now Yarrowfields, Plot 13 is 
not developed].  



3.5 02/1021 – Erect a detached house 

Refused 10.10.02 as the proposed residential development constituted inappropriate 
development within the approved Green Belt countryside and by virtue of its scale and 
massing would have cause serious harm to the openness of the Green Belt and the 
prevailing rural character of the surrounding area, with no very special circumstances to 
outweigh the harm. 

3.6 14/0666 and 14/1133 - Applications for a certificate of existing lawful use of plot 4 (to the 
south of Littlefield House) as a separate residential plot

Not agreed as the site does not benefit from an extant planning permission and it would be 
unlawful to construct a new dwelling.

4.0  THE PROPOSAL

4.1 The proposal is for the erection of a detached 6 bedroom dwelling with attached garage, 
with new access and associated landscaping and boundary treatments.  The dwelling 
would be located towards the front of the plot, approximately 40m from the road, 
approximately between Southbrook to the south and Littlefield House to the north. It would 
have an overall length of 24m and maximum depth of 20m approximately, with a hipped 
crown roof of 6.3m eaves and 9.5m ridge. The double garage would extend forward of the 
front elevation, with roofspace accommodation above.

4.2 The existing access would be removed and a new access created, approximately in the 
middle of the front boundary, with gates and brick piers of approximately 2.4m in height.  
The remaining front boundary treatment has not been specified. The rest of the site would 
form the garden of the dwelling. 

5.0  CONSULTATION RESPONSES

5.1 Surrey County 
Highway Authority

No comments as a private road.

5.2 Head of Environmental 
Services 

No objection.

5.3 Surrey Wildlife Trust No objection, subject to conditions.

5.4 Council’s Arboricultural 
Officer

Objection – insufficient information has been submitted in order to 
reach a conclusion on whether this is acceptable.

5.4 Chobham Parish 
Council

Objection – new dwelling is inappropriate in the Green Belt, no 
documentary evidence to support previous intentions for the plot 
and previous certificates not agreed, housing need is not a very 
special circumstance, outside village so not infill, detracts from 
openness and the character of the area, potential inappropriate 
development of residential gardens, Shrubbs Hill contribute to the 
maintenance of the area.



6.0  REPRESENTATION

6.1 At the time of preparation of this report three letters of objection and one letter of support 
have been received.  The objection letters raise the following issues:

Principle of the development and impact on Green Belt [Officer comment: see section 7.3]

 Inaccurate to suggest that the red line area was intended as the original plot, as 
there is no evidence to confirm this; was part of the garden of Littlefield House with 
tennis court on

 Does not benefit from any extant permission as shown by 2014 applications

 Inappropriate development in the Green Belt reducing amenity and openness of the 
area

 Lack of housing not a very special circumstance

 Other houses in the road have been refused small extensions because of Green 
Belt

 Not different to previous applications that have been refused.

Character [Officer comment: see section 7.4]

 Will not be any development of special architectural interest - it is like very many 
other developments.

Other issues

 Not an estate of 20 plus dwellings as stated in the planning statement, there are 
only 10 [Officer comment: noted – see sections 7.3 and 7.4]

 No legal right of way over the verge to the front which is owned by the residents of 
Shrubbs Hill [Officer comment: Not a planning consideration]

 May create a precedent and other applications to develop the large plots could 
follow if this is granted; this would open flood gates for similar development [Officer 
comment: see section 7.3]

 Site has recently been ‘vandalised’ under its new ownership with large mature trees 
being cut down eliminating habitat for wildlife [Officer comment: Noted, however 
there are no Tree Preservation Orders covering this site although licences from 
Natural England should have been sought if protected species were involved].

6.2 The letter of support is summarised below: 

 It is a very obvious infill between two houses on a residential road [Officer 
comment: see sections 7.3 and 7.4]

 Will tidy the plot up [Officer comment: see sections 7.3 and 7.4]

 Worried what will happen to the plot if it’s not built on [Officer comment: The plot 
has always been undeveloped, it is not considered that there would be any issue 
with it remaining as such].



7.0  PLANNING CONSIDERATION

7.1 The application proposed is considered against the policies within the Surrey Heath Core 
Strategy and Development Management Policies Document 2012 (CSDMP), and in this 
case the relevant policies are Policy CP1, CP2, CP5, CP6, CP12, DM2, DM9, and DM11. It 
will also be considered against the Surrey Heath Residential Design Guide 2017 (RDG), 
and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

7.2 The main issues to be addressed therefore are as follows:

 Principle of the development and impact on the Green Belt;

 Character and trees;

 Impact on residential amenity;

 Highways, parking and access;

 Impact on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA;

 Other matters (including infrastructure, archaeology and ecology); and 

 Very special circumstances.

7.3 Principle of the development and impact on the Green Belt

7.3.1 Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states that the Government attaches great importance to 
Green Belts, and that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl 
by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts being their 
openness and their permanence.  Paragraph 134 lists the five purposes of the Green Belt 
which include to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another, to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, and to preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns. 

7.3.2 Paragraph 143 states that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.  Paragraph 144 
states that when considering any planning application, local planning authorities should 
ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt.  Very special 
circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

7.3.3 Paragraph 145 states that local planning authorities should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt, but lists some exceptions; which includes the 
limited infilling in villages, and limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of 
previously developed land, which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt than the existing development, or not cause substantial harm to the openness 
of the Green Belt, where it would re-use previously developed land and contribute to 
meeting an identified affordable housing need.   

7.3.4 The application site lies over 700m in a straight line from the edge of the Chobham 
settlement boundary, and over 1km from the boundary by road. Between the application 
site and the boundary, there is very limited development, with some sporadic residential 
development along Ford Road and Windlesham Road, with the remaining land in between 
belonging to farms and nurseries and as such is open land. The settlement area of 
Chobham clearly consists of much denser development than at the application site, and the 
low density of this area, interspersed with open space, is clearly different and more rural in 
character.  Therefore, the site lies some distance outside the defined settlement boundary, 



and given the intervening open space, the clear change in character and the fact that there 
is not continuous development from the settlement to the application site, it is not 
considered that it could reasonably be considered to be part of the village as required by 
paragraph 145 of the NPPF.  Moreover if it were, a significant amount of potential 
additional development outside villages such as Chobham could fall under this exception, 
which would over time significantly enlarge the villages and change the rural character.  
Despite the fact it is located between other residential dwellings, it cannot be considered to 
be an infill plot therefore as it is clearly not within a village.

7.3.5 The applicant suggests that as the site was once part of a residential garden, and it lies 
outside a built up area, then the garden can be considered to be previously developed land 
(PDL). The definition of PDL in the NPPF states that land in built-up areas such as gardens 
should not be considered to be PDL, nor should land that was previously developed, but 
where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface have blended into the 
landscape. In this case, it is clear from aerial photos that a tennis court once existed on the 
site, where the woodland once was, and was there in the early 1970s. However, there do 
not appear to be any remains of this and if any hard surface is still there it has blended into 
the landscape. It appears from the planning history that the land was once used as part of 
the garden of Littlefield House, however this is clearly no longer the case, with a defined 
boundary between the site and Littlefield House. As such it is not considered that the site 
can reasonably be considered now to be a residential garden.  Notwithstanding this, even 
if it were, the test in the NPPF in redeveloping PDL is for no greater impact on openness 
than the existing development, or no substantial harm to openness if contributing to 
affordable housing.  Clearly, neither of these is the case here, as building a substantial 
dwelling which spreads across the site, along with the associated boundary treatments, 
hardstanding and formalisation of the open landscape would have a significant impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt, when compared to the existing absence of any 
development.  

7.3.6 The proposal therefore clearly does not fall under any of the exceptions under the NPPF, 
and is therefore inappropriate development. The proposal also would cause substantial 
harm to the openness of the Green Belt, given its size, for the reasons as set out above.  
It is considered that the proposal would also conflict with three of the five purposes of 
including land within a Green Belt, as over time, development such as this weakens the 
integrity of the Green Belt and repeated such development, particularly so far outside the 
village boundary, would result in neighbouring towns merging, encroach on the open 
countryside and fail to preserve the setting of historic villages such as Chobham.  Very 
special circumstances would therefore need to exist to clearly outweigh this harm, and any 
other harm.  Whether there is any other harm will be discussed in the remainder of the 
report, with the conclusion on very special circumstances at the end. 

7.4 Impact on character

7.4.1 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should ensure that 
developments are visually attractive as the result of good architecture, layout, and 
appropriate and effective landscaping. It states that development should be sympathetic to 
local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape 
setting. Policy DM9 states that development should respect and enhance the local, natural 
and historic character of the environment, paying particular regard to scale, materials, 
massing, bulk and density.  Policy CP2 requires development to ensure that all land is 
used efficiently within the context of its surroundings and to respect and enhance the 
quality of the urban, rural, natural and historic environments.



7.4.2 Principle 6.6 of the RDG states that new development should be expected to respond to 
the size, shape and rhythm of surrounding plot layouts, and Principle 7.4 states that new 
residential development should reflect the spacing, heights and building footprints of 
existing buildings. Principle 6.4 states that the highest density should be sought without 
adversely impacting on character or amenity. Principle 7.8 states that designers should use 
architectural detailing to create attractive buildings that contribute positively to character, 
and Principle 7.5 states that proposals to introduce roof forms that diverge from the 
prevailing character will be resisted, as will flat roofs that are used to span overly deep 
buildings. 

7.4.3 The new dwelling would be situated between two existing residential dwellings, of similar 
size and scale. It would be two-storey, and its height not dissimilar to the dwellings either 
side. The plot size and shape would be similar also to those surrounding in Shrubbs Hill. 
The proposed building is not of any significant architectural merit, and the proposed flat, 
crown roof is reminiscent of many suburban designs and is indicative that the building is 
too bulky and deep.  This roof design is considered to be out of character with the older, 
more traditional design of surrounding properties. The gates and brick piers proposed are 
not out of character with those surrounding, however it is not clear what would be proposed 
for the remaining front boundary. 

7.4.4 The site at present has woodland to the front, and provides an attractive break in the more 
formal front boundaries of the surrounding dwellings, adding to the low density and rural 
feel of the road. The applicant has provided a Tree Survey and Constraints Plan, which has 
identified and categorised 30 trees on the site, however has only looked at those to the 
front and front/side boundaries.  In addition, no Arboricultural Impact Assessment or 
Method Statement has been provided, so while the survey author recommends that some 
trees be removed, insufficient information has been provided in order to be clear about the 
applicant’s intentions with regard to the trees. It appears from the constraints plan that the 
trees in the location of the proposed access have been identified as the lower quality trees, 
of category C and U. The Council’s Arboricultural Officer has stated that there is insufficient 
information provided in which to conclude whether the proposal would be acceptable.  He 
notes that Category C trees are generally proposed to be retained, unless there is a strong 
justification otherwise.  If permission was granted, landscaping would be required by 
condition and as much of the woodland retained to the front as possible, along with the 
planting of native species to enhance the biodiversity value and character of the landscape. 

7.4.5 While the proposed property is not dissimilar in size and scale to those surrounding, the 
proposal would add a significant amount of built form, hardstanding to the existing open 
area, and the landscaping would formalise a significant area of land.  It is considered that 
this would significantly urbanise the character of the site, and cause further harm to the 
rural and intrinsic character of the countryside, as paragraph 170 of the NPPF seeks to 
recognise.

7.4.6 It is therefore considered that by reason of the proposed roof form, the design is not 
considered to be of acceptable architectural standards, and the size, scale and spread of 
the development, along with the additional hardstanding, boundary treatments and 
formalisation of the garden area that would result, the proposal is considered to cause 
harm to the rural and intrinsic character of the area.  Insufficient information has also been 
provided at this stage to be able to sufficiently assess the impact on the existing trees. 



7.5 Impact on residential amenity

7.5.1 Policy DM9 states that development will be acceptable where it respects the amenities of 
the occupiers of neighbouring properties and uses.  It is necessary to take into account 
matters such as overlooking, overshadowing, loss of light and an overbearing or 
unneighbourly built form.  

7.5.2 Principle 8.3 of the RDG states that the occupants of new dwellings should be provided 
with good quality daylight and sun access, and that developments should not result in 
occupants of neighbouring dwellings suffering from a material loss of daylight and sun 
access. Principle 8.1 states that new development should have a degree of privacy and 
should not have a significant adverse effect on the privacy of neighbouring properties. 

7.5.3 The site shares a boundary with Southbrook to the southern side. The front elevation of 
Southbrook faces north-east towards the application site, and not directly towards the road.  
The new dwelling would be located approximately in line with Southbrook, and given the 
angle of Southbrook, would be adjacent to the front driveway and garden area.  The front 
elevation of Southbrook is largely screened from the road, other than glimpses of the 
property through the access, and as such the front garden area is currently relatively 
private. The property would be approximately 19m from its nearest point to this dwelling, 
and 13m approximately from the boundary.  Along the boundary are mature trees and is it 
not considered likely that the dwelling would be clearly visible. Given the separation 
distance, it is not considered that any overbearing or overshadowing impacts to Southbrook 
would result. The only upper floor windows on the southern side elevation serve en-suite 
bathrooms and as such can be obscure glazed and fixed shut below 1.7m from finished 
floor level, by condition.  There is also a balcony proposed on this side, however it 
appears from the floorplans that there would be a screen on the southern side to prevent 
views towards Southbrook. This could also be secured by condition. 

7.5.4 The site shares a boundary with Littlefield House on the northern side. The front elevation 
of Littlefield House also faces north-east, and it is situated slightly forward of the proposed 
dwelling, such that the dwelling would be closest to its south-west facing rear elevation.  
Again, there are mature trees along much of this boundary, however there are larger gaps 
than on the southern side, and the rear elevation of Littlefield House is visible from the 
application site.  The dwelling would be over 25m at its closest point from Littlefield House, 
and as such it is not considered that any overbearing or overshadowing impacts would 
arise. Given this distance also, it is not considered likely that there would be any 
unacceptable overlooking impacts arising and it is noted that no new windows are 
proposed on the northern side elevation.  The balcony again shows a screen on the 
northern side, which would be beneficial to protect this neighbour’s privacy. This could be 
secured by condition, and the gaps in the boundary screening could also be strengthened. 

7.5.5 The development is acceptable in terms of its size, garden size, daylight and sunlight for 
potential future occupants.  It is therefore considered that it is acceptable in terms of its 
impact on amenity and in line with the relevant policies.   

7.6 Highways, parking and access

7.6.1 Paragraph 108 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should take account of whether 
safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users. Policy DM11 states that 
development which would adversely impact the safe and efficient flow of traffic movement 
on the highway network will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that measures 
to reduce such impacts to acceptable levels can be implemented.



7.6.2 The proposal will create a new access from Shrubbs Hill and remove the existing access to 
the site. Given that the site is on a private road, the County Highway Authority has not 
commented.  This stretch of road is straight and it is not considered that the new access, 
in the location as proposed, for one dwelling would cause any highway safety issues.  The 
dwelling would have a large amount of parking space and it is considered that cars 
belonging to the dwelling, and visitors cars could be sufficiently accommodated on the site. 

7.6.3 The dwelling would be in an unsustainable location and would not have good access to 
public transport or facilities, however it is not considered for one dwelling only that this 
would be a reason to refuse the application, given the limited additional car journeys that 
would result.  The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of its impact 
on highways, parking and access, and in line with the relevant policies. 

7.7 Impact on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA

7.7.1 The development would also be liable for a contribution towards SAMM (Strategic Access 
Monitoring and Maintenance) of the SANG, which is a payment separate from CIL and 
would depend on the sizes of the units proposed.  This payment has not been received 
from the applicant, although given that the application is proposed for refusal, it has not 
been requested by the Council.  It can be paid by the applicant to overcome the refusal 
reason in the event of an appeal.  

7.7.2 In the absence of the SAMM payment, the proposal is therefore unacceptable in terms of 
its impact on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, and contrary to Policy CP14B and Policy 
NRM6, and the Thames Basin Heaths SPD. 

7.8 Other matters

7.8.1 The development would be CIL liable and the final figure is likely to be in the region of 
£127,820, based on £220 per square metre. An informative would be added to the decision 
advising the applicant of the CIL requirements.

7.8.2 Policy DM17 states that applicants are required to assess the archaeological significance 
of sites over 0.4ha in size, and that development should seek to promote the conservation 
and enhancement of the Asset and its setting. The applicant has provided an archaeology 
report, given the size of the site.  The Council’s Archaeological Officer has stated that the 
site has medium potential for archaeological remains, and not objected, subject to a 
condition for a Written Scheme of Investigation prior to development commencing.  The 
proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in this regard, subject to the condition. 

7.8.3 There are no sites of nature conservation designation located on or adjacent to the site, 
however given the nature and size of the existing site, the applicant has submitted a Phase 
1 Ecological Survey, and Method Statement for reptiles, with the application.  The survey 
did not find badgers, and states that the trees on site offer negligible roosting potential for 
bats, but does provide potential habitat for reptiles. This has been reviewed by Surrey 
Wildlife Trust, who have not raised any concerns and suggested that if permission is 
granted, the conclusions and recommendations in the report should be carried out.  These 
include bat and bird boxes, native species for planting, and for the development to proceed 
in accordance with the method statement for reptiles.  It is therefore considered that the 
proposal is acceptable in terms of its impact on ecology and would comply with Policy 
CP14A, subject to conditions. 



7.9 Very Special Circumstances

7.9.1 The applicant puts forward several factors in support of the application, which they consider 
amount to very special circumstances.  This firstly concerns the history of the plot, as set 
out in section 2, and they state that it clearly was intended to be developed with a single 
dwelling. However, there is no documentary evidence to prove this.  The Inspector at the 
time of the appeal in the early 1970s was satisfied that the plot was envisaged to be used 
for residential development, however did not confirm that there was ever any planning 
permission associated with the plot, and the information with the appeal suggests that the 
application site was included as the garden of Littlefield House, when planning permission 
was sought for that property in 1950.  It is noted that it was the same situation with 
Yarrowfields being built on Plot 12 and including Plot 13 (to the north) as the garden, which 
remains undeveloped also.  Subsequent certificates in 2014 were not agreed and have 
established that the site has no extant permission for residential development and 
constructing a dwelling would be unlawful. As such, whether or not the site originally had 
any outline permission for a dwelling, it would have long expired and the site has never 
been developed.  As such there is no fallback position here at all and as such it is not 
considered that this reasonably adds any weight to the applicant’s argument. 

7.9.2 The applicant also puts forward the lack of housing land supply in Surrey Heath as a factor. 
Surrey Heath does not have a 5 year housing land supply at present, and it is 
acknowledged that the NPPF seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing. However 
Policy CPA directs housing to sustainable locations in the western side of the borough, and 
this rural location is considered to be less sustainable. In addition, the proposal would 
provide only one additional dwelling, and as two and three bedroom houses are most in 
need in the borough, this would not be of a size that is the most needed.  It would 
therefore contribute very little to the borough’s housing land supply. While the need for 
housing should be given some weight, it is not considered that the need for housing can 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, as if it did it would seriously weaken the integrity of 
Green Belt policy.

7.9.3 The applicant also states that the site performs poorly in terms of maintaining the Green 
Belt and its purposes, because it has the characteristics of a residential development plot 
and is not countryside, and it cannot provide any useful functions such as public access or 
providing land for recreation. Paragraph 133 is clear that the essential characteristics of 
Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. The fact that it lies between other 
dwellings does not affect the fact that it is and has been permanently open.  While the 
applicant does not consider that this site contributes towards the purposes of the Green 
Belt, it is essential to consider the implications of repeated such developments, as 
incrementally and cumulatively, smaller developments such as over time would seriously 
weaken the integrity of the Green Belt and significantly conflict with its purposes. Green 
Belt is not required to perform any useful function such as public recreation, just to be 
permanently open. It is therefore not considered that this point adds any reasonable weight 
to the applicant’s argument. 

7.9.4 The applicant also states that as the property would sit between other, similar sized, 
residential dwellings, that the fact that it would be generally screened by existing houses, or 
seen from the countryside in the context of similar scaled buildings, then there would be no 
harmful loss of openness.  However, whether or not the building can be seen is not 
relevant to the test of openness, which concerns the presence or absence of built 
development.  It was considered above that there would be harm to the rural and intrinsic 
character of the Green Belt and as such the fact that it would be partly screened, similar to 
other houses, again is considered to add almost no weight to the applicant’s argument.  
The applicant also states that the building is of a high design quality, and meets 
sustainable construction requirements, taking into account residential amenity, parking and 



landscaping requirements.  As set out in the character section, the design is not 
considered to be particularly high quality as it is a standard design that is regularly seen on 
developments across the borough, and the remaining elements would be expected in any 
development. 

7.9.5 Harm has therefore been identified in terms of inappropriateness and impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt; in terms of the design and the impact on the rural and intrinsic 
character of the area, with insufficient information in terms of trees; and to the Thames 
Basin Heaths SPA due to the lack of SAMM payment. The factors put forward by the 
applicant, alone or taken together, are not considered to amount to very special 
circumstances that clearly outweigh the identified harm.  

8.0  CONCLUSION

8.1 The proposal is considered to be inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and would 
cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt in this location.  It also would 
cause harm to character by reason of its design, and to the rural and intrinsic open 
character of the site.  There has also been no SAMM payment received and insufficient 
information by which to assess the impact on trees.  While the proposal is acceptable in 
other regards, it is not considered in this case that very special circumstances exist that 
clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, and the other identified harm.  The proposal 
is therefore recommended for refusal. 

9.0  POSITIVE/PROACTIVE WORKING

In assessing this application, officers have worked with the applicant in a positive, creative 
and proactive manner consistent with the requirements of paragraphs 38 to 41 of the 
NPPF.  This included the following: 

a) Provided or made available pre application advice to seek to resolve problems before 
the application was submitted and to foster the delivery of sustainable development.

b) Provided feedback through the validation process including information on the website, 
to correct identified problems to ensure that the application was correct and could be 
registered.

c) Have suggested/accepted/negotiated amendments to the scheme to resolve identified 
problems with the proposal and to seek to foster sustainable development.

d) Have proactively communicated with the applicant through the process to advise 
progress, timescale or recommendation.

10.0  RECOMMENDATION
REFUSE for the following reason(s):-

1. The proposal constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt not meeting 
any of the exceptions under paragraph 145 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. By reason of the quantum of built form, the spread of development 
and the urbanising effect of the hardstanding, front boundary treatment and 
formalising of the open land as a residential garden, the proposal would cause 
further harm to the openness of the Green Belt and conflict with its purposes and 



cause other harm as identified in reasons 2 and 3 below. There are no very special 
circumstances that would clearly outweigh the identified harm. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework.

2. The proposal, by reason of its roof design, is considered to be out of character with 
the surrounding properties. In addition, the loss of this open site, and the spread of 
development across the site, along with the additional hardstanding, boundary 
treatments and formalisation of the landscape into a garden is considered to cause 
harm to the rural and intrinsic character of the area.  In addition, insufficient 
information has been provided upon which to assess the impact of the proposal on 
the existing trees.  The proposal is therefore considered to be harmful in 
character terms and contrary to Principles 7.5 and 7.8 of the Surrey Heath 
Residential Design Guide 2017, Policies CP2 and DM9 of the Surrey Heath Core 
Strategy and Development Management Policies 2012 and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

3. In the absence of a payment in respect of Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM), the proposal would fail to mitigate the impact of additional 
residential development upon the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area, 
and as such is contrary to Policy CP14B of the Surrey Heath Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies 2012, Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan 
2009, the Thames Basin Heaths SPA Avoidance Strategy Supplementary 
Planning Document, and the National Planning Policy Framework.

Informative(s)

1. Advise CIL Liable on Appeal CIL3
 


