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 App No:   23/P/01965    8 Wk 

Deadline: 
29/04/2024 

Appn Type: Full Applica�on 
Case Officer: John Busher 
Parish: Ash Ward: Ash Wharf 
Agent : Mr. Laurence Moore 

Woolf Bond Planning  
The Mi�ords 
Basingstoke Road 
Three Mile Cross 
Reading 
RG7 1AT 
 
 

Applicant: Mr. Andrew Kamm 
Bourne Homes Ltd  
Langborough House 
Beales Lane 
Wrecclesham 
Farnham, Surrey 
GU10 4PY 
 
 

Loca�on: Streamside, Harpers Road, Ash, Guildford, GU12 6DB 
Proposal: Proposed erec�on of 24 two-storey dwellings with associated 

parking and landscaping; crea�on of new vehicular access from 
Harpers Road.  

 

 

 
 Execu�ve Summary 

 
Reason for referral 
 
This applica�on has been referred to the Planning Commitee because more than 20 
leters of objec�on have been received, contrary to the Officer's recommenda�on. 
 
Key informa�on 
 
The applica�on site is 1.25ha located on the west site of Harpers Road, in the ward 
of Ash Wharf. The site is comprised of two main parts divided by a stream which runs 
east-west through the middle. There is currently no access between the northern 
and southern part of the site across the stream ditch.  There is a densely wooded 
area to the north of the dividing stream. 
 
The northern part of the site is wedge shaped with trees around the en�re 
perimeter. There is a Tree Preserva�on Order covering the en�re of this por�on of 
the applica�on site. The southern part of the site contains the bungalow Streamside 

 



and is broadly 'L' shaped. The southern and eastern boundary adjoin Oakside 
Cotage.  
 
The proposal is for the erec�on of 24 two-storey dwellings with associated parking 
and landscaping; crea�on of new vehicular access from Harpers Road. Nine of the 
proposed dwellings would be affordable. A new access would be created to access 
the northern por�on of the site, and a pedestrian link would be created to connect 
the northern and southern parcels.  
 
48 car parking spaces are proposed to be allocated to the proper�es, and a further 
four spaces would be provided for visitors. One EV charging point would be provided 
per property. Cycle storage is proposed within the garages or where there is no 
garage, in a shed at the rear of the garden. 
 
The site is located within alloca�on A31 of the Local Plan and is now within the urban 
area of Ash. 
 
Summary of considera�ons and constraints 
 
This site is allocated under policy A31 for residen�al development. As such, the 
principle of the proposal is considered to be acceptable.   
 
The proposed dwellings have been designed to reflect the local vernacular. 
Appropriate landscaping to ensure a quality development that relates to the 
surrounding area is an integral requirement will be secured by condi�on to ensure 
the development is appropriate to its surrounding context in this regard.  
 
As regards highways, no objec�ons have been raised by the County Highway 
Authority in terms of the capacity of the road network or the safety of road users. 
Highway safety and lack of capacity on the exis�ng highway were used to refuse the 
last applica�on on the site (22/P/00977), the Planning Inspector has allowed the 
subsequent appeal, finding no harm in this regard.   
 
The details approved by this applica�on will minimise the harm to the designated 
heritage assets in the area and ensures that the development itself will cause less 
than substan�al harm - at the lower end of the scale. It has been concluded that this 
level of harm is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. 
 



While some harm has been found, namely the impact on the amenity of Oakside 
Cotage, the harm to heritage assets and the technical non-compliance with the 
Council's affordable dwelling provision (the applicant is providing 39.1% affordable 
housing, rather than the required 40%) the benefits of this proposal are considered 
to clearly and demonstrably outweigh this harm.  

 
 
 RECOMMENDATION:  
  

(i) That a s.106 agreement be entered into to secure: 
 

• educa�on contribu�on; 
• securing private SANG which would be suitable to mi�gate the development; 
• SAMM (Strategic Access Management and Monitoring) contribu�on; 
• free and unfetered access to the development to all; 
• provision and subsequent reten�on of the pedestrian and cycle access points 

before first occupa�on of the units; 
• highways contribu�on;  
• Ash Road bridge contribu�on; and 
• the provision of nine affordable dwellings (two First Homes, five affordable 

rent and two intermediate units). 
 
If the terms of the s.106 or wording of the planning condi�ons are materially 
amended as part of ongoing s.106 or planning condi�on(s) nego�a�ons, any material 
changes shall be agreed in consulta�on with the Chairman of the Planning Commitee 
and Ward Members. 
 
(ii) That upon comple�on of the above, the applica�on be determined by the Joint 
Execu�ve Head of Planning Development. The recommenda�on is to approve 
planning permission, subject to condi�ons. 
 
(iii) If, a�er 12 months has elapsed since the resolu�on of the Planning Commitee to 
grant planning permission, the s.106 agreement is not completed then the 
applica�on may be refused on the basis that the necessary mi�ga�ons to offset the 
impact of the development cannot be secured. 
 
 
 

 



Condi�ons 
 

  1. The development hereby permited shall be begun before the 
expira�on of three years from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason: To comply with Sec�on 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 as amended by Sec�on 51(1) of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 

  

  2. The development hereby permited shall be carried out in 
accordance with the following approved plans: 
 
BLOC D; LOC1C; PL-01M; PL-02B; PL-03B; PL-20; PL-23A; PL-26A; 
PL-28A; PL-29B; PL-31A; PL-40 to PL-53 (inclusive and all revision 
C); PL-54D; PL55; PL-56A and PL-60B. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in 
accordance with the approved plans and in the interests of proper 
planning. 
 

  

  3. Prior to the commencement of any development (excluding 
opera�ons including site prepara�on, demoli�on, excava�on and 
enabling works) and notwithstanding the approved drawings, a 
writen materials schedule with details of the source / 
manufacturer, colour and finish, (OR samples on request), of all 
external facing and roof materials shall be submited to and 
approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. The schedule 
must include the details of embodied carbon / energy 
(environmental creden�als) of all external materials. The 
development shall only be carried out using the approved details. 
 
Reason: To ensure that a sa�sfactory external appearance of the 
development is achieved and to ensure materials that are lower in 
carbon are chosen. 
 

  

  4. None of the dwellings hereby approved shall be occupied un�l the 
Ash Road bridge (as approved through planning applica�on 
19/P/01460) has been completed and is open to public traffic. 

  



  
Reason: To ensure the delivery of essen�al infrastructure required 
to enable the development in accordance with Policy ID1(1-5) of 
the Guildford Local Plan. 
 

  5. No development above DPC level (excluding any demoli�on and 
site clearance works) shall take place un�l writen confirma�on 
has been obtained from the Local Planning Authority that Suitable 
Alterna�ve Natural Green Space (SANG) to mi�gate the impact of 
the development has been secured and no dwelling shall be 
occupied before writen confirma�on has been obtained from the 
Local Planning Authority that the works required to bring the land 
up to acceptable SANG standard have been completed. 
 
Reason: Grampian condi�on as the development is only 
acceptable if the impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protec�on Area can be mi�gated. This is reliant on the provision 
of SANG. Avoidance works associated with development need to 
be carried out prior to the occupa�on of the development so that 
measures can cater for increased number of residents to avoid 
adverse impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on 
Area in accordance the NPPF and Policy D5 and P6 of the Guildford 
Local Plan. 
 

  

  6. The dwellings hereby approved shall not be occupied un�l the 
proposed vehicular accesses to Harpers Road hereby approved 
have been constructed and provided with visibility zones in 
accordance with the approved drawing 231684/TS/04, and 
therea�er the visibility zones shall be kept permanently clear of 
any obstruc�on over 0.6m high. 
 
Reason: In order that the development should not prejudice 
highway safety nor cause inconvenience to other highway users.   
 

  

  7. The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied 
unless and un�l space has been laid out within the site in 
accordance with the approved drawing PL-01 Rev M, for vehicles 
to be parked and for vehicles to turn so that they may enter and 

  



leave the site in forward gear. Therea�er the parking and turning 
areas shall be retained and maintained for their designated 
purposes. 
 
Reason: In order that the development should not prejudice 
highway safety nor cause inconvenience to other highway users.  
 

  8. The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied 
unless and un�l the proposed pedestrian / cyclist connec�on 
routes have been provided within the site and to its boundaries in 
accordance with the approved drawing PL-01 Rev M. Therea�er 
the routes shall remain permanently open for all users, at all �mes. 
 
Reason: In order that the development should not prejudice 
highway safety nor cause inconvenience to other highway users.   
 

  

  9. The development hereby approved shall not be first occupied 
unless and un�l facili�es for the secure, covered parking of 
bicycles and the provision of charging points with �mers for e-
bikes by said facili�es have been provided within the development 
site in accordance with a scheme to be submited to and approved 
in wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. Therea�er the approved 
facili�es shall be retained and maintained to the sa�sfac�on of the 
Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: To ensure that sa�sfactory facili�es for the parking of 
cycles are provided and to encourage travel by means other than 
private motor vehicles. 
 

  

  10. No development shall commence un�l a Construc�on Transport 
Management Plan, to include details of: 
 
(a) parking for vehicles of site personnel, opera�ves and visitors 
(b) loading and unloading of plant and materials 
(c) storage of plant and materials 
(d) programme of works (including measures for traffic 
management) 
(e) provision of boundary hoarding behind any visibility zones 

  



(f) HGV deliveries and hours of opera�on 
(g) vehicle rou�ng 
(h) measures to prevent the deposit of materials on the highway 
(i) before and a�er construc�on condi�on surveys of the highway 
and a commitment to fund the repair of any damage caused 
(j) on-site turning for construc�on vehicles 
 
has been submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local 
Planning Authority. Only the approved details shall be 
implemented during the construc�on of the development. 
 
Reason: In order that the development should not prejudice 
highway safety nor cause inconvenience to other highway users.  
 

  11. No development above damp-proof course level (excluding any 
demoli�on and site clearance works) shall take place un�l a 
scheme, including a �metable, for the provision of pedestrian and 
cycle links from the site to the surrounding area has been 
submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall be carried out in full accordance 
with the approved details and shall be retained for the life�me of 
the development. 
 
Reason: To encourage travel by means other than private motor 
vehicles and to ensure that the development has adequate cycle 
and pedestrian links to the surrounding developments and the 
wider area. 
 

  

  12. The development hereby permited shall not commence un�l 
details of the design of a surface water drainage scheme have been 
submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning 
Authority. The design must sa�sfy the SuDS Hierarchy and be 
compliant with the na�onal Non-Statutory Technical Standards for 
SuDS, NPPF and Ministerial Statement on SuDS. The required 
drainage details shall include:  
 
a) The results of infiltra�on tes�ng completed in accordance with 
BRE Digest: 365 and confirma�on of groundwater levels during the 

  



seasonal high.  
b) Evidence that the proposed final solu�on will effec�vely 
manage the 1 in 30 (+35% allowance for climate change) & 1 in 100 
(+45% allowance for climate change) storm events and 10% 
allowance for urban creep, during all stages of the development. 
If infiltra�on is deemed unfeasible, associated discharge rates and 
storage volumes shall be provided using a maximum discharge rate 
equivalent to the pre-development Greenfield run-off  
c) Detailed drainage design drawings and calcula�ons to include: a 
finalised drainage layout detailing the loca�on of drainage 
elements, pipe diameters, levels, and long and cross sec�ons of 
each element including details of any flow restric�ons and 
maintenance/risk reducing features (silt traps, inspec�on 
chambers etc.). Confirma�on is required of a 1m unsaturated zone 
from the base of any proposed soakaway to the seasonal high 
groundwater level and confirma�on of half-drain �mes.  
d) A plan showing exceedance flows (i.e. during rainfall greater 
than design events or during blockage) and how property on and 
off site will be protected from increased flood risk.  
e) Details of drainage management responsibili�es and 
maintenance regimes for the drainage system.  
f) Details of how the drainage system will be protected during 
construc�on and how runoff (including any pollutants) from the 
development site will be managed before the drainage system is 
opera�onal.  
 
Reason: To ensure the design meets the na�onal Non-Statutory 
Technical Standards for SuDS and the final drainage design does 
not increase flood risk on or off site.  
 

  13. Prior to the first occupa�on of the development, a verifica�on 
report carried out by a qualified drainage engineer must be 
submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning 
Authority. This must demonstrate that the surface water drainage 
system has been constructed as per the agreed scheme (or detail 
any minor varia�ons), provide the details of any management 
company and state the na�onal grid reference of any key drainage 
elements (surface water atenua�on devices/areas, flow 

  



restric�on devices and ou�alls), and confirm any defects have 
been rec�fied.  
Reason: To ensure the Drainage System is designed to the Na�onal 
Non-Statutory Technical Standards for SuDS.  
 

  14. No development shall take place un�l the applicant has secured 
the implementa�on of a programme of archaeological work in 
accordance with a Writen Scheme of Inves�ga�on which has been 
submited by the applicant and approved in wri�ng by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall only take place in 
accordance with the agreed details.  
 
Reason: To allow adequate archaeological inves�ga�on before any 
archaeological remains are disturbed by the approved 
development.  
 

  

  15. No development shall take place un�l a Site Waste Management 
Plan and Demoli�on Strategy of the exis�ng building and the 
removal of its founda�ons and hard standing has been submited 
to and approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. All of 
the resultant demoli�on materials and debris that are not to be 
reused in the construc�on of the development hereby permited 
shall be removed from the site in accordance with the agreed 
strategy. The strategy will address, inter alia: 
 
a) programme of works (to address habitat requirements). 
b) disposal of waste off-site and receptor sites. 
c) programme for the installa�on of bat and bird box (to enable 
reloca�on) 
 
The development shall only take place in accordance with the 
agreed details. 
 
Reason: To ensure that any waste generated by the site is used / 
disposed of in a sustainable manner. 
 

  

  16. The approved Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree 
Protec�on Plan (TPP), prepared by Merewood Arboricultural 

  



Consultancy Services, dated 05/05/2022, must be adhered to in 
full. No development shall commence un�l tree protec�on 
measures, and any other pre-commencement measures as set out 
in the AMS and TPP, have been installed / implemented. The 
protec�on measures shall be maintained in accordance with the 
approved details, un�l all equipment, machinery and surplus 
materials have been moved from the site. The proposals within the 
Woodland Management document must be implemented prior to 
occupa�on and shall be retained to the sa�sfac�on of the Local 
Planning Authority for the dura�on of the development. 
 
Reason: To protect the trees on site which are to be retained in the 
interests of the visual ameni�es of the locality.  
 

  17. The development hereby approved shall only be carried out in full 
accordance with the mi�ga�on measures set out in the 
Biodiversity Management and Enhancement Strategy and 
recommenda�ons within the Ecological Impact Assessment (EPR, 
January 2024), the River Condi�on Assessment Note (EPR, January 
2024) and drawing 6502-PL-56 Rev A – Triple Garages – Eleva�ons 
and Floor Plans. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the ecology and biodiversity value of the 
site can be protected as part of the development. 
 

  

  18. Before the commencement of the development hereby approved, 
a Badger Mi�ga�on Strategy shall be submited to and approved 
in wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. The Strategy shall 
include, but is not limited to, the following informa�on:  
 
• an updated badger field sign and set survey by a suitably 

qualified and experienced ecologist.  
• a minimum of 21 days camera monitoring at any badger set, 

or poten�al badger set recorded, to assess the type and 
ac�vity at the set by a suitably qualified and experienced 
ecologist.  

• an update badger set and habitat impact assessment and 
mi�ga�on strategy. The habitat impact assessment should 

  



include an assessment on foraging and commu�ng habitat as 
badger has been recorded on-site.  

• a �metable for the implementa�on of the required works / 
mi�ga�on proposed.  

 
The development shall only be carried out in full accordance with 
the agreed details.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the ecology and biodiversity value of the 
site can be protected as part of the development.  
 

  19. No development shall commence, including any works of 
demoli�on, un�l a Bat Method Statement and Mi�ga�on Strategy 
has been submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in full 
accordance with the approved details. The approved details shall 
be retained for the life�me of the development.  
 
Reason: To mi�gate against the loss of exis�ng biodiversity and 
nature habitats. 
 

  

  20. Before the development hereby approved is first occupied, a 
Ligh�ng Scheme for the development shall be submited to and 
approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. The Ligh�ng 
Scheme shall set out how ligh�ng on the site has been designed to 
minimise any poten�al impacts on bat foraging and commu�ng  
and if appropriate, shall include a �metable for the phased 
implementa�on of the scheme. The approved scheme shall be 
implemented in full before the first occupa�on of the 
development and retained in perpetuity. 
 
Reason: In order to protect bats. 
 

  

  21. Before the development hereby approved (excluding opera�ons 
including site prepara�on, demoli�on, excava�on and enabling 
works) is commenced, a Construc�on and Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) shall be submited to and agreed in 
wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include, 

  



but not be limited to the following: 
 
• descrip�on and evalua�on of features to be managed and 

created including measures to compensate for loss of proposed 
tree and hedge removal;  

• measures to ensure appropriate avoidance and mi�ga�on 
measures for impacts to offsite protected habitats; 

• measures to protect important aqua�c habitat;  
• numbers and loca�ons of bat and bird boxes, including 

provision integral to the design of the new buildings;  
• aims and objec�ves of management;  
• appropriate management op�ons to achieve aims and 

objec�ves;  
• prescrip�ons for management ac�ons;  
• prepara�on of a work schedule for securing biodiversity 

enhancements in perpetuity;  
• details of the body or organisa�on responsible for 

implementa�on of the CEMP;  
• ongoing monitoring and remedial measures;   
• details of legal / funding mechanisms; and 
• if appropriate, a �metable for the phased implementa�on of 

the scheme. 
 
The development shall only be carried out in full accordance with 
the agreed details.  
 
Reason: To increase the biodiversity of the site and mi�gate any 
impact from the development.  
 

  22. The development hereby permited  must comply with 
regula�on 36 paragraph 2(b) of the Building Regula�ons 2010 (as 
amended) to achieve a water efficiency of 110 litres per occupant 
per day (described in part G2 of the Approved Documents 2015). 
Before occupa�on, a copy of the wholesome water consump�on 
calcula�on no�ce (described at regula�on 37 (1) of the Building 
Regula�ons 2010 (as amended)) shall be provided to the planning 
department to demonstrate that this condi�on has been met. 
 

  



Reason: To improve water efficiency in accordance with the 
Council's 'Climate Change, Sustainable Design, Construc�on and 
Energy' SPD 2020. 
 

  23. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permited Development) Order 2015 (or any Order 
revoking or re-enac�ng or amending that Order with or without 
modifica�on), no windows, dormer windows, rooflights or other 
form of openings above ground floor level (other than those which 
may be shown on the approved plans), shall be inserted in the 
eastern (side) eleva�on of plot 14, the southern (side) eleva�on of 
plot 2 or the eastern (side) eleva�on of plot 16. In addi�on, the 
first-floor windows in the western (side) eleva�on of plot 23 and 
the western (side) eleva�on of plot 24 shall be fited in full with 
obscure glazing before the occupa�on of either of these 
proper�es. The obscure glazing shall be retained for the life�me of 
the development.  
 
Reason:  In the interests of residen�al amenity and privacy of 
Oakside Cotage and the dwellings on Leyscro�es Road. 
 

  

  24. No occupa�on of the dwellings hereby approved shall take place 
un�l details including plans, have been submited to and approved 
by the Local Planning Authority in wri�ng for the installa�on of a 
High Speed wholly Fibre broadband To The Premises (FTTP) 
connec�on to the development hereby approved. Therea�er, the 
infrastructure shall be laid out in accordance with the approved 
details at the same �me as other services during the construc�on 
process and be available for use on the first occupa�on of each 
building where prac�cable or supported by evidence detailing 
reasonable endeavours to secure the provision of FTTP and 
alterna�ve provisions that been made in the absence of FTTP. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the new development in Guildford is 
provided with high quality broadband services and digital 
connec�vity. 
 

  

  25. No development shall take place un�l full details, of both hard and   



so� landscape proposals, including a schedule of landscape 
maintenance for a minimum period of 10 years, have been 
submited to and approved in wri�ng by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved landscape scheme (with the excep�on of 
plan�ng, seeding and turfing) shall be implemented prior to the 
occupa�on of the development hereby approved and retained. 
 
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance 
of an appropriate landscape scheme in the interests of the visual 
ameni�es of the locality.  
 

  26. The areas shown for hard and so� landscaping purposes on the 
approved plans shall therea�er be retained as such and shall not 
be used for any other purpose. 
 
Reason: In the interests of the visual ameni�es of the locality.  
 

  

  27. The development hereby approved shall only be carried out in full 
accordance with the Refuse and Recycling Collec�on Statement 
(dated October 2023, prepared by Bourne Homes). The refuse and 
recycling provisions set out in the Statement shall be installed and 
implemented before the occupa�on of the approved dwellings. 
  
Reason: In the interests of residen�al and visual amenity, and to 
encourage waste minimisa�on and recycling of domes�c refuse, in 
the interests of sustainable development.  
 

  

  28. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby 
approved, informa�on shall be submited to and approved in 
wri�ng by the Local Planning Authority which demonstrates how 
each of the approved dwellings have achieved a ‘fabric first’ 
approach in line with the energy hierarchy. The approved details 
shall be implemented prior to the first occupa�on of each of the 
dwellings and retained as opera�onal therea�er. 
 
Reason: To reduce carbon emissions and incorporate energy 
efficiency in accordance with the Council’s 'Climate Change, 
Sustainable Design, Construc�on and Energy' SPD 2020 and policy 

  



D2 and D14. 
 

 
 Informa�ves:  

 
1. If you need any advice regarding Building Regula�ons, please do not 

hesitate to contact Guildford Borough Council Building Control on 01483 
444545 or buildingcontrol@guildford.gov.uk.  

  
2. This statement is provided in accordance with Ar�cle 35(2) of the Town 

and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order 2015.  Guildford Borough Council seek to take a posi�ve and 
proac�ve approach to development proposals. We work with applicants 
in a posi�ve and proac�ve manner by: 
 
• Offering a pre-applica�on advice service in certain circumstances 
• Where pre-applica�on advice has been sought and that advice has 

been followed, we will advise applicants/agents of any further issues 
arising during the course of the applica�on. 

• Where possible officers will seek minor amendments to overcome 
issues iden�fied at an early stage in the applica�on process 

 
However, Guildford Borough Council will generally not engage in 
unnecessary nego�a�on for fundamentally unacceptable proposals or 
where significant changes to an applica�on is required. 
 
In this case formal pre-applica�on advice was not sought prior to 
submission. Addi�onal informa�on has been required to overcome 
concerns, these were sought and provided by the applicant. 

  
3. Network Rail Informa�ve: 

 
The applicant should be aware of the 'Asset Protec�on Informa�ves for 
works in close proximity to Network Rail’s infrastructure' comments 
which were received from Network Rail on 19 December 2023.  

  
4. LLFA Informa�ves: 

 

 



If proposed site works affect an Ordinary Watercourse, Surrey County 
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority should be contacted to obtain 
prior writen Consent. More details are available on our website.  
 
If proposed works result in infiltra�on of surface water to ground within 
a Source Protec�on Zone, the Environment Agency will require proof of 
surface water treatment to achieve water quality standards.  

  
5. County Highway Authority Informa�ves: 

 
1. The permission hereby granted shall not be construed as authority to 
carry out any works on the highway. The applicant is advised that prior 
approval must be obtained from the Highway Authority before any works 
are carried out on any footway, footpath, carriageway, or verge to form 
a vehicle crossover or to install dropped kerbs. Please see 
htps://www.surreycc.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/permits-and-
licences/vehicle-crossovers-or-dropped-kerbs 
 
2. In the event that the access works require the felling of a highway tree 
not being subject to a Tree Preserva�on Order, and its removal has been 
permited through planning permission, or as permited development, 
the developer will pay to the Council as part of its licence applica�on fee 
compensa�on for its loss based upon 100% of the tree’s CAVAT valua�on 
to compensate for the loss of highway amenity. 
 
3. The developer is advised that as part of the detailed design of the 
highway works required by the above condi�ons, the County Highway 
Authority may require necessary accommoda�on works to street lights, 
road signs, road markings, highway drainage, surface covers, street trees, 
highway verges, highway surfaces, surface edge restraints and any other 
street furniture/equipment – this will be at the developer’s own cost. 
 
4. The permission hereby granted shall not be construed as authority to 
carry out any works (including Stats connec�ons/diversions required by 
the development itself or the associated highway works) on the highway 
or any works that may affect a drainage channel/culvert or water course. 
The applicant is advised that a permit and, poten�ally, a Sec�on 278 
agreement must be obtained from the Highway Authority before any 



works are carried out on any footway, footpath, carriageway, verge or 
other land forming part of the highway. All works (including Stats 
connec�ons/diversions required by the development itself or the 
associated highway works) on the highway will require a permit and an 
applica�on will need to submited to the County Council's Street Works 
Team up to 3 months in advance of the intended start date, depending 
on the scale of the works proposed and the classifica�on of the road. 
Please see htp://www.surreycc.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/road-
permits-and-licences/the-traffic-management-permit-scheme. The 
applicant is also advised that Consent may be required under Sec�on 23 
of the Land Drainage Act 1991. Please see www.surreycc.gov.uk/people-
and-community/emergency-planning-and-community-
safety/floodingadvice. 
 
5. The developer is reminded that it is an offence to allow materials to be 
carried from the site and deposited on or damage the highway from 
uncleaned wheels or badly loaded vehicles. The Highway Authority will 
seek, wherever possible, to recover any expenses incurred in clearing, 
cleaning or repairing highway surfaces and prosecutes persistent 
offenders. (Highways Act 1980 Sec�ons 131, 148, 149). 
 
6. The applicant is expected to ensure the safe opera�on of all 
construc�on traffic to prevent unnecessary disturbance obstruc�on and 
inconvenience to other highway users. Care should be taken to ensure 
that the wai�ng, parking, loading and unloading of construc�on vehicles 
does not hinder the free flow of any carriageway, footway, bridleway, 
footpath, cycle route, right of way or private driveway or entrance. The 
developer is also expected to require their contractors to sign up to the 
"Considerate Constructors Scheme" Code of Prac�ce, 
(www.ccscheme.org.uk) and to follow this throughout the period of 
construc�on within the site, and within adjacent areas such as on the 
adjoining public highway and other areas of public realm. Where 
repeated problems occur the Highway Authority may use available 
powers under the terms of the Highways Act 1980 to ensure the safe 
opera�on of the highway. 
 
7. It is the responsibility of the developer to ensure that the electricity 
supply is sufficient to meet future demands and that any power balancing 



technology is in place if required. Electric Vehicle Charging Points shall be 
provided in accordance with the Surrey County Council Vehicular, Cycle 
and Electric Vehicle Parking Guidance for New Development 2022. Where 
undercover parking areas (mul�-storey car parks, basement or 
undercro� parking) are proposed, the developer and LPA should liaise 
with Building Control Teams and the Local Fire Service to understand any 
addi�onal requirements. If an ac�ve connec�on costs on average more 
than £3600 to install, the developer must provide cabling (defined as a 
‘cabled route’ within the 2022 Building Regula�ons) and two formal 
quotes from the distribu�on network operator showing this. 
 
8. The developer is advised that Public Footpath Number 356 runs to the 
north of the applica�on site and it is an offence to obstruct or divert the 
route of a right of way unless carried out in complete accordance with 
appropriate legisla�on. 
 
9. It is the responsibility of the developer to provide e-bike charging 
points with socket �mers to prevent them constantly drawing a current 
over night or for longer than required. Signage should be considered 
regarding damaged, or shock impacted bateries, indica�ng that these 
should not be used/charged. The design of communal bike areas should 
consider fire spread and there should be detec�on in areas where 
charging takes place. With regard to an e-bike socket in a domes�c 
dwelling, the residence should have detec�on, and an official e-bike 
charger should be used. Guidance on detec�on can be found in BS 5839-
6 for fire detec�on and fire alarm systems in both new and exis�ng 
domes�c premises and BS 5839-1 the code of prac�ce for designing, 
installing, commissioning, and maintaining fire detec�on and alarm 
systems in non-domes�c buildings. 

  
6. Thames Water Informa�ves: 

 
Thames Water would advise that if the developer follows the sequen�al 
approach to the disposal of surface water we would have no objec�on. 
Management of surface water from new developments should follow 
guidance in the Na�onal Planning Policy Framework. Where the 
developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from 
Thames Water Developer Services will be required. Should you require 



further informa�on please refer to our website. 
htps://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-
developments/planning-yourdevelopment/working-near-our-pipes 
 
We would expect the developer to demonstrate what measures will be 
undertaken to minimise groundwater discharges into the public sewer. 
Groundwater discharges typically result from construc�on site 
dewatering, deep excava�ons, basement infiltra�on, borehole 
installa�on, tes�ng and site remedia�on. 
 
Any discharge made without a permit is deemed illegal and may result in 
prosecu�on under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. Should 
the Local Planning Authority be minded to approve the planning 
applica�on, Thames Water would like the following informa�ve atached 
to the planning permission: “A Groundwater Risk Management Permit 
from Thames Water will be required for discharging groundwater into a 
public sewer. Any discharge made without a permit is deemed illegal and 
may result in prosecu�on under the provisions of the Water Industry Act 
1991. We would expect the developer to demonstrate what measures he 
will undertake to minimise groundwater discharges into the public sewer. 
Permit enquiries should be directed to Thames Water’s Risk 
Management Team by telephoning 020 3577 9483 or by emailing 
trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk. Applica�on forms should be 
completed on line via www.thameswater.co.uk. Please refer to the 
Wholesale; Business customers; Groundwater discharges sec�on. 
 
Thames Water would recommend that petrol / oil interceptors be fited 
in all car parking/washing/repair facili�es. Failure to enforce the effec�ve 
use of petrol / oil interceptors could result in oil-polluted discharges 
entering local watercourses. 

  
7. Notwithstanding the approved drawings, the materiality of plots 18, 19, 

20 and 21 is of concern. The use of the following materials is 
unacceptable given the sensi�vity of the surrounding context. 
• grey clay roof �les – the prevailing roofing material within the 

immediate area is red clay. Whilst there are some instances of slate 
covering nearby, these occurrences are atypical contextually. 

• cedar boarding accent material – the use of cedar boarding 



domes�cally is wholly out of context. Tile hanging is more vernacular 
and thus more appropriate should an accent material be desired. 

• use of smooth red brick (quoin detailing) – the ar�ficial appearance 
and texture to this material makes is of significant concern. 

Through the discharge of condi�on three, more suitable external 
materials will need to be proposed. 

  
8. Construc�on noise is primarily an environmental health issue in terms of 

Sec�ons 60/61 Control of Pollu�on Act 1974. It is recommended that the 
developers and their contractors submit prior consent applica�ons at 
each phase under Sec�on 61. This will not only cover hours of work, but 
also noise and vibra�on levels throughout any part of the construc�on 
including works on the highway.  

  
 Officer's Report 

 
Site descrip�on 
 
The applica�on site is 1.25ha located on the west site of Harpers Road, in the ward 
of Ash Wharf. Harpers Road has the character of a rural lane with a narrow width 
(4.1m - 4.5m) and no pavement, and is located to the east of Ash, within the Urban 
Area.  The boundary along Harpers Road is tree lined and bordered by a ditch. To 
the east of Harpers Road is the grade II listed property York House which is a 16th 
century �mber framed building with brick cladding. The applica�on site is the 
eastern part of the larger A31 site alloca�on, with the remainder of the A31 
alloca�on for approximately 1,750 homes forming the western boundary.   
 
The site is comprised of two main parts divided by a stream which runs east-west 
through the middle. There is currently no access between the northern and southern 
part of the site across the stream ditch.  There is a densely wooded area to the 
north of the dividing stream. 
 
The northern part of the site is wedge shaped with trees around the en�re 
perimeter. There is a Tree Preserva�on Order covering the en�re of this por�on of 
the applica�on site.  The western boundary of this site abut residen�al proper�es 
and their gardens approved under planning applica�on 16/P/01679 some of which 
are s�ll under construc�on. There is another residen�al property on the north 
eastern boundary of the site. There is no exis�ng vehicular access to this por�on of 

 



the site, and access by foot is through the gaps in the trees and hedges from Harpers 
Road. The northern part of the applica�on site slopes significantly from south to 
north.  
 
The southern part of the site contains the bungalow Streamside and is broadly 'L' 
shaped. The southern and eastern boundary adjoin Oakside Cotage. Orchard Farm 
and Harpers House are adjacent to the site along the southern boundary. Along the 
western boundary planning permission has been granted for 51 dwellings with 
associated open space, landscaping and parking (22/P/01083). The access to the 
southern por�on of the site is over a concrete bridge across the ditch from Harpers 
Road. 
 
There are a range of commercial, social, and community services accessible from the 
applica�on site in Ash. Ash Sta�on is c.575m away from the site, accessible on foot 
through Wildflower Meadows and the Public Right of Way. There are several bus 
stops along Guildford Road. 
 
The Environment Agency has iden�fied the site as Flood Zone 1 (low probability of 
flooding). The applica�on site is within the 400m - 5km buffer to the Thames Basin 
Heath SPA. 
 
Proposal 
 
Proposed erec�on of 24 two-storey dwellings with associated parking and 
landscaping; crea�on of new vehicular access from Harpers Road. 
 
The proposal is for the demoli�on of the exis�ng Streamside bungalow and its 
replacement with 24 new homes, ten of which would be affordable. The proposed 
dwellings would have a material pallet of brick and hung �les. A new access would 
be created to access the northern por�on of the site, and a pedestrian link would be 
created to connect the northern and southern parts of the site.  
 
The northern part of the site would retain many of the exis�ng trees, especially 
within the densely wooded area directly to the north of the stream. A new road 
would be created in the shape of a backwards 'C' with the new access connec�ng to 
the middle of it. Seven houses would be in the centre of the 'C' shape, and one would 
be at the top in the northern wedge part of the site. The houses would have 
irregularly shaped gardens resul�ng from arranging the houses around the curved 



road. The proposed dwellings would mostly have separate single storey garages and 
would be two storey detached and semi-detached houses.  In the northern half the 
site, the following is proposed: 
 • 3 x 4 bedroom houses; 
 • 4 x 3 bedroom houses; 
 • 1 x 2 bedroom house. 
 
The southern part of the site is divided in a more regular way, with a road following 
the L shape of the site, and 16 dwellings arranged on either side of it. The proposed 
gardens would therefore be rec�linear.  Only some of the proposed dwellings on 
this por�on of the site have separate garages, with the majority being provided with 
open parking spaces. Apart from three proposed three-bedroom houses, the 
proposed dwellings would be semi-detached two storey houses and flats. All nine of 
the proposed affordable homes are proposed in this por�on of the site. In the 
southern half of the site, the following sizes are proposed: 
 • 11 x 3 bedroom houses; 
 • 3 x 2 bedroom houses; 
 • 2 x 1 bedroom flats. 
 
48 vehicle spaces are proposed to be allocated to the proper�es, and a further four 
spaces would be provided for visitors. One EV charging point would be provided per 
property. Cycle storage is proposed within the garages or where there is no garage, 
in a shed at the rear of the garden. 
 
Relevant planning history 
 
Reference: Descrip�on: Decision 

Summary: 
 Appeal: 

22/P/00977 Outline applica�on for the 
demoli�on of exis�ng house and 
outbuildings and erec�on of 22 
new dwellings with associated 
parking and crea�on of new 
vehicular access (all maters 
reserved except, access, layout 
and scale) 

Refuse* 
26/06/202
3 

 Appeal 
allowed 
08/03/24** 

     
17/P/02616 Outline applica�on for the Refuse  DISM 



erec�on of 24 new houses to 
consider access, layout and 
scale.  

05/11/201
8 

22/08/2019 

     
15/P/01887 Proposed erec�on of 7 new 

houses with associated parking 
and enlargement of the exis�ng 
vehicular access 

Refuse 
14/12/201
5 

 N/A 
 

 
* While the subsequent appeal has now been allowed, for completeness, the reasons 
for refusal for applica�on 22/P/00977 were: 
 
1) Due to the nature and characteris�cs of Harpers Road, which is a narrow, rural 
road, the increased vehicle movements would create a dangerous environment for 
pedestrians and cyclists. The addi�onal movements along Harpers Road created by 
the applica�on would exacerbate and worsen the exis�ng highway safety concerns. 
The proposal would therefore result in an unacceptable impact on highway safety, 
contrary to Policies ID3 and A31(10) of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: strategy 
and sites 2015 – 2034, the Strategic Development Framework SPD (2020), and NPPF 
paragraphs 110 and 111.  
 
2) The proposed development would result in a material loss of privacy and 
overlooking to the occupants of Oakside Cotage which is located to the east of the 
site. The proposal would therefore result in an unacceptable impact on the amenity 
of this property, contrary to Policy D5(1a, b)(2b) of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies (2023).  
 
3) In the absence of a completed planning obliga�on the applica�on fails to mi�gate 
its impact on infrastructure provision. This includes the following:  
 
• the delivery of 8 (eight) affordable housing dwellings;  
• provision of SAMM contribu�ons;  
• provision of SANG land to mi�gate the impact of the development on the Thames 

Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area;  
• contribu�on towards early years, primary and secondary educa�on projects;  
• contribu�on towards open space provision infrastructure in the area;  
• contribu�on towards highway safety improvements and pedestrian and cyclist 

infrastructure improvements in the area;  



• contribu�on towards Ash Road bridge; and,  
• provision that the Applicant, and successor in Title, gives free and unfetered 

access to the estate roads, pathways, and cycleways.  
 
The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies P5, H2, ID1, ID3 and A31 of the 
Guildford Borough Local Plan: strategy and sites 2015-2034, saved Policy NRM6 of 
the South-East Plan (2009), Policy ID6 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies 2023, the Council’s Planning Contribu�ons SPD 
(2017), and the guidance contained within the NPPF paragraphs 55-57.  
 
4) The site lies within the 400m to 5km zone of the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protec�on Area (TBHSPA). In the absence of a completed planning obliga�on, the 
Local Planning Authority is not sa�sfied that there will be no likely significant effect 
on the Special Protec�on Area and is unable to sa�sfy itself that this proposal, either 
alone or in combina�on with other development, would not have an adverse effect 
on the integrity of the Special Protec�on Area and the relevant Site of Special 
Scien�fic Interest (SSSI). The applica�on would be contrary to the objec�ves of Policy 
P5 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: strategy and sites 2015-2034, the Thames 
Basin Heaths Avoidance Strategy SPD, and saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan 
(2009). For the same reasons, the applica�on would fail to meet the requirements 
of Regula�on 63 of The Conserva�on of Habitats and Species Regula�ons (2017) as 
amended, and as the applica�on does not meet the requirements of Regula�on 64, 
consequently the Local Planning Authority must refuse to grant planning permission.  
 
[Officer Note: Some of the NPPF paragraph numbers referred to in the above reasons 
for refusal may now be out of date following the publica�on of the new NPPF]. 
 
** The appeal decision for applica�on 22/P/00977 is atached to this report as an 
appendix. 
 
Consulta�ons 
 
A summary of the consulta�on responses is contained below. This is not a verba�m 
report and full copies of all representa�ons received are available on the electronic 
planning file, which is available to view online. 
 
 
 



Statutory consultees 
 
County Highways Authority, Surrey County Council: No objec�ons raised subject to 
condi�ons and a legal agreement. 
 
Lead Local Flood Authority, Surrey County Council: No objec�ons raised subject to 
condi�ons. 
 
Thames Water: No objec�ons raised. 
 
Environment Agency (EA): The EA have responded that this planning applica�on is 
for development that they do not wish to be consulted on.  
 
Natural England: As long as the applicant is complying with the requirements of 
Guildford’s Avoidance and Mi�ga�on Strategy for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA 
(through a legal agreement securing contribu�ons to Suitable Alterna�ve Natural 
Greenspace (SANG) and Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM)), 
Natural England has no objec�on to this applica�on. Natural England note that there 
is an area of deciduous woodland present on the development site, which is a Priority 
Habitat. Part of the development proposals include tree removal, including within 
the deciduous woodland area. Natural England would encourage addi�onal tree 
plan�ng to compensate for this loss.  
 
Network Rail: No objec�ons raised. 
 
County Archaeologist, Surrey County Council: No objec�ons raised, subject to 
condi�on. 
 
Internal consultees 
 
Environmental Health Officer: No objec�ons raised.  
 
Arboricultural Officer: No objec�ons subject to standard condi�ons.  
 
Opera�onal Services (waste and recycling): No comments received. However, it is 
noted that no objec�ons were raised to applica�on 22/P/00977. The submited 
waste and recycling strategy will be controlled by condi�on.  
 



Non-statutory consultees 
 
Surrey Wildlife Trust: Following the receipt of addi�onal informa�on, no objec�ons 
are raised.  
 
Parish Council 
 
Ash Parish Council: Raise an objec�on for the following reasons: 
• out of character with the area. 
• not in keeping with the immediate street scene. 
• concern over loss of trees and the maintenance of those that are le�. 
• overdevelopment. 
• concern over the effect on wildlife, especially endangered species. 
• concern over access road being too narrow and without sufficient drainage. 
• concern over effect on local ameni�es schools, medical facili�es. 
• within the SPA buffer zone [Officer Note: The site is located within the 400m to 

5km buffer of the SPA where impacts can be mi�gated in line with the Council's 
Avoidance Strategy]. 

• risk of flooding concern about possible effec�veness of proposed SuDS scheme. 
• site not easily accessible except by car  
• reliance on access to PRoW 356 which is in ownership of SCC, and which has no 

ligh�ng, is narrow, unmade up. Concern of possible safety issues. 
 • possible overlooking of Oakside Cotage and loss of privacy. 

• concern for the impact of construc�on vehicles on Harpers Road 
• concern for the impact of addi�onal traffic entering / exi�ng Harpers Road at 

junc�on with Guildford Road 
 
Third party comments:  
 
28 leters of representa�on have been received raising the following objec�ons and 
concerns: 
• access is unsuitable, especially for large vehicles; 
• road is not fit for a development of this size; 
• Harpers Road unsuitable for entry and exit to development; 
• houses are not in keeping with local area; 
• green space lost; 
• impact on wildlife; 
• overdevelopment of a small site / overly dense; 

 



• refuse collec�on concerns on narrow road; 
• impact on traffic and highway safety; 
• dangerous road; 
• loss of character to area; 
• impact on neighbours’ privacy and light; 
• the site provides a buffer between the other developments and the green belt; 
• the road o�en floods; 
• the sewerage system can't support new proper�es [Officer Note: No objec�ons 

have been raised by Thames Water]; 
• construc�on noise; 
• light pollu�on; 
• impact on exis�ng drainage infrastructure; 
• op�mis�c to think that the bridge will alleviate traffic use; 
• large vehicles will cause huge tailbacks; 
• car headlights will shine directly into the property opposite every �me a vehicle 

leaves the development; 
• overlooking to Oakside Cotage; 
• block light to Oakside Cotage; 
• overlooking and loss of privacy to Leyscro�es Road proper�es; 
• no considera�on to oversubscribed local services such as schools and doctors’ 

surgeries; 
• safety of children at playground / cyclists / horse riders / pedestrians and runners; 
• loss of trees; 
• poor transi�on from rural to urban area; 
• overhead lines should be buried; 
• future residents will have to go everywhere by car; 
• very similar to refused 2017 scheme; 
• exis�ng home should not be removed; 
• endanger bat popula�on; and 
• connec�ng to local sewer would involve digging up local road causing disrup�on 

to local community. 
  
One leter of support has been received outlining the following posi�ve comments: 
• density is lower than adjacent developments; 
• eleva�onal treatment is appropriate; 
• design is in keeping with the local area; and 
• the proposal retains a number of mature trees. 
 



Planning policies 
 
Na�onal Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): 

• Chapter 2: Achieving sustainable development. 
• Chapter 4: Decision making. 
• Chapter 5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes. 
• Chapter 8: Promo�ng healthy and sustainable communi�es. 
• Chapter 9: Promo�ng sustainable transport. 
• Chapter 12: Achieving well-designed places. 
• Chapter 14: Mee�ng the challenge of climate change, flooding and 

coastal change. 
 
Guildford Borough Local Plan - Strategy and Sites 2015-2034 (LPSS): 
The Guildford Borough Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (LPSS) was adopted by the 
Council on 25 April 2019. This now forms part of the statutory development plan, 
and the policies are given full weight. 

• Policy S1: Presump�on in favour of sustainable development 
• Policy H1: Homes for all 
• Policy H2: Affordable homes 
• Policy P5: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area 
• Policy D1: Place shaping 
• Policy D2: Climate change, sustainable design, construc�on and energy 
• Policy ID3: Sustainable transport for new developments 
• Policy ID4: Green and blue infrastructure 

 
Guildford Borough Local Plan - Development Management Policies (LPDMP): 
Guildford’s Local Plan Development Management Policies (LPDMP) was adopted by 
the Council on 22 March 2023. This now forms part of the statutory development 
plan, and the policies are given full weight. 

• Policy H6: Review Mechanisms 
• Policy H7: First Homes 
• Policy P6: Protec�ng Important Habitats and Species 
• Policy P7: Biodiversity in New Developments 
• Policy P10: Water Quality, waterbodies and Riparian Corridors 
• Policy P11: Sustainable Surface Water Management 
• Policy D4: Achieving High Quality Design and Respec�ng Local 

Dis�nc�veness 
• Policy D5: Protec�on of Amenity and Provision of Amenity Space 



• Policy D6: External Servicing Features and Stores 
• Policy D7: Public Realm 
• Policy D15: Climate Change Adap�on 
• Policy D16: Carbon Emissions from Buildings 
• Policy D18: Designated Heritage Assets 
• Policy D19: Listed Buildings 
• Policy ID6: Open Space in New Developments 
• Policy ID7: Community Facili�es 
• Policy ID9: Achieving a Comprehensive Guildford Borough Cycle 

Network 
• Policy ID10: Parking Standards for New Development 

 
Supplementary planning documents 

• Climate Change, Sustainable Design, Construc�on and Energy SPD 
[September 2020]; 

• Planning Contribu�ons SPD [September 2017] (including yearly tariff 
updates and Open Space tariffs); 

• Parking Standards for New Development SPD [March 2023]; 
• Thames Basin Heaths SPA Avoidance Strategy SPD [July 2017]; 
• Residen�al Design Guide [July 2004]; and 
• Strategic Development Framework SPD [July 2020]. 

 
Planning considera�ons 
 
The main planning considera�ons in this case are:  
 
• the principle of development;  
• housing need and supply; 
• affordable housing; 
• the impact on neighbouring amenity; 
• amenity of future occupants / living environment; 
• design and the impact on the character area; 
• sustainable design and construc�on; 
• the impact on heritage assets; 
• heritage harm vs. public benefits balance 
• highway / parking considera�ons; 
• flooding and surface water drainage; 
• ecology and biodiversity; 



• impact on trees; 
• the impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area; and 
• s.106 considera�ons. 
 
The principle of development 
 
The LPSS has allocated this site under policy A31, which is an amalgama�on of 
separate sites around Ash and Tongham. In total the alloca�on is expected to deliver 
approximately 1,750 homes. Policy A31 also sets out that development of these sites 
should incorporate the following requirements (inter alia): 
 

appropriate financial contribu�ons to enable expansion of Ash Manor 
Secondary School by an addi�onal 1FE (form entry) 

• appropriate financial contribu�ons towards expansion of exis�ng GP provision 
in the area or land and a new building for a new GPs surgery 

• sensi�ve design at site boundaries that has regard to the transi�on from urban 
to rural. 

• sensi�ve design at site boundaries with the adjacent complex of listed 
buildings at Ash Manor. Views to and from this heritage asset, including their 
approach from White Lane, must be protected. 

• land and provision of a new road bridge which will form part of the A323 
Guildford Road, with an associated footbridge, to enable the closure of the 
level crossing on the A323 Guildford Road, adjacent to Ash railway sta�on. 

• proposed road layout or layouts to provide connec�ons between both the 
individual development sites within this site alloca�on and between Ash Lodge 
Drive and Foreman Road, providing a through road connec�on between Ash 
Lodge Drive and Foreman Road, in order to maximise accessibility and to help 
alleviate conges�on on the A323 corridor. 

 
As the site is located within the urban area of Ash and planning permission exists on 
the site for the erec�on of 22 dwellings, the principle of 24 dwellings on this site is 
acceptable, subject to general compliance with the above requirements of policy A31 
and relevant local and na�onal policies. These will be considered further below. 
 
Housing need and supply 
 
Paragraph 60 of the NPPF states that to support the Government’s objec�ve of 
significantly boos�ng the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount 



and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups 
with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land with permission is 
developed without unnecessary delay. The overall aim should be to meet as much of 
an area’s iden�fied housing need as possible, including with an appropriate mix of 
housing types for the local community. Paragraph 63 goes on to note that the size, 
type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be 
assessed and reflected in planning policies. These groups should include (but are not 
limited to) those who require affordable housing; families with children; older people 
(including those who require re�rement housing, housing-with-care and care 
homes); students; people with disabili�es; service families; travellers; people who 
rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own homes'. 
 

 Paragraph 76 of the NPPF states that ‘Local planning authori�es are not required to 
iden�fy and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 
a minimum of five years’ worth of housing for decision making purposes if the 
following criteria are met: a) their adopted plan is less than five years old; and b) that 
adopted plan iden�fied at least a five year supply of specific, deliverable sites at the 
�me that its examina�on concluded’. In this regard it is noted that the Guilford 
Borough Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (LPSS) and Development Management 
Policies (LPDMP) were adopted by the Council in 2019 and 2023, respec�vely. Both 
are therefore less than five years old and the LPSS iden�fied at least a five-year 
supply of sites.   
 
As the site forms part of the alloca�on under policy A31, the proposal will make a 
contribu�on to mee�ng the housing requirement which is iden�fied in the Local 
Plan.  
 
Dwelling mix 
 
Policy H1 of the LPSS states that 'new residen�al development is required to deliver 
a wide choice of homes to meet a range of accommoda�on needs as set out in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). New development should 
provide a mix of housing tenures, types and sizes appropriate to the site size, 
characteris�cs and loca�on'. The proposed dwelling mix for the development, as well 
as the SHMA requirement, is provided below.  
 
 
 

 



Table 1    
Overall Housing 
Mix 

No. SHMA % Req Provided % 

1 bed 2 20 8.3 
2 bed 4 30 16.7 
3 bed 15 35 62.5 
4 bed 3 15 12.5 
Total  24   
 
It can be seen from the table above that the dwellings being provided by the 
development are skewed towards mid-sized three-bedroom units. Propor�onally, 
only a small number of the units would be of a one- and two-bedroom size. 
 
While the proposal does not comply with the SHMA guidelines, it is considered that 
given its characteris�cs, this site is beter suited to family housing, rather than 
smaller one- and two-bedroom units. Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
Inspector’s Final Report (paragraph 48) on the LPSS examina�on stated 'as regards 
housing mix, the policy is not prescriptive but seeks a mix of tenure, types and sizes 
of dwelling, which the text indicates will be guided by the strategic housing market 
assessment. The policy also seeks an appropriate amount of accessible and adaptable 
dwellings and wheelchair user dwellings. While the proposed mix varies from the 
SHMA guidance, it is noted that the SHMA mix is to be achieved over the whole of 
the housing market area and over the life�me of the plan. It is not feasible or 
prac�cal to require every site to rigidly meet the iden�fied mix in the SHMA and this 
is reflected in the Inspector's comments noted above. The flexibility set out in the 
policy must be used to achieve an acceptable mix across the borough.  
 
The proposal is not likely to cause any material harm to the Council's ability to deliver 
a compliant SHMA mix on a wider basis and overall, the proposed mix is deemed to 
be acceptable. 
 
Affordable housing 
 
Policy H2 of the LPSS seeks at least 40 per cent of the homes on applica�on sites to 
be affordable. Policy H2 also states that 'the tenure and number of bedrooms of the 
affordable homes provided on each qualifying site must contribute, to the Council's 
sa�sfac�on, towards mee�ng the mix of affordable housing needs iden�fied in the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2015, or subsequent affordable housing needs 



evidence'. 
 
Policy H7 of the LPDMP also seeks ‘a minimum of 25% of affordable homes provided 
either on-site or off-site or as a financial contribu�on in lieu of on-site provision in 
line with the Council’s adopted affordable housing requirements are expected to be 
First Homes’. 
 
The proposal is for 23 (net) dwellings which generates a requirement for 9.2 
affordable units. Regarding the rounding of affordable units, policy H2 of LPSS states: 
'in calcula�ng the number of affordable homes to be provided on a site, frac�ons of 
homes will some�mes be required. In order to avoid requirements for frac�ons of 
homes we will therefore round up any part requirement of an affordable housing 
dwelling in line with common conven�on at 0.5 of a home, and down at 0.49 or less'. 
As such, adop�ng this approach would mean that the 9.2 dwellings required should 
be rounded down to nine. However, this must be on the assump�on that the 
rounding down would not lead to a situa�on with the 40% requirement of policy H2 
is breached.  
 
In this case, nine affordable dwellings would amount to 39.1% and this is technically 
below the 40% required by policy H2.  
 
The applicant has only offered to provide nine affordable dwellings, not for viability 
reasons but because, in their opinion, the policy specifically allows for rounding 
down. However, the Council's response is that this argument should not apply in 
situa�ons where rounding down would bring the proposal in conflict with the policy. 
 
Notwithstanding the applicant's posi�on, it is considered that the proposal is 
technically in breach of policy H2 of the LPSS. However, it is acknowledged that the 
non-compliance is only 0.9 percentage points. This non-compliance and the weight 
to be atributed to it will be discussed further in the balance. It is acknowledged that 
in the appeal scheme permission has already been granted for a net addi�on of 21 
dwellings with eight affordable units where the Policy generates a need for 8.4 units. 
Here the Inspector accepted the rounding down posi�on. The Inspector concluded 
that the contribu�on towards iden�fied needs for affordable housing is a notable 
benefit of the proposal which carries significant weight. The appeal decision and 
permission has to be given significant weight in the determina�on of this applica�on.                  
 
In terms of tenure, two units, 25% are to be First Homes, five are to be affordable 



rental proper�es and two are to be intermediate. These can be secured through the 
legal agreement. This tenure mix would be compliant with the Council's adopted 
policy. 
 
The proposed affordable units are all located on the southern half of the site. The 
affordable dwellings would be interspersed amongst the market dwellings. 
 
The impact on neighbouring amenity 
 
Policy D5 of the LPDMP states that 'development proposals are required to avoid 
having an unacceptable impact on the living environment of exis�ng residen�al 
proper�es or resul�ng in unacceptable living condi�ons for new residen�al 
proper�es, in terms of: 
 
a) privacy and overlooking 
b) visual dominance and overbearing effects of a development 
c) access to sunlight and daylight 
d) ar�ficial ligh�ng 
e) noise and vibra�on 
f) odour, fumes and dust 
 
It must firstly be noted that this site is allocated for housing development as part of 
the LPSS. As such, while the amenity of neighbouring proper�es must be protected, 
because of the alloca�on it is inevitable that there will be significant changes to the 
area in the immediate future, through this and other applica�ons which have already 
been approved.  
 
The property most likely to be impacted by the proposal is Oakside Cotage which is 
situated immediately to the south-east of the site. Oakside Cotage is a modest sized 
chalet bungalow which is located in close proximity to the eastern boundary of the 
site which is formed of a �mber panel fence and some tree plan�ng. The western 
eleva�on of Oakside Cotage faces into the applica�on site. It includes a number of 
ground floor windows which serve a variety of rooms including a living room, 
bedroom and bathroom. It is noted that light to these rooms would already be 
compromised by the exis�ng boundary treatment.  
 
The proposal would see a two-storey semi-detached property being built to the west 
of Oakside Cotage. The new dwelling would be separated from the common 



boundary between the two proper�es by approximately 6.8 metres and the distance 
between the facing eleva�ons would be approximately 8.4 metres. The proposal 
would also see a property at the end of Oakside Cotage's rear garden. The side 
eleva�on of the proposed dwelling would face Oakside Cotage. 
 
The most recent appeal decision from March 2024 is relevant when considering the 
impacts of the proposal on Oakside Cotage. While the proposed layout of the 
scheme is slightly different to the appeal proposal, the impacts would generally be 
the same or at least very similar.  
 
In terms of privacy, the proposed dwelling on plot 14 would have no windows in its 
side eleva�on facing Oakside Cotage. The Local Planning Authority could prohibit 
the installa�on of first floor windows in the future (without the benefit of planning 
permission) by condi�on. As such, there would be no harmful impact in terms of 
overlooking or privacy loss from this element of the proposal. 
 
The proposed dwelling on plot 14 would have one first floor window in its front and 
rear eleva�ons, both of which would serve bedrooms. As regards the rela�onship 
between the windows in the front and rear eleva�ons of plot 14 and Oakside 
Cotage, the Inspector stated: 
 
'Windows to the front and rear of the dwelling on plot 13 [plot 13 is now labelled plot 
14 in this new application] could be expected to serve habitable rooms. Those to the 
rear may have views of the rear part of the garden to Oakside Cottage, but this is not 
an unusual relationship and the space immediately to the rear of the dwelling would 
not be visible. I find as a result that any overlooking in this direction would not be 
harmful. The front of plot 13 would be set back relative to four windows to the side 
of Oakside Cottage. The northernmost of these windows serve a bathroom and a 
utility room/toilet and include obscure glazing or opaque film. Potential views 
towards these windows from the front of plot 13 would also be at a very tight angle 
such that I am satisfied there would not be unacceptable overlooking or loss of 
privacy to these rooms. The two other windows to the side of Oakside Cottage are 
clear-glazed and serve a bedroom and a family room. Views towards these windows 
could be possible from the front of plot 13, adversely affecting privacy for the rooms 
served. However, while the dwelling would sit around 9.1m from the side of Oakside 
Cottage, the distance to the clear-glazed side windows would be slightly greater. 
Views would also be at an oblique angle so that the windows would not fall within 
the main field of direct outlook. Noting the separation distance, relationship and view 



angle, only a small part of the rooms closest to the window would be likely to be 
visible and I consider that there would not be meaningful views of the whole of the 
interior of the rooms. Given these factors, I consider that effects on privacy would be 
modest and would not significantly undermine living conditions for occupiers of the 
rooms overall...For these reasons, I find that there would be loss of privacy for 
occupiers of Oakside Cottage causing harm to their living conditions contrary to policy 
D5 of the LPDMP insofar as it seeks to avoid unacceptable impacts on living 
environments in terms of privacy and overlooking. However, the effect would be 
restricted to two rooms within the dwelling, with privacy to the rest of the property 
not significantly affected. Moreover, the loss of privacy for the affected rooms would 
be modest and I conclude that the degree of harm caused to the overall living 
conditions for occupiers of Oakside Cottage would be very limited'.  
 
Although the dwelling on plot 14 is in a slightly different posi�on (placed further to 
the southern boundary of the site and slightly closer to the eastern boundary shared 
with Oakside Cotage) to the appeal proposal, the scheme currently under 
considera�on would result in similar impacts to those observed by the Inspector as 
set out above. As such, the proposal would result in harm to the amenity of Oakside 
Cotage in terms of overlooking and loss of privacy and therefore, the development 
would be contrary to policy D5 of the LPDMP. This harm will be factored into the 
balance below. 
 
It is also noted that scheme layout at the south-western corner of the new access 
from Harpers Road is different to the appeal proposal. Instead of one detached 
property, the current scheme has a pair of semi-detached dwellings in this loca�on. 
Plot 16 is the one closest to Oakside Cotage and it would contain one first floor 
window in its side eleva�on and a bedroom window in its rear eleva�on. The 
rela�onship to Oakside Cotage would be very similar to plot 14, but in this instance 
the overlooking would be of the rear garden. While the posi�on of the dwelling on 
plot 16 would result in some loss of privacy to the garden of Oakside Cotage, given 
the distance of separa�on the harm would also be limited.  
 
As regard the dwelling on plot two, this has been orientated and posi�oned in a 
manner which would not result in any harmful amenity impacts on Oakside Cotage. 
It would be located off the rear boundary and its side eleva�on would contain no 
first-floor windows. The windows in the front and rear eleva�ons would not give rise 
to any harmful level of overlooking or loss of privacy.  
 



As regards other proper�es in the area it is noted that the northern half of the site 
backs into the new Wildflower Meadows development site. Plot 23 would be located 
close to the boundary with two dwellings on Leyscro�es Road. Plot 23 would have 
one first floor window in its side eleva�on serving a stair / landing. With obscure 
glazing there would be no material harm caused to the amenity of the proper�es on 
Leyscro�es Road and the rela�onship would not be significantly different to other 
areas within the alloca�on / urban area. Plot 24 would also have a first-floor window 
in its side eleva�on facing other proper�es along Leyscro�es Road. However, this 
window would be small and serving an en-suite. It would not result in any loss of 
privacy to the neighbouring proper�es. 
 
The proposal would not lead to any harm to the amenity other residen�al proper�es 
in the immediate area, including those on the opposite side of Harpers Road. 
 
The proposal is therefore deemed to be contrary to policy D5 of the LPDMP in this 
regard. This harm will be considered in the balance below. 
 
Amenity of future occupants / living environment 
 
It is noted that policy ID6 of the LPDMP splits the open space required as part of 
developments into categories which are amenity greenspace, allotments, playspace 
and parks / recrea�on grounds. The layout shows the development will deliver its 
own on-site amenity greenspace, however, in accordance with policy ID6 a financial 
contribu�on is required in lieu of the other open space requirements. Based on the 
Council's tariffs, the total open space contribu�on required would be £144,848.69. 
The on-site open space, which would include the restored woodland between the 
northern and southern half of the site would provide a high-quality facility for future 
residents.   
 
All of the proposed dwellings would meet with the Na�onally Described Space 
Standards (NDSS). In addi�on, each dwelling, including both apartments, would have 
their own area of private amenity space in the form of secure rear gardens. These 
are of a suitable size for the dwellings proposed. 
 
The proposal is considered to be acceptable in this regard. 

  
 
 

 



Design and the impact on the character area 
 
As described above, Policy A31 states that sensi�ve design at site boundaries that 
has regard to the transi�on from urban to rural is a requirement of the site alloca�on.  
 
LPSS Policy D1 states that all new developments will be required to achieve high 
quality design that responds to dis�nc�ve local character (including landscape 
character) of the area in which it is set. All new development will be designed to 
reflect the dis�nct local character of the area and will respond and reinforce locally 
dis�nct paterns of development, including landscape se�ng. However, given the 
size, func�on and proposed density of the strategic alloca�ons it may not always be 
desirable to reflect locally dis�nct paterns of development. These sites must create 
their own iden�ty to ensure cohesive and vibrant neighbourhoods.  
 
All new development will be designed to ensure it connects appropriately to exis�ng 
street paterns and creates safe and accessible spaces. All new development will be 
designed to maximise the opportunity for and linkages between green spaces and 
public places and include high quality landscaping that reflects the local dis�nc�ve 
character. 
 
Further, in order to avoid piecemeal development and to protect and enhance the 
exis�ng character of Ash and Tongham and Ash Green, proposals within the area will 
have par�cular regard to; 

• the rela�onship and connec�vity with the exis�ng urban area 
• the rela�onship and connec�vity between allocated sites in different 

ownerships 
• the exis�ng character of Ash and Tongham and Ash Green 
• the future urban edge and its rela�onship with the surrounding 

countryside at the allocated site’s boundaries 
 
Policy D4 of the LPDMP further emphasises that development proposals are required 
to reflect appropriate residen�al densi�es that are demonstrated to result from a 
design-led approach taking into account factors including the context and local 
character of the area. 
 
The applica�on site is on the Eastern boundary of site alloca�on A31, and therefore 
as a proposal it must bridge the emerging context to the west and south, the exis�ng 
built-up context to the North, and the Green Belt to the east. Therefore, the 



requirement of Policy A31 to have regard to the transi�on between urban to rural is 
par�cularly relevant to this site.  
 
While the proposal would have pedestrian links to the development sites to the west 
and south, it would be accessed off of Harpers Lane and so would present its 'front' 
to its rural context and its 'back' to the more urban emerging context. However, the 
proposal would mi�gate this by presen�ng a green buffer of plan�ng and trees to 
the en�re shared boundary with Harpers Lane, excep�ng the two vehicular access 
points. This would so�en the impact of the proposed development on the more rural 
character of Harpers Lane, the cotages along it and the Green Belt beyond. In 
addi�on, the proposed use of limited street ligh�ng and the avoidance of street 
ligh�ng columns is considerate of the urban edge and its rela�onship to the 
countryside. 
 
The proposal would comprise of two cul-de-sacs one with eight two-storey detached 
and semi-detached houses and the other with 16 two-storey detached and semi-
detached houses and flats. The dwellings would be arranged in a patern of 
development typical to the area as they would face onto the street with small front 
gardens, larger rear gardens and drives or garages allowing for off street parking. The 
resultant layout would be one that is easy to navigate and should provide natural 
security through layout and design with well enclosed and overlooked streets, as 
required by Policy D1. 
 
Given that the proposed dwellings are two storeys, and detached or semi-detached, 
the density of the proposed development, at 19.2dw/Ha, is considered appropriate 
within the semi-rural context of the area. The green areas within the proposal, 
including the central tree belt, further give the proposal a semi-rural character and 
help with the transi�on from urban development and countryside. 
 
Guildford Borough Council's Urban Design Officer has been consulted on the 
proposals and has commented as follows: 'The proposed masterplan layout 
responds to the exis�ng and emerging context of the site. Along Harper’s Road, 
lower density homes would be set back from the street behind na�ve trees and 
shrubs. Adjacent to the wider alloca�on and exis�ng homes, development would 
form perimeter blocks with private rear gardens and street frontages. The layout 
proposals would reflect the requirements of Local Plan Policies D1, D4 and D7, which 
amongst other things expect masterplans to respond to local character, promote 
atrac�ve well enclosed streets and provide natural security. The layout also has 



regard to the urban edge and rela�onship with the countryside as required by Policy 
D1(18).' 
 
The materials and detailing of the proposed development would include brick, hung 
�les and weatherboarding. This would be generally reflec�ve of a wider Surrey 
vernacular style, if not immediately reflec�ve of the architectural style of the 
adjacent exis�ng dwellings. The Council's Conserva�on Officer has raised a concern 
regarding some of the specific materials and the applicant has been made aware of 
this. Alterna�ve samples will be secured through condi�on. However, as stated by 
Policy D1, due to the scale of the allocated site, it is considered appropriate that the 
proposal creates its own iden�ty while also being sensi�ve to the wider context in 
which it is located. The Urban Design Officer has commented that 'the proposed 
detailing is of a high quality and would include brick banding, headers and cills, hung 
clay bullnose �le details, func�onal chimneys, half dormers and painted front doors'. 
 
Therefore, the proposal is considered to be compliant with policies D1, D4 and A31 
in this regard. 
 
Sustainable design and construc�on 
 
The relevant policy in rela�on to sustainability and energy is Chapter 14 of the NPPF, 
Policy D2 of the LPSS and Policies D15 and D16 of the LPDMP and the Climate Change, 
Sustainable Design, Construc�on and Energy SPD.  
 
Policy D2 of the LPSS states that applica�ons for development… should include 
informa�on se�ng out how sustainable design and construc�on prac�ce will be 
incorporated including… measures that enable sustainable lifestyles for the 
occupants of the buildings, including electric car charging points. Major development 
should include a sustainability statement se�ng out how the maters in this policy 
have been addressed. All developments should be fit for purpose and remain so into 
the future. Proposals for major development are required to set out in a 
sustainability statement how they have incorporated adapta�ons for a changing 
climate and changing weather paterns in order to avoid increased vulnerability and 
offer high levels of resilience to the full range of expected impacts. Planning 
applica�ons must include adequate informa�on to demonstrate and quan�fy how 
proposals comply with the energy requirements... For major development, this 
should take the form of an energy statement. 
 



Policy D15 states that Major development proposals within the urban areas shown 
on the Policies Map are required to demonstrate how the urban heat island effect 
will be addressed through choice of materials; layout, landform, massing, orienta�on 
and landscaping; and reten�on and incorpora�on of green and blue infrastructure 
as far as possible.  
 
Policy D16 states that development proposals are strongly encourages to improve 
upon Part L of the Building Regula�ons.  
 
A sustainability statement and Energy Statement has been included with this 
applica�on.  
 
The sustainability statement outlines the inten�on to undertake the following 
sustainability measures should planning permission be granted: 

• exis�ng materials would be recycled or re-used, including internal 
materials, masonry and trees; 

• buildings will be constructed to brick and block module sizes to avoid 
cu�ng and waste. 

• material waste would be minimised. 
• air source heat pumps would be used for the dwellings and electric 

boilers for both apartments. 
• water usage would be limited to a maximum of 110 litres per occupant 

per day. 
• one EV vehicle charging point would be provided per property. 

 
The above is considered to sa�sfy most of the policy requirements of the energy 
hierarchy. 
 
It is however noted that the revised energy statement does not address concerns 
about the reduc�on in carbon emissions that will be achieved through improvements 
to the fabric of the proper�es. Policy D14 (1) of the LPDMP requires development 
proposals to demonstrate how they have followed a ‘fabric first’ approach in line 
with the energy hierarchy. The submited BREL Compliance Reports demonstrate 
that the DFEE of the proposed units are approximately the same as the TFEE, with 
an average improvement of 0.64% - with one dwelling type achieving 0% (i.e., the 
worst standard allowed by building regula�ons). FEE values are used as a metric to 
assess whether a fabric first approach has been followed and while there is some 
informa�on in the Energy Statement pertaining to efficient thermal elements and 



good air �ghtness, the maximum FEE reduc�on being achieved being less than 1.2% 
indicates a fabric first approach has not been followed. If a fabric first approach were 
to be followed in accordance with the energy hierarchy, one would typically see a 
FEE reduc�on of at least 10%. 
 
At present the applicant has not provided an argument as to why the FEE reduc�on 
for this proposal is so low. The Council is not aware of any reason as to why a higher 
standard could not be achieved. As such, it is considered reasonable to add a 
condi�on which requires the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the Council’s 
fabric first approach before the commencement of the development.  
 
With the above condi�on in place, the sustainability measures described are 
considered to be propor�onate to the proposals and would be acceptable.  
 
The impact on heritage assets 
 
As noted above, the wider surrounding area includes a number of listed buildings.   
 
Sec�on 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conserva�on Areas) Act 1990 
states that ‘in considering whether to grant planning permission for development 
which affects a listed building or its se�ng, the local planning authority or, as the 
case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its se�ng or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses.’ It is noted that as the site is not located within 
a conserva�on the duty under Sec�on 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conserva�on Areas) Act 1990 does not apply to this proposal. 
 
Case-law has confirmed that, when concerned with developments that would cause 
adverse impacts to the significance of designated heritage assets (including through 
impacts on their se�ng) then this is a factor which must be given considerable 
importance and weight in any balancing exercise.  
 
Turning to policy, Chapter 16 of the NPPF sets out the framework for decision making 
in planning applica�ons rela�ng to heritage assets and this applica�on takes account 
of the relevant considera�ons in these paragraphs. Paragraph 201 sets out that ‘local 
planning authori�es should iden�fy and assess the par�cular significance of any 
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development 
affec�ng the se�ng of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and 



any necessary exper�se. They should take this into account when considering the 
impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between 
the heritage asset’s conserva�on and any aspect of the proposal.’ 
 
Paragraph 205 of the NPPF applies to designated heritage assets. Its states that 
'when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conserva�on 
(and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is 
irrespec�ve of whether any poten�al harm amounts to substan�al harm, total loss 
or less than substan�al harm to its significance'. This policy reflects the statutory 
duty in sec�on 66(1). Paragraph 206 goes on to note that ‘any harm to, or loss of, 
the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its altera�on or destruc�on, or 
from development within its se�ng), should require clear and convincing 
jus�fica�on’. 
 
Policy D3 of the LPSS is generally reflec�ve of the NPPF and it states: 
 
• the historic environment will be conserved and enhanced in a manner 

appropriate to its significance. Development of the highest design quality that will 
sustain and, where appropriate, enhance the special interest, character and 
significance of the borough’s heritage assets and their se�ngs and make a 
posi�ve contribu�on to local character and dis�nc�veness will be supported; and 

• the impact of development proposals on the significance of heritage assets and 
their se�ngs will be considered in accordance with case law, legisla�on and the 
NPPF. 

 
Policy D16 of the LPDMP concerns designated heritage assets and it emphasises the 
requirements in the NPPF as regards the assessment of applica�ons concerning 
heritage assets. Policy D17 relates to listed buildings, and it notes that (inter alia):  
 
• development proposals are expected to conserve, enhance and where 

appropriate beter reveal the significance of listed buildings and their se�ngs. 
Where harm to significance is  iden�fied this will be considered against Policy 
D16(3).  

• repairs, altera�ons or extensions, that directly, indirectly or cumula�vely affect 
the  special interest of a statutory listed or cur�lage listed building, or 
development affec�ng  their se�ngs are expected to: a) be of an appropriate 
scale, form, height, massing and design which respects the host building and its 



se�ng; b) have regard to the historic internal layout as well as the architectural 
and historic integrity that form part of the special interest of the building; c) 
reinforce the intrinsic character of the building through the use of appropriate  
materials, details and building techniques; and d) respect the se�ng of the listed 
building including inward and outward views. 

• development proposals for the demoli�on/removal of objects or structures fixed 
to the building or within the cur�lage of a Listed Building are required to 
demonstrate that they are: a) incapable of repair for beneficial use or enjoyment; 
or b) not of special architectural or historic interest as an ancillary structure to 
the principal Listed Building. 

 
Heritage assets 
 
The listed buildings in the vicinity of the applica�on include:  
 

a) Ash Manor complex (Ash Manor (Grade II*), Old Manor Cotage (Grade II*), 
Ash Manor Oast (Grade II), The Oast House (Grade II), and Oak Barn (Grade 
II)), and Church of St Peter (Grade II*) which are either 500m or 700m away 
from the site respec�vely; and,  

b) York House (Grade 2) which is located to the west of the site on the opposite 
side of Harpers Road. 

 
Impact on significance 
 
York House: 
 
York House, which is located on the western side of Harpers Road is an immediate 
neighbour to the applica�on site’s northern sec�on. Whilst the proposed 
development would not have any direct physical impact upon this asset, it would be 
fair to say that it would result in irrevocable change to the way the asset is 
experienced and its exis�ng rural hinterland character and se�ng by virtue of its 
character and form. Direct views between the applica�on site and York House are to 
some degree currently limited by the exis�ng mature, largely deciduous vegeta�ve 
boundary, which is established within the asset’s garden and the deciduous plan�ng 
within the applica�on site. However, the degree of intervisibility experienced is 
seasonal, with more screening between the applica�on site through to the heritage 
asset occurring during summer and early autumn, and less during the winter and 
early spring. That said, irrespec�ve of the iden�fied seasonal difference, 



intervisibility between the two sites is possible and is established. Therefore, 
development of the form, character and density that is proposed is judged to have 
an urbanising impact on the se�ng of York House, and that this would be at odds 
with its prevailing se�ng and context, thereby resul�ng in ‘less-than-substan�al’ 
harm to the heritage asset’s se�ng. 
 
With the applica�on’s silence on mater such as landscaping proposals (boundary 
plan�ng, road surface treatments, ligh�ng columns etc…), it is difficult to determine 
whether the above iden�fied harm would/could be mi�gated. One design mater 
that is known to be contribu�ng to the harm iden�fied, and which could be mi�gated 
through more appropriate choices, is the materiality of plots 18, 19, 20 and 21. The 
use of the following materials is unacceptable given the sensi�vity of the surrounding 
context. 
• grey clay roof �les – the prevailing roofing material within the immediate area is 

red clay. Whilst there are some instances of slate covering nearby, these 
occurrences are atypical contextually. 

• cedar boarding accent material – the use of cedar boarding domes�cally is wholly 
out of context. Tile hanging is more vernacular and thus more appropriate should 
an accent material be desired. 

• use of smooth red brick (quoin detailing) – the ar�ficial appearance and texture 
to this material makes is of significant concern. 

  
Ash Manor/Old Manor Cottage/Ash Manor Oast/Oast House/Oak Barn: 
 
Whilst the proposed development would not have any physical impact upon these 
assets themselves, it would be fair to say that the proposed suburban scheme would 
result in a limited degree of visual change to the assets’ rural hinterland character 
and se�ng, as well as contribu�ng towards the erosion of one’s ability to appreciate 
the wider historic surroundings of the Manor, par�cularly its extent. As such, harm 
to the significance of these assets is iden�fied. The harm iden�fied is judged to be 
‘less-than-substan�al’ in terms of the NPPF. However, when taking into 
considera�on the following factors listed below, the 'less than substan�al harm' 
iden�fied is at the lower end of the spectrum. 
 
• the resultant built form would not be proximate or have a strong visual 

rela�onship with this complex of listed buildings 
• the views to and from the heritage assets were not inten�onally designed 
• the se�ng has already experienced a degree of change through the introduc�on 

 



of the railway line 
 
St Peters Church: 
 
The applica�on site is not a loca�on from where the significance of this heritage 
asset is experience or appreciated. It is acknowledged that there are views through 
to the spire from the site, but these are long ranging and are considered to be 
incidental rather than planned. In the opposing direc�on there are no views of the 
applica�on site from the asset or its surrounding burial ground as result of the 
intervening development and vegeta�on. As such I do not consider that the 
applica�on site contributes to the significance of this heritage asset, and certainly do 
not believe that the addi�on of development at the scale and height that the 
applica�on proposes will result in any nega�ve impact upon the significance of this 
grade II* listed church, through a change in se�ng. As such no harm has been 
iden�fied to this asset. 
 
Cumulative impact: 
 
The inclusion of built form on land historically associated with the Listed Manor 
complex has already been approved on several adjacent parcels to the east of this 
group of assets, and whilst this proposed development would build upon further land 
historically associated with the Listed Buildings and be visible in views from the 
Grade II* Listed Ash Manor, its discernible form would be more distant than the 
approved developments and would be somewhat absorbed/mi�gated by the 
neighbouring schemes. It is therefore considered that the cumula�ve effects would 
only result in a negligible increase to the level of harm, but that this harm would s�ll 
remain at the lower end of ‘less-than-substan�al.’ 
 
Paragraph 208 of the NPPF states that 'where a development proposal will lead to 
less than substan�al harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where 
appropriate, securing its op�mum viable use'. However, notwithstanding this, in 
accordance with the NPPF, great weight and considerable importance must be 
afforded to any heritage harm and the more important the asset, the greater the 
weight should be. The public benefit balance will be carried out in the sec�on below. 
 
 
 



Heritage harm vs. public benefits balance 
 
Where less than substan�al harm has been iden�fied to a heritage asset, paragraph 
208 of the NPPF is engaged which states that ‘this harm should be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal'. It is also important to note that paragraphs 205 
and 206 of the NPPF state that 'when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should 
be given to the asset’s conserva�on (and the more important the asset, the greater 
the weight should be). This is irrespec�ve of whether any poten�al harm amounts to 
substan�al harm, total loss or less than substan�al harm to its significance...Any 
harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its altera�on 
or destruc�on, or from development within its se�ng), should require clear and 
convincing jus�fica�on'. 
 
There are two key benefits arising from the proposal.  
 
Firstly, the provision of market housing, which is afforded significant weight. The 
proposal will make an important contribu�on to the Council’s supply of housing in 
the area.  
 
Secondly the provision of affordable housing, which is also afforded significant 
weight. The applica�on proposes nine affordable units. This is not an insignificant 
number of units and will help to address an acute need which exists across the 
borough.  
 
There are two addi�onal benefits arising from the scheme. Firstly the economic 
benefits in the short-term arising from construc�on jobs and in the longer term 
stemming from con�nuing occupa�on. This is given modest weight. Secondly the 
provision of recrea�onal open space and the resul�ng improvement and 
management of the exis�ng woodland on the site. This is also given modest weight. 
 
As noted above, paragraph 205 of the NPPF states that ‘when considering the impact 
of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 
weight should be given to the asset’s conserva�on (and the more important the 
asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespec�ve of whether any poten�al 
harm amounts to substan�al harm, total loss or less than substan�al harm to its 
significance.’ It should also be remembered that sec�on 66(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Building and Conserva�on Areas) Act 1990 states that ‘in considering whether to 



grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its 
se�ng, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State 
shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its se�ng or 
any features of special architectural or historic  interest which it possesses.’ 
 
It has been concluded above that the proposal, even when combined with other 
schemes in the area, would result in less than substan�al harm (at the lower end of 
the scale).  
 
Although great weight and considerable importance has been afforded to the 
heritage harm, it is considered – as was the case with applica�on 22/P/00977 (and 
the subsequent appeal) - that the public benefits of housing, both market and 
affordable, along with the other iden�fied benefits con�nue to be sufficient to 
outweigh the iden�fied heritage harm.  
 
Highway / parking considera�ons 
 
The applicant has submited a Transport Statement (TS) with the planning 
applica�on. This provides details regarding the impact of the development on the 
local highway network. 
 
NPPF Chapter 9 ‘Promo�ng Sustainable Transport’  expects transport issues to be 
considered from the earliest stages of development proposals so that: 
• opportuni�es to promote walking, cycling and public transport use are iden�fied 

and pursued; and 
• paterns of movement …and other transport considera�ons are integral to the 

design and contribute to making high quality places. 
 
Paragraph 115 states that ‘development should only be prevented or refused on 
highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or 
the residual cumula�ve impacts on the road network would be severe’. 
 
The LPSS contains the following policies relevant to assessment of the proposals: 
D1(6) requires all new development to ensure...it creates safe and accessible spaces, 
with par�cular regard given to maximise opportuni�es for pedestrian and cycle 
movement and the crea�on of a high-quality public realm; (9) requires development 
to be well designed to meet the needs of all users, including in respect to transport 
infrastructure and public realm. 



 
The LPDM also includes polices rela�ng to parking provision, the crea�on of a cycle 
network and public realm. These policies along with the new Parking Standards for 
New Development SPD will be considered, where relevant below. 
 
Highway capacity 
 
The TS notes that in the morning and a�ernoon peaks, the proposal would generate 
an addi�onal 13 vehicle movements along Harpers Road. Over the course of a day, 
the proposal would generate a total of 136 vehicle movements, which is 130 more 
than the exis�ng situa�on. 
 
The applicant’s TS state that the ‘proposals would…lead to a moderate increase in 
vehicular traffic along Harpers Road over the course of a typical weekday. This would 
include traffic from private cars in the order of around 14 two-way vehicle 
movements during the morning and evening peak hours. If the development 
generates the above level of trips it would equate to one additional trip on Harpers 
Road every four minutes. This will have minimal impact on Harpers Road and the 
surrounding highway network…and confirms that the proposed development would 
only result in a moderate increase in traffic flows. Therefore, the development is 
unlikely to have much of a material impact on the operation of Harpers Road and the 
local highway.’ 
 
The TS submited with the applica�on has been reviewed by the County Highway 
Authority (CHA). The CHA note that a trip rate analysis has been undertaken as part 
of the proposal and the development of 24 dwellings is ‘unlikely to lead to a 
significant impact on the local highway network’. This was the same conclusion 
reached by the CHA when consider the applica�on for 21 dwellings on the site which 
has since been allowed at appeal. However, the CHA note that proviso that the above 
assessment is based on the Ash Road bridge scheme being implemented. It is stated 
that this should reduce the overall number of vehicles using Harpers Road to avoid 
the exis�ng level crossing. As such, this development is only possible in highway 
capacity terms if the road bridge is constructed. On this basis, the CHA raises no 
objec�ons to the proposal. 
 
To ensure that the surrounding highway network, including Harpers Road, is able to 
cater for the proposed development, a number of measures need to be controlled 
and secured. Firstly, the applicant should make a propor�onate contribu�on to the 



Ash Road bridge project. This contribu�on has now been sought for mul�ple 
applica�ons within the area and has been found to be reasonable at various appeals 
undertaken by the Planning Inspectorate. The Council’s Corporate Projects Team 
have provided a ‘Jus�fica�on Statement’ to the Local Planning Authority, and this 
sets out that the contribu�on for this proposal towards the Ash Road bridge scheme 
would be £304,382. This could be secured by way of a legal agreement.  
 
Secondly, to ensure that traffic from the development does not cause capacity issues 
on Harpers Road, it is considered reasonable to restrict the occupa�on of the 
development un�l the Ash Road bridge has been completed. The Planning 
Inspectorate imposed such a condi�on as part of the most recent appeal at the site, 
as well as on the neighbouring site to the south (Orchard Farm). As the bridge is now 
well under construc�on, such a restric�on is considered to be reasonable and 
compliant with the relevant tests for condi�ons.  
 
Although Members have raised concerns about the capacity and safety of Harpers 
Road on numerous occasions, this mater has now been tested twice at appeal by 
different Inspectors. Their conclusion was that with the bridge in place and 
opera�onal, the highways impact of the proposal would be acceptable. For the most 
recent appeal at the applica�on site the Inspector concluded 'I find that the proposal 
would not result in additional conflict that would cause harm to pedestrian or 
highway safety on Harpers Road. I do not disagree with the Council’s position that 
additional traffic on Harpers Road may at some point reach a level where there would 
be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, but from the evidence before me in 
this case, I consider that the proposal would not result in such a level being exceeded'. 
As noted above, the appeal proposal was for 22 dwellings and this proposal would 
be for a slightly higher number of 24. It is considered that the addi�onal traffic 
associated with the addi�onal two dwellings would also not reach a level where 
there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety. This is borne out by the 
fact that the County Highway Authority con�nue to raise no objec�on to the 
development.  
 
With all of the above in place the applica�on is deemed to be acceptable in this 
regard. 
 
Highway safety 
 
In terms of highways safety the CHA note in their response that the proposed access 



points to Harpers Road will be provided with sufficient visibility. Vegeta�on should 
be regularly maintained at the site access to ensure maximum visibility splays are 
achievable at all �mes. The CHA also note that tracking has been provided which 
demonstrates that vehicles can enter and leave the site effec�vely. In addi�on to this 
the CHA have requested a contribu�on of £27,600 which would be used towards 
highway improvements in the vicinity of the site. It is noted that this could include 
provision of road safety improvements at the junc�on where Harpers Road meets 
Ash Green Road. This has been discussed with SCC’s highways team who have 
confirmed that this contribu�on would sufficiently go towards an improvement 
scheme.  
 
It is also noted that new pedestrian and cycle links to neighbouring land will be 
provided as part of the development. This includes a link to the already approved 
scheme at Orchard Farm, as well as a new link through the northern end of the site 
which will connect into the public right of way that runs through the Wildflower 
Meadows development. This will increase permeability in the local area and will give 
pedestrians and cyclists other op�ons to using the highway along Harpers Road.  
 
It is noted that the width of Harpers Road and a poten�al conflict between different 
road users (vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders etc) has been previously 
raised as a concern by both residents and Members. The concern was part of the 
reason for refusal of the previous scheme which has now been allowed on appeal. 
The Inspector dealt with this issue by no�ng:  
 
'...I find that the proposal would not result in a significant increase in pedestrian or 
cycle movements on the northern part of Harpers Road, and particularly not during 
the morning peak when vehicle flows would be highest. Routes through the site could 
also offer a reasonable potential alternative to Harpers Road for existing pedestrians 
who may originate from locations to the south of the site to reach facilities to the 
north and in Ash. Furthermore, my attention has not been drawn to any destinations 
likely to attract additional pedestrian or cycle movements on the southern section of 
Harpers Road where vehicle flows are in any event generally lower...I acknowledge 
the lack of footways to Harpers Road and that the carriageway is not wide enough 
to allow vehicles to pass in some places, including a particularly narrow point to the 
south of Pine Cottages and where it is narrowed by on-street parking between 
Guildford Road and Pine Cottages. Based on my observations however, the variable 
width of the carriageway helps to moderate speeds at the narrowest points, with 
speeds also lower on the approach to and exit from the junction with Guildford Road. 



At the narrowest points, vehicles may not be able to comfortably overtake a cyclist. 
However, the short time that it would be likely to take a cyclist to travel the distance 
between the site and Guildford Road would limit the number of vehicles that they 
would be likely to encounter as well as the likelihood of causing queues which could 
encourage risky overtaking. Visibility along the highway to the north of the site is also 
generally reasonable. Having regard to these factors and my assessment of vehicular 
traffic levels, I find that increased traffic flows would not pose an unacceptable risk 
to pedestrians, cyclists or other highway users'.  
 
Taking into account the comments from the CHA, the proposed mi�ga�on measures, 
as well as the fact that the Planning Inspectorate raised no highway safety concerns 
that were sufficient to dismiss the previous appeal, the proposal is considered to be 
acceptable from a highway safety perspec�ve.  
 
Parking 
 
Policy ID10 of the LPDMP relates to parking standards for development.  
 
3) For non-strategic sites: 
a) the provision of car parking in new residen�al development in Guildford town 
centre or suburban areas, for use by residents themselves, will have regard to the 
maximum standards set out in the Parking Standards for New Development SPD; 
c) the provision of addi�onal unallocated parking, to allow for visitors, deliveries and 
servicing, at the ra�o of 0.2 spaces per dwelling will only be required where 50% or 
more of the total number of spaces, provided for use by residents themselves, are 
allocated; 
e) the provision of electric vehicle charging will provide at least the minimum 
requirements set out in Building Regula�ons (Part S); and 
f) the provision of cycle parking will have regard to the minimum requirements set 
out in the Parking Standards for New Development SPD. 
 
4) For residen�al and non-residen�al development on strategic sites and also non-
strategic sites in urban areas: 
a) the provision of car and motorised vehicle parking at lower than the defined 
maximum standards must be jus�fied by a coherent package of sustainable transport 
measures which will be propor�onate to the level of reduc�on sought. Evidence will 
be expected to address:  
i) generous provision of unallocated car parking as a propor�on of all car parking 



spaces provided by the development proposal, where this enables more efficient use 
of land;  
ii) excellent quality of walking and cycling access to a local centre, district centre or 
Guildford town centre;  
iii) high public transport accessibility; and 
iv) planning obliga�ons and/or on-street parking controls such that the level of any 
resul�ng parking on the public highway does not adversely impact road safety or the 
movement of other road users. 
 
5) For all sites: 
 

 a) car parking spaces external to a dwelling will be required to meet the minimum 
size requirements of 5 by 2.5 metres; 
b) a garage will only count as providing a car parking space if it meets the minimum 
internal dimensions of 6 by 3 metres. A garage with the minimum internal 
dimensions of 7 by 3.3 metres will be considered to also have the capacity to park 
up to two cycles, allowing independent access. A garage with the minimum internal 
dimensions of 7 by 4 metres will be considered to have the capacity to park up to 
five cycles, allowing independent access. Alternate layouts for garages which can 
be demonstrated to provide equivalent or beter space provision and access for a 
vehicle and cycles may be acceptable; 
c) car parking spaces for disabled drivers will be designed and provided in 
accordance with na�onal guidance;  
d) development proposals will be required to demonstrate that the level of any 
resul�ng parking on the public highway does not adversely impact road safety or 
the movement of other road users. 
 
The Parking Standards for New Development SPD notes that the site is in the 
suburban area and is a non-strategic site. As such, the maximum standards for car 
parking for dwellings, for use by residents themselves are: 
 
1 bed flats 1 space   
2 bed flats 1 space  
1 bed houses 1 space  
2 bed houses 1.5 spaces  
3 bed houses 2 spaces 
4+ bed houses 2.5 spaces  
 

 



This equates to a maximum requirement of 45.5 spaces for this applica�on. As more 
than 50% of the parking spaces are to be allocated, a total of five (rounded up from 
4.8) unallocated spaces are also required. 
 
Within their submission, the applicant has put forward the following breakdown of 
car parking on the applica�on site: 
• 48 allocated spaces; and 
• 4 unallocated parking spaces.  
 
While it is noted that there are more allocated spaces than the maximum standard 
set out in the policy, the non-compliance is only two spaces. This is not significant 
and given the fact that there is no on-street parking available locally, the addi�onal 
spaces are deemed to be acceptable in this instance and would not result in any 
material harm to the area. It is noted that only four of the five required visitor spaces 
are provided, however, again, this minor non-compliance would not in itself lead to 
a jus�fica�on to refuse planning permission.  
 
It is noted that the applicant has confirmed that all of the parking spaces and garages 
meet the size requirements set out in policy ID10. 
 
In terms of cycle parking the SPD requires a minimum of one parking space per 
bedroom which equates to 67 spaces for this development. There is no reason to 
believe that this number of cycle spaces cannot be accommodated on the site. A 
condi�on is recommended for a cycle parking strategy to be submited to and agreed 
by the Council. This will further emphasise the importance of cycling generally, and 
the level of cycle parking provision.  
 
All dwellings with dedicated off-street parking spaces will have one charging socket 
per dwelling.  
 
Other road layout matters 
 
The applicant has provided plans which show that a GBC refuse vehicle is able to 
enter and exit the site in a forward gear. The applicant has submited tracking plans 
for manoeuvres, where it has been demonstrated that the refuse truck can safely 
move around the site. 
 
Overall, internal layout and parking proposed is considered to be acceptable, forming 



a well-considered and designed residen�al development. The above assessment has 
iden�fied some conflict with policy ID10, where higher than the maximum allocated 
parking is provided, and a lower number of unallocated visitor parking is provided. 
This breach does not however result in any harmful impact, as the total number of 
spaces, when including the garages is very close to the total parking requirement for 
the site (both for residents and visitors) when compared against the requirements 
of the LPDMP and SPD. 
 
Flooding and surface water drainage 
 
Policy P11 of the LPDMP requires that "Drainage schemes are required to intercept 
as much rainwater and runoff as possible, including runoff from outside the site." 
Policy D15 of the LPDMP reiterates that "development proposals are required to 
demonstrate adapta�on for more frequent and severe rainfall events through 
measures including: designing plan�ng and landscaping schemes to absorb and slow 
down surface water; and the use of permeable ground surfaces wherever possible. 
 
The site is located within flood zone one. The applicant has submited a Flood Risk 
Assessment and Drainage Strategy (May 2022) and an Indica�ve Surface Water 
Drainage Strategy  (March 2022) as well as comple�ng the Surface Water Drainage 
Pro-forma for new developments. 
 
The Environment Agency have confirmed that they did not need to comment on this 
applica�on. The Local Planning Authority is content that the proposal would not 
increase the flood risk to surrounding land and that the mi�ga�on measures 
employed through the design would ensure occupiers and visitors of the new 
buildings would remain safe from possible flooding. 
 
In terms of drainage, the proposal has been reviewed by the Lead Local Flood 
Authority and the strategy proposed is deemed to be acceptable, subject to 
proposed condi�ons.  
 
In this regard, the proposal is deemed to be acceptable. 
 
Ecology and biodiversity 
 
Policy ID4: Green and blue infrastructure of the LPSS, Policy P6: Protec�ng Important 
Habitats and Species and Policy 7: Biodiversity in New Developments of the LPDMP 



provide the relevant policy on the impact on biodiversity in new developments. 
 
Policy ID4 requires that the ecological, landscape and recrea�onal value of 
watercourses will be protected and enhanced. Policy P6 further requires that 
habitats hos�ng priority species and aqua�c habitats are requires to preserve the 
relevant ecological features through the applica�on of the mi�ga�on hierarchy, and 
to deliver enhancements to the ecological features. The habitats should be protected 
by appropriate buffers from adverse impacts including those resul�ng from 
recrea�onal use. Development proposals are required to protect and enhance 
priority species and habitats. 
 
Policy P7 requires development proposals, including those exempt from minimum 
biodiversity net gain standards, are required to seek maximum biodiversity gain on 
site balanced with delivering other planning priori�es and to follow the mi�ga�on 
hierarchy. Major development proposals are required to set out plans for long term 
management and maintenance of on-site biodiversity. They should also include 
features in or on building structures that support nature and be designed to create 
areas of new habitat, providing links and corridors between new and exis�ng 
habitats.  
 
The applicant has submited a Biodiversity Management and Enhancement Strategy, 
an Ecological Impact Assessment, A Protected Species Report and a River Condi�on 
Assessment Note to describe the proposed strategy in rela�on to Biodiversity and 
Ecology. 
 
The Ecological Impact Statement provides detail on badger, bat and rep�le surveys 
carried out, and proposed mi�ga�on to protect these species. This includes bat 
boxes installed within the woodland to compensate for loss of roosts and a new bat 
lo� incorporated in the car barn that sites over the parking spaces for plots 3-6, 
adjacent to the woodland, to compensate for the loss of the Brown Long-eared 
maternity roost. Surrey Wildlife Trust have reviewed these measures and found 
them acceptable subject to condi�ons requiring further informa�on prior to 
commencement. 
 
The Ecological Impact Statement further details how a Biodiversity Net Gain of 
15.79% can be achieved for Habitat units and 139% for Hedgerow units.  A�er 
further discussions with Surrey Wildlife Trust, a River Condi�on Assessment Note for 
the watercourse which runs through the site was also submited which details that 



through enhancements to the steam on site, a Biodiversity Net Gain of 11.61% for 
watercourse unit could be achieved. Surrey Wildlife Trust have reviewed these 
figures and are content that, subject to condi�ons, they would meet the relevant 
legisla�on and policy requirements. 
 
In addi�on, the submited documents describe measures such as the addi�onal tree 
plan�ng (described below), the enhancement of exis�ng hedgerows and landscape 
areas to create wildlife corridors and connec�vity around the boundaries. New 
na�ve plan�ng would include fruit and seed-bearing species to provide foraging 
opportuni�es. 
 
It is considered that the submited evidence complies with the objec�ves of local and 
na�onal policy subject to mi�ga�ng condi�ons. 
 
Impact on trees 
 
Policies LPDMP P6 and P7 described above are also relevant to the impact on trees. 
Tree canopies are expected to be retained and new tree plan�ng is expected to focus 
on the crea�on of new connected tree canopies and/or the extension of exis�ng 
canopies, unless doing so would adversely impact on sensi�ve species or habitats. 
Tree plan�ng schemes are expected to provide resilience in terms of climate, disease 
and ageing, incorpora�ng large species with long lifespans where opportuni�es 
arise. Plan�ng schemes are expected to use UK sourced, na�ve species, unless 
imported strains of na�ve species would offer greater resilience and are free from 
disease. 
 
As part of the applica�on an Arboricultural Method Statement, an Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment, a Preliminary Tree Constraints Plan, a Tree Protec�on Plan, and 
Woodland Management Proposals have been submited. The documents propose 
the felling of 15 trees. The remaining trees, including the central tree belt, the trees 
in the northern por�on of the site protected by the TPO and some trees to the 
boundary and entrance of the southern por�on of the site would be retained and 
protected during construc�on as per the Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree 
Protec�on Plan.    
 
Addi�onal tree plan�ng has been proposed throughout the proposal, including: 
 • 592sqm of addi�onal tree plan�ng to enlarge the central tree belt 
 • addi�onal trees along the en�re length of Harpers Road 



 • addi�onal trees along the north-eastern edge of the site 
 • addi�onal trees adjacent to Oakside Cotage 
 
New plan�ng would be na�ve species including fruit and seed-bearing species.  
The Arboricultural Officer has been consulted on these proposals and has confirmed 
that there is no arboricultural objec�on, subject to condi�ons.  
 
It is therefore considered that given the reten�on of the majority of trees on this 
site, and the proposed addi�on of new na�ve species trees, the proposals are policy 
compliant in respect to the impact on trees. 
 
The impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area 
 
The applica�on site is located within the 400 metre to 5-kilometre buffer of the 
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area (TBHSPA). Natural England advise that 
new residen�al development in proximity of the protected site has the poten�al to 
significantly adversely impact on the integrity of the site through increased dog 
walking and an increase in general recrea�onal use. The applica�on proposes a net 
increase in residen�al units and as such has the poten�al, in combina�on with other 
development, to have a significant adverse impact on the protected site. 
 
The Council has adopted the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protec�on Area Avoidance 
Strategy SPD 2017 which provides a framework by which applicants can provide or 
contribute to Suitable Alterna�ve Natural Greenspace (SANG) within the borough 
which along with contribu�ons to Strategic Access Management and Monitoring 
(SAMM) can mi�gate the impact of development.  
 
The applicant proposes to mi�gate the impact of this development by securing 
capacity at a private SANG which has a catchment which includes the site. This would 
be secured through the legal agreement. 
 
Natural England is sa�sfied that, subject to compliance with the adopted SPD, the 
impact of the development on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA can be appropriately 
mi�gated.  
 
Based on the adopted tariffs and the number and mix of units, the proposal 
generates a SAMM contribu�on of £23,851.51. 
 



If the above mi�ga�on was secured by way of a s.106 agreement, it is considered 
that the proposal would be compliant with the objec�ves of the TBHSPA Avoidance 
Strategy SPD 2017 and policy NRM6 of the South East Plan 2009.  
 
An Appropriate Assessment has also been completed by the Local Planning Authority 
and it has been agreed with Natural England. 
 
s.106 considera�ons 
 
The three tests as set out in Regula�on 122(2) require s.106 agreements to be: 
 
(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
(b) directly related to the development; and 
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 
 
If all aspects of the applica�on are deemed to be acceptable, then the following 
contribu�ons would be secured by way of a s.106 agreement. 
 
 
 
Thames Basin Heaths SPA 
 
The development is required to mi�gate its impact on the TBHSPA, and this has been 
set out in the preceding sec�on of this report.  
 
With the legal agreement in place, securing the appropriate mi�ga�on, the proposal 
would accord with the TBHSPA Avoidance Strategy SPD 2017, and the advice 
provided by Natural England. Without this, the development would be unacceptable 
in planning terms and would fail to meet the requirements of the Habitat 
Regula�ons. The obliga�on is therefore necessary, directly related to the 
development and reasonable and therefore meets the requirements of Regula�on 
122. 
 
Affordable housing 
 
The requirement for affordable housing has been set out above. The applicant is 
offering to provide nine on-site affordable units. The legal agreement would secure 
this, as well as the tenure and mix.  



 
The obliga�on is necessary, directly related to the development and reasonable and 
therefore meets the requirements of Regula�on 122. 
 
Education 
 
The development is likely to place addi�onal pressure on school places in the area at 
early years, primary and secondary level. The development should mi�gate these 
impacts. Surrey County Council as the Educa�on Authority has provided a list of 
projects which contribu�ons would be allocated to, and these are considered to be 
reasonable and directly related to the development. The total educa�on 
contribu�on sought is £233,076.  
 
As such, these contribu�ons are required to mi�gate the impact of the proposal on 
the local educa�on system. 
 
Highways 
 
The County Highway Authority has requested a financial contribu�on of £27,600.  
 
It is noted that the proposal will lead to an increase in vehicular movements to / from 
the site and, as such, the monies secured for highway improvement schemes will go 
towards mi�ga�ng the proposal's impact on the highway network. In this instance, 
the contribu�on of will go towards the provision of road safety improvements at the 
junc�on where Harpers Road meets Ash Green Road. The County Highway Authority 
notes that this has been discussed with SCC’s highways team who have confirmed 
that the contribu�on of £27,600 will sufficiently go towards an improvement 
scheme.  
 
These measures all help to mi�gate the impact of the proposal on the surrounding 
highway network and are necessary, directly related to the development and 
reasonable and therefore meets the requirements of Regula�on 122. 
 
Ash Road bridge 
 
Guildford Borough Council (Corporate Projects Team (CPT)) has requested a 
contribu�on of £304,382 towards the provision of Ash Road bridge.  
 



It is suggested as reasonable that a contribu�on is secured from the applicant 
towards the bridge scheme, which forms a requirement of Policy A31 of the 
Guildford Local Plan and LRN19 of the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule and is 
iden�fied as key infrastructure on which the delivery of the Local Plan depends. The 
cumula�ve impact of traffic from development associated with Policy A31 was 
accepted by the Inspector for the Local Plan as jus�fying the Ash Road bridge 
requirement.  
 
All sites within alloca�on A31 that have come forward since the Local Plan was 
adopted in April 2019 have made a contribu�on towards Ash Road bridge, together 
with one site in A30 (Land to the East of White Lane) and one windfall site. The site 
of the proposed development benefits from the A31 alloca�on on the basis that the 
requirements, including the bridge scheme, are met.  
 
The obliga�on is necessary, directly related to the development and reasonable and 
therefore meets the requirements of Regula�on 122. 
 

 Open space and recreation 
 
As noted above, the proposal is deficient in terms of the amount of open space, 
allotments etc that is being provided on-site. However, policy ID6 does allow for this 
to be mi�gated as a contribu�on towards off-site provision. The relevant 
contribu�ons are set out in the suppor�ng informa�on to policy ID6. The off-site 
contribu�ons have been set out above and in summary, taking into account the 
provision of amenity green space on the site, the amount totals £144,848.69. This 
would be used toward open space and recrea�on projects in the surrounding area. 
 
As the contribu�on is required to mi�gate the impacts of the development, the 
obliga�on is necessary, directly related to the development and reasonable and 
therefore meets the requirements of Regula�on 122. 
 
Other matters 
 
There are also a number of other non-financial obliga�ons within the legal 
agreement. These include the following: 
 

• securing pedestrian and cycle links between the applica�on site and 
Wildflower Meadows and Orchard Farm; and 

 



• ensuring that there is free and unfetered access across the development for 
the residents of the surrounding developments.  

 
These measures will ensure that the accessibility requirements set out in the 
Strategic Development Framework SPD can be achieved and are necessary, directly 
related to the development and reasonable and therefore meet the requirements of 
Regula�on 122. 
 
Conclusion and final balance 
 
This site is allocated under policy A31 for residen�al development. As such, the 
principle of the proposal is considered to be acceptable. Planning permission also 
exists on this site for 22 dwellings.    
 
However, it has been acknowledged above that the proposal would lead to less than 
substan�al harm, at the lower end of the scale to a number of listed buildings, 
including higher graded II* assets. In accordance with the NPPF and the statutory 
obliga�ons under Sec�on 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conserva�on 
Areas) Act 1990, great weight and considerable importance must be afforded to this 
harm. 
The proposal would also result in some harm to the amenity of Oakside Cotage in 
terms of overlooking and loss of privacy. However, given the layout of the scheme 
and the distances to Oakside Cotage, the harm is considered to be limited. Modest 
weight is afforded to this harm. 
 
It is also noted that the proposal is in conflict with policy H2 of the LPSS. The 
development would deliver a total of 39.1% affordable housing which is less than the 
40% that the Council requires. While this conflict with the policy is recognised, the 
technical under provision is only 0.9 percentage points. While it is noted that an 
addi�onal affordable dwelling would overcome this issue, the applicant has declined 
this request. Although in technical terms the non-compliance is minor, the Council 
does have a serious shor�all of affordable housing, significant weight must however 
be given the to the planning permission that exists for this site where there is also a 
very slight under provision of affordable housing if the Policy is interrupted as the 
Council suggests. As such, modest weight is afforded to this harm. 
 
The benefits of the proposal have already been set out above. Firstly, the provision 
of market housing is afforded significant weight. Secondly, the provision of 



affordable housing is also afforded significant weight. In addi�on, the economic 
benefits in the short-term arising from construc�on jobs and in the longer term 
stemming from con�nuing occupa�on is given modest weight. The provision of 
recrea�onal open space on the site and the con�nued management and 
maintenance of the exis�ng woodland is also given modest weight. 
 
It is therefore Officer's view that the benefits associated with the proposal do, on 
this occasion, materially and demonstrably outweigh the iden�fied harm.  
 
In general, the proposed dwellings have been designed to reflect the local 
vernacular. The final site landscaping will be controlled by condi�on to ensure the 
development is appropriate to its surrounding context in this regard.  
 
As regards highways, no objec�ons have been raised by the County Highway 
Authority in terms of the capacity of the road network or the safety of road users. 
While these arguments were used to refuse the last applica�on on the site 
(22/P/00977), the Planning Inspector has allowed the subsequent appeal, finding no 
harm in this regard.   
 
The details approved by this applica�on will minimise the harm to the designated 
heritage assets in the area and ensures that the development itself will cause less 
than substan�al harm - at the lower end of the scale. It has been concluded that this 
level of harm is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. 
 
In conclusion the benefits of this proposal are considered to clearly and 
demonstrably outweigh the harm which has been iden�fied, which includes the 
heritage harm which should be given great weight and considerable importance. 
Subject to the condi�ons, the applica�on is therefore recommended for approval. 
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Appeal Decision  

Hearing held on 6 February 2024  

Site visit made on 7 February 2024  
by J Bowyer BSc(Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 08 March 2024 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Y3615/W/23/3330834 
Streamside Harpers Road, Ash, Guildford GU12 6DB  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Andrew Kamm, Bourne Homes Ltd against the decision of 

Guildford Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 22/P/00977, dated 30 May 2022, was refused by notice dated 

26 June 2023. 

• The development proposed is demolition of existing house and outbuildings and erection 

of 22 new houses with associated parking and creation of new vehicular access. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for ‘demolition 

of existing house and outbuildings and erection of 22 new houses with 
associated parking and creation of new vehicular access’ at Streamside Harpers 
Road, Ash, Guildford GU12 6DB in accordance with the terms of the application 

Ref 22/P/00977 dated 30 May 2022 subject to the conditions in the attached 
schedule. 

Application for Costs 

2. An application for costs was made by Mr Andrew Kamm, Bourne Homes Ltd 
against Guildford Borough Council. This application is the subject of a separate 

Decision. 

Preliminary Matters 

3. The appeal seeks outline planning permission. Approval is sought for matters of 
access, layout and scale, and I have considered the appeal on this basis. I have 

regarded details of the reserved matters of appearance and landscaping as 
illustrative. 

4. Prior to the opening of the Hearing, the appellant provided a planning 

agreement pursuant to section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
A completed agreement dated 13 February 2024 (‘the s106’) was submitted 

shortly after the Hearing closed. 

5. A revised version of the proposed site plan was submitted as part of the appeal 
(plan no. 6502-SK002 Rev F). This plan shows additional detail of the 

neighbouring property Oakside Cottage, but does not alter any part of the 
proposed development. I am satisfied that my consideration of this plan would 

not cause prejudice to any party, and I have therefore taken it into account.  
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Main Issues 

6. The main issues are: 

i) the effect of the proposal on pedestrian and highway safety; 

ii) the effect of the proposal on the living conditions of the occupiers of 
Oakside Cottage with particular regard to privacy; and  

iii) the effect of the proposal on the integrity of European Sites. 

Reasons 

Pedestrian and Highway Safety 

7. The appeal relates to a site on Harpers Road to the east of Ash which is part of 
the ‘Land to the South and East of Ash and Tongham’ strategic location for 
development allocated at Policy A31 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: 

Strategy and Sites 2019 (‘the LPSS’). The allocation provides for approximately 
1,750 homes. It also includes a requirement for the provision of a new bridge 

to enable the closure of a level crossing on the A323 Guildford Road adjacent to 
Ash Railway Station; known as the Ash Road Bridge (‘the ARB’) project.  

8. At the time of my visit, works on the ARB were underway, and I saw 

development ongoing on other parcels within the allocation including 
‘Wildflower Meadow’ adjacent to the northern part of the appeal site and at 

‘May and Juniper Cottages’ on Ash Green Road. Since the Council determined 
the application, planning permission has also been granted on appeal1 for 
development on ‘Orchard Farm’ adjacent to the southern part of the site. 

Access Routes and Connections 

9. The 22 dwellings proposed on the appeal site would be arranged in two parcels 

with a landscaped belt between them. There would be 14 dwellings on the 
southern part of the site taking vehicular access from Harpers Road in the 
location of the existing access to Streamside and 8 dwellings on the northern 

part of the site served by a new vehicular access from Harpers Road. 

10. Policy A31 of the LPSS includes a requirement for ‘proposed road layout or 

layouts to provide connections between both the individual development sites 
within this site allocation and between Ash Lodge Drive and Foreman Road…in 
order to help alleviate congestion on the A323 corridor’. 

11. The proposal does not include vehicular connections to other development sites 
within the allocation. However, the Council accepted at the Hearing that the 

potential for such a connection to Wildflower Meadow would be hampered by 
the layout of that development. The approved Orchard Farm scheme would 
appear to offer some potential for a connection, but any such arrangement 

would still ultimately result in the development being reliant on Harpers Road 
for vehicular access. The Council commented that any reduction in the number 

of accesses on Harpers Road would be beneficial, but I have no firm reason to 
find that the number of accesses now proposed would in principle cause 

unacceptable harm to highway safety or other detriment. In this context, I 
consider the lack of vehicular connections to other development sites does not 
weigh against the proposal. 

 
1 Appeal ref APP/Y3615/W/22/3312863 
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12. The location of the appeal site which is set apart from Ash Lodge Drive and 

Foreman Road by intervening parcels also restricts the opportunity to provide a 
connection between these routes as part of the proposal. However, the s106 

does include a contribution to the ARB which is expected to improve congestion 
on the A323 corridor. 

13. Moreover, the requirement within Policy A31 referring to ‘proposed road layout 

or layouts’ does not specify that it is only concerned with vehicular connections. 
The proposal includes walking and cycling connections between the two parcels 

on the site, as well as two links to the Orchard Farm site, and a link to Public 
Right of Way 356 (‘PROW356’) which runs between Harpers Road and 
Wildflower Meadow to the north of the site. Accordingly, the overall layout 

would provide connections to surrounding development sites in the allocation 
as sought by Policy A31. 

14. The walking and cycling links would offer occupiers of the appeal and 
surrounding sites an increased choice of routes to access destinations, 
including the station and other facilities in Ash. Specific infrastructure for 

pedestrians and cyclists along Harpers Road is not part of the proposal. 
Nevertheless, I consider the greater choice of routes would offer improvement 

to existing cycle and walking infrastructure and would adequately prioritise and 
promote active travel by walking and cycling as sought by Policy ID3 of the 
LPSS and the Strategic Development Framework Supplementary Planning 

Document 2020 (‘the SDF’). 

15. I therefore find having regard to the site’s characteristics and location that the 

position of the proposed access routes and connections would be acceptable. 

Access Design 

16. The Council states that access for refuse or similar sized vehicles and fire 

tenders to the north part of the northern development parcel would need to be 
from Harpers Road to the south, and has provided swept path diagrams 

suggesting that manoeuvres to and from Harpers Road in the opposite direction 
would not work. It also suggests that access to the south part of the northern 
parcel would need to be from Harpers Road to the north.  

17. However, I note that the swept path diagrams presented indicate that access 
for fire tenders to the south part of the northern parcel from or to the south 

would be tight, but not impossible. Furthermore, there would be scope for 
vehicles to turn within the north part of the parcel before then travelling to the 
south, and similarly for vehicles to turn within the south part of the parcel 

before then travelling to the north.  

18. At the Hearing, the Council raised concerns that the size of parking spaces 

adjacent to the turning points could lead to overhanging parked vehicles that 
would interfere with manoeuvres. However, the swept path diagrams for 

turning fire tenders in the appellant’s transport evidence show fairly significant 
clearance such that any overhang would be unlikely to impede these 
movements. Clearance indicated for refuse and similar sized vehicles is more 

modest, but would still seem to me to offer some flexibility, particularly noting 
that landscaping is a reserved matter so suitable treatment could be secured to 

cope with any potential body overhang around turning points. On that basis, 
larger vehicles would be able to enter and leave the northern parcel in forward 
gear travelling in either direction on Harpers Road. 
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19. I accept that a need for some vehicles to turn within the northern parcel to 

access certain properties depending on their direction of approach/exit would 
be far from desirable. However, with only 4 dwellings to each part of the 

northern parcel, instances when this would be necessary would be likely to be 
relatively infrequent with refuse collection the most regular occurrence. These 
vehicles would need to access both parts of the site in any case as part of a 

planned route, and I note that the Council’s Technical Support and 
Improvement Officer reviewed access arrangements for refuse vehicles and 

raised no objection to the proposal.  

20. In addition, the number of trips generated by the 8 total dwellings on the 
northern parcel would also be very small, even in peak hours, so that the 

likelihood of a car meeting a larger vehicle at the access to Harpers Road would 
be slight. The prospect of more than 2 vehicles meeting would be even more 

limited. As a result and having regard to the visibility of the access from 
Harpers Road, I consider that risks of conflict or associated with a vehicle 
needing to wait at the access for another to enter/leave the site would be 

negligible and would not cause unacceptable harm to highway safety.  

21. Vehicles leaving the site from the north part of the northern parcel would be at 

an angle to the main carriageway. This may require drivers to look over their 
shoulder and passenger seat to observe southbound vehicles on Harpers Road, 
but the angles are not so acute that I consider there would be a significant 

reduction in visibility from the visibility splays indicated so as to present an 
unacceptable risk to highway users. 

22. No Stage 1 Road Safety Audit is before me and I acknowledge that the access 
design to the northern development parcel of the site would not be ideal. 
Nevertheless, I find for these reasons that access to the site would be adequate 

and would not cause unacceptable harm to highway safety. That Surrey County 
Council (‘SCC’) as the Local Highway Authority (‘the LHA’) which is the relevant 

statutory consultee did not object to the proposal, commenting that vehicles 
can enter and leave the site effectively, further reinforces my view.  

Harpers Road 

23. I have noted above that there would seem no realistic alternative to vehicular 
traffic from the appeal site ultimately using Harpers Road. Although there are 

some differences in figures, the various assessments of existing vehicular 
traffic referred to in the evidence before me indicate higher flows on the 
northern section of Harpers Road than the southern section, and that flows are 

highest in the morning peak hour. 

24. By reducing delays on the A323 associated with the Ash level crossing and thus 

vehicles seeking alternative routes to avoid congestion, the ARB is expected to 
reduce traffic flows on Harpers Road. I heard that the ARB is currently 

expected to open in February 2025. With the ARB in place, the main parties 
suggest ranges of 56-81 vehicles per hour (‘vph’) on the northern part of 
Harpers Road in the morning peak and 45-55vph in the afternoon peak which 

are consistent with levels noted by the Inspector in the Orchard Farm appeal 
decision. 

25. The Council’s evidence suggests that the appeal scheme and other committed 
developments in the area would generate around 57 additional vehicle 
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movements on the northern section of Harpers Road during the morning peak 

hour and 51 in the afternoon peak hour. 

26. Of these movements, there is no dispute between the parties about the level of 

traffic that would be generated by the appeal proposal. Nor has the appellant 
challenged the traffic flows presented by the Council for committed 
developments at Orchard Farm and sites known as The Firs and Land East of 

White Lane. 

27. In respect of May and Juniper Cottages, the Council suggests 23 movements on 

the northern part of Harpers Road in the morning peak hour and 18 in the 
afternoon peak hour assuming that the site’s access to Ash Green Road were 
not stopped up in future as had been suggested historically. However, I heard 

that these figures reflect the total eastbound traffic flows on Ash Green Road 
identified in the May and Juniper Cottages scheme’s transport assessment. This 

eastbound traffic would reach the junction with Harpers Road where traffic 
heading for Guildford Road would then have a choice whether to turn left up 
Harpers Road or right to travel via Wyke Lane. The distance to go east on 

Guildford Road would be very similar on either route, and while any traffic 
looking to go west would be likely to prefer Harpers Road, it could also travel 

from the site entrance via Foreman Road. I also heard that the Transport 
Assessment for the ARB indicated that existing flows at the Ash Green Road 
junction are heavily weighted towards travel by Wyke Lane. Given these 

factors, I consider that assuming a broadly equal apportionment of traffic to 
Harpers Road and Wyke Road as the appellant has done would be reasonable. 

This would indicate around 11 movements on the northern part of Harpers 
Road in the morning peak hour from May and Juniper Cottages and 9 in the 
afternoon peak hour.  

28. On this basis, I consider that the increase in flows on the northern section of 
Harpers Road stemming from the appeal scheme and committed developments 

would be lower than suggested by the Council at around 45vph in the morning 
peak hour and around 42vph in the afternoon peak hour. Combined with the 
post-ARB flow ranges, this would suggest movements on the northern part of 

Harpers Road in the region of around 101-126vph in the morning peak and in 
the region of around 87-97vph in the afternoon peak. I have more limited 

evidence in respect of the southern section of Harpers Road and so cannot 
consider the likely flows here in similar detail, but from the information that is 
available, these would be lower than those on the northern section.  

29. Having regard to my findings above, flows on the northern section of Harpers 
Road in the morning peak could well exceed 100vph which the Council suggests 

is the maximum threshold for acceptable flows on Harpers Road. At the 
Hearing, the Council advised that this figure of 100vph was based on guidance 

in Manual for Streets (‘MfS’) referenced in pre application comments by the 
LHA that use of Harpers Road as a shared surface would be acceptable where 
flows were less than 100vph.  

30. However, I heard that the context of the relevant part of MfS is guidance on 
circumstances when shared surface streets are likely to work well. In addition 

to a volume of traffic below 100vph, these include streets in short lengths or 
where they form cul-de-sacs and where parking is controlled or takes place in 
designated places, neither of which are characteristics of Harpers Road. 

Irrespective of traffic flows, I therefore agree with the Inspector in the Orchard 
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Farm decision that the circumstances where shared surfaces are likely to work 

well do not exist on Harpers Road. 

31. At paragraph 21, the Orchard Farm decision does refer to vehicle movements 

of around 100 on the northern and busier section of Harpers Road during the 
morning peak. However, from my reading of the decision, this is simply the 
Inspector’s view of what the likely level of future traffic would be with regard to 

that scheme, and I do not see any pronouncement in the decision that a figure 
of 100vph represents an upper acceptable limit on Harpers Road.  

32. In addition, I heard that the 100vph figure in MfS is based on research on 
pedestrian behaviour. Based on my observations, Harpers Road has the 
characteristics of a rural lane and pedestrians would already treat it as a road 

to be crossed rather than a space to occupy which would seem to me to limit 
the pertinence of the 100vph figure in this case. Even at the top end of the 

range of flows in the morning peak, there would be little more than 2 vehicles 
per minute on average on the northern section of Harpers Road and I consider 
that it would remain a relatively lightly-trafficked rural lane. I further note that 

the 101-126vph range in the morning peak would not be significantly more 
than the range of 101-118vph indicated by the various assessments cited by 

the parties as the existing baseline. In this context, I find that while traffic on 
the northern part of Harpers Road may exceed 100vph in the morning peak 
hour, the likely increase in flows with the ARB in place would not alter 

behaviours of existing highway users. Traffic flows at other times, including 
when nearby routes may be more likely to be used by horse riders, and to the 

southern section of Harpers Road would be lower and below the 100vph that 
the Council refers to as acceptable, irrespective of my reservations about the 
applicability of this figure as a threshold. 

33. Occupiers of the site would be likely to generate additional non-vehicle 
movements. However, Ash Station and other destinations around the village 

centre which are likely to attract the greatest number of trips are located to the 
west of the site. The most direct pedestrian route to these would be through 
Wildflower Meadow so that travel on Harpers Road would not be necessary. 

34. There are a pre-school, recreation ground with playground, pub/restaurant,  
bus stops and a convenience store to the north and east of the site which could 

generate trips. However, pedestrians from both the appeal site and Orchard 
Farm would be able to access the pre school, recreation ground with 
playground and bus stops via the routes through the appeal site up to 

PROW356 and then through the recreation ground. Journeys would be further 
than leaving the appeal site at the northern access and then travelling along 

Harpers Road, but only very slightly so. Similarly, a pedestrian route to the 
convenience store via PROW356 and the Wildflower Meadow site would not be 

substantially longer than routes using Harpers Road. In my judgement, the 
modest increases in distance would not be a significant deterrent leading 
pedestrians from either the appeal site or Orchard Farm to prefer Harpers Road 

which lacks footways in order to reach these destinations. Journeys to the 
pub/restaurant would be more notably direct using Harpers Road which could 

encourage use of this route over alternatives, but such trips would be unlikely 
to coincide with the highest flows of traffic in the morning peak.  

35. PROW356 is currently a footpath only, but there would be only a short distance 

from the appeal site boundary to reach roads within Wildflower Meadow which 
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would then be cyclable to reach destinations in Ash to the west and the 

convenience store. Alternatively, the Council’s evidence shows a cycle link from 
the site up to Wildflower Meadow through the Orchard Farm scheme which 

would be of similar distance to a route along Harpers Road. I acknowledge that 
there could be some cycle trips on Harpers Road to reach other facilities to the 
north east. However, Harpers Road would already offer the most direct cycle 

route to reach these from Orchard Farm irrespective of the appeal scheme. 
Indeed, use of routes through the appeal site could actually reduce slightly the 

distance that cyclists from Orchard Farm would need to travel along Harpers 
Road between the respective site accesses. Noting also the nature of the 
facilities to the north east, I consider that the potential increase in cycle 

movements on Harpers Road that may coincide with the morning peak would 
be likely to be very small. 

36. Given these factors, I find that the proposal would not result in a significant 
increase in pedestrian or cycle movements on the northern part of Harpers 
Road, and particularly not during the morning peak when vehicle flows would 

be highest. Routes through the site could also offer a reasonable potential 
alternative to Harpers Road for existing pedestrians who may originate from 

locations to the south of the site to reach facilities to the north and in Ash. 
Furthermore, my attention has not been drawn to any destinations likely to 
attract additional pedestrian or cycle movements on the southern section of 

Harpers Road where vehicle flows are in any event generally lower. 

37. I acknowledge the lack of footways to Harpers Road and that the carriageway 

is not wide enough to allow vehicles to pass in some places, including a 
particularly narrow point to the south of Pine Cottages and where it is narrowed 
by on-street parking between Guildford Road and Pine Cottages. Based on my 

observations however, the variable width of the carriageway helps to moderate 
speeds at the narrowest points, with speeds also lower on the approach to and 

exit from the junction with Guildford Road. At the narrowest points, vehicles 
may not be able to comfortably overtake a cyclist. However, the short time that 
it would be likely to take a cyclist to travel the distance between the site and 

Guildford Road would limit the number of vehicles that they would be likely to 
encounter as well as the likelihood of causing queues which could encourage 

risky overtaking. Visibility along the highway to the north of the site is also 
generally reasonable. Having regard to these factors and my assessment of 
vehicular traffic levels, I find that increased traffic flows would not pose an 

unacceptable risk to pedestrians, cyclists or other highway users. 

38. Furthermore, while accident records show a few accidents at the junction of 

Harpers Road and Ash Green Road, the appellant highlighted that highway 
improvements are already planned here in connection with existing committed 

developments. I have not been provided with details of any accident records on 
the section of Harpers Road to the north of the site where the greatest 
proportion of traffic flows will be. The Council and interested parties refer to 

additional accidents which are not shown in current accident records, but full 
details are not before me and as the Orchard Farm Inspector found, there is no 

clear evidence of a record of personal injury accidents on Harpers Road. 
Records do show a cluster of accidents on Guildford Road near to the Harpers 
Road junction, but the evidence before me does not demonstrate that traffic 

using Harpers Road has been a contributory factor. 
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39. Taking all of the above factors into account, I find that the proposal would not 

result in additional conflict that would cause harm to pedestrian or highway 
safety on Harpers Road. I do not disagree with the Council’s position that 

additional traffic on Harpers Road may at some point reach a level where there 
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, but from the evidence 
before me in this case, I consider that the proposal would not result in such a 

level being exceeded. 

Conclusion on First Main Issue 

40. Drawing matters together, I find that the proposed access routes and 
connections would be acceptable, and that neither the access design nor 
additional trips generated by the proposal would lead to a meaningful increase 

in the risk of conflict between users of Harpers Road.  

41. Moreover, and notwithstanding pre application comments that they may have 

made including in relation to vehicle flows or visibility at the Guildford Road 
junction, the LHA has not objected to the proposal. The Council suggested that 
the LHA may not have considered cumulative effects of Streamside and 

Orchard Farm. However, there is little to substantiate this assertion. 
Furthermore, I have been provided with comments from the LHA on a revised 

application for 24 dwellings on the appeal site which were made after the 
Orchard Farm appeal decision and which also raise no objection on highways 
grounds. I give significant weight to the position of the LHA as the relevant 

statutory consultee, and from the evidence before me find no compelling 
reason to disagree with its views.  

42. For these reasons, I conclude that there would not be unacceptable harm to 
pedestrian or highway safety. I find no conflict with Policy ID3 of the LPSS 
which includes requirements to maximise, insofar as site size, characteristics 

and location allow, provision of high quality, safe and direct walking and cycling 
routes and improvements to routes and for an integrated, accessible and safe 

transport system. Nor do I find conflict with Policy A31 of the LPSS which seeks 
suitable connections as part of road layouts or layouts within the allocation, or 
the SDF insofar as it seeks support for active travel. For the same reasons, the 

proposal would accord with the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the 
Framework’) which seeks the promotion of sustainable transport modes and 

safe and suitable access for all users. 

Living Conditions 

43. Given that appearance is a reserved matter, the positions of windows to the 

proposed dwellings are not currently fixed. However, I am satisfied that 
provision of suitable boundary treatment could prevent overlooking to the 

neighbouring Oakside Cottage from any ground-floor windows. In view of the 
separation distances and subject to appropriate fenestration detailing which 

could be secured at reserved matters stage, I also agree with the Council that 
the dwellings proposed on plots 2, 12 and 14 would not cause harmful 
overlooking or loss of privacy for occupiers of Oakside Cottage.  

44. The dwelling on plot 13 would sit on the southern part of the site to the side of 
Oakside Cottage, albeit set back relative to this neighbour. Any windows to its 

side would face onto the side of Oakside Cottage and/or its rear garden. 
However, it is not certain that any first-floor side windows would necessarily be 
required, and I see no reason that a need for side windows to serve habitable 
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rooms would be likely. I would therefore expect any first-floor window that 

might be proposed to serve a non-habitable room. Such windows could 
reasonably be subject to a requirement for use of obscure-glazing and 

conditions on opening which I am satisfied would prevent actual overlooking of 
Oakside Cottage.   

45. Shadows or outlines of people behind obscure glazing may be appreciable to 

occupiers of Oakside Cottage which could lead to a perception of overlooking. 
However, such effects would be likely to be relatively short in duration where 

rooms were non-habitable. Furthermore, some separation would be provided to 
the boundary, and noting that there would not be actual overlooking, I am 
satisfied that the potential perception of overlooking would not cause a 

meaningful loss of privacy for occupiers of Oakside Cottage. 

46. Windows to the front and rear of the dwelling on plot 13 could be expected to 

serve habitable rooms. Those to the rear may have views of the rear part of 
the garden to Oakside Cottage, but this is not an unusual relationship and the 
space immediately to the rear of the dwelling would not be visible. I find as a 

result that any overlooking in this direction would not be harmful.  

47. The front of plot 13 would be set back relative to four windows to the side of 

Oakside Cottage. The northernmost of these windows serve a bathroom and a 
utility room/toilet and include obscure glazing or opaque film. Potential views 
towards these windows from the front of plot 13 would also be at a very tight 

angle such that I am satisfied there would not be unacceptable overlooking or 
loss of privacy to these rooms.  

48. The two other windows to the side of Oakside Cottage are clear-glazed and 
serve a bedroom and a family room. Views towards these windows could be 
possible from the front of plot 13, adversely affecting privacy for the rooms 

served. However, while the dwelling would sit around 9.1m from the side of 
Oakside Cottage, the distance to the clear-glazed side windows would be 

slightly greater. Views would also be at an oblique angle so that the windows 
would not fall within the main field of direct outlook. Noting the separation 
distance, relationship and view angle, only a small part of the rooms closest to 

the window would be likely to be visible and I consider that there would not be 
meaningful views of the whole of the interior of the rooms. Given these factors, 

I consider that effects on privacy would be modest and would not significantly 
undermine living conditions for occupiers of the rooms overall. 

49. The appellant suggests that additional planting would be provided where 

appropriate to supplement existing vegetation along the boundary with Oakside 
Cottage. This could provide additional screening between plot 13 and Oakside 

Cottage further moderating potential overlooking, although as the Council 
highlights, vegetation can die or be removed and I do not therefore rely on it. 

50. For these reasons, I find that there would be loss of privacy for occupiers of 
Oakside Cottage causing harm to their living conditions contrary to Policy D5 of 
the LPDMP insofar as it seeks to avoid unacceptable impacts on living 

environments in terms of privacy and overlooking. However, the effect would 
be restricted to two rooms within the dwelling, with privacy to the rest of the 

property not significantly affected. Moreover, the loss of privacy for the 
affected rooms would be modest and I conclude that the degree of harm 
caused to the overall living conditions for occupiers of Oakside Cottage would 

be very limited. 
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51. The Council confirmed at the Hearing that reference in the second reason for 

refusal to an additional provision within Policy D5 in respect of visual 
dominance and overbearing effects of a development was an error, although I 

note concerns which have been raised by an interested party. 

52. The development would be visible from Oakside Cottage. However, the main 
outlook onto the appeal site from windows to the side of this dwelling would be 

towards access and turning areas with only oblique views of the dwellings on 
plots 12 and 13 and significant separation to dwellings beyond. Individual 

dwellings would also make up only a small part of views from Oakside Cottage’s 
rear windows and garden and would be at some distance. While existing views 
for occupiers of Oakside Cottage would change, I am satisfied given these 

factors that the development would not give rise to harmful visual dominance or 
overbearing effects. Given the position and orientation of the proposed 

dwellings relative to the garden and windows to habitable rooms to Oakside 
Cottage and the separation that would be provided, I am further satisfied that 
the proposal would not cause harmful loss of light or overshadowing. 

European Sites 

53. The appeal site is located in the wider vicinity of the Thursley, Ash Pirbright and 

Chobham Special Area of Conservation (‘SAC’) and the Thames Basin Heaths 
Special Protection Area (‘SPA’) which are European Sites designated under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (‘the Habitats 

Regulations’). In circumstances where a proposal is likely to have a significant 
effect on a European Site, the Habitats Regulations impose a duty on the 

competent authority to consider implications for the conservation objectives of 
the Site within the framework of an Appropriate Assessment (‘AA’). This duty 
would now fall to me. 

Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC 

54. The SAC is designated as it hosts qualifying habitats of depressions on peat 

substrates of the Rhynchosporion; European dry heaths; and Northern Atlantic 
wet heaths with Erica tetralix. The conservation objectives for the SAC seek 
broadly to ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored and 

that the site contributes to achieving the favourable conservation status of its 
qualifying species by maintaining or restoring the extent, distribution, structure 

and function of qualifying natural habitats and the supporting processes on 
which these habitats rely. 

55. The Council’s report to Committee outlined that the development would not 

have a likely significant effect on the SAC, referring to the allocation of the site 
in the development plan and the supporting Habitat Regulation Assessment. 

Notwithstanding comment in updated ecological information relating to the 
revised application for 24 dwellings on the site, the appellant confirmed at the 

Hearing that it also considered there would be no likely significant effect on the 
SAC. I have no firm reason to take a different view, and I am satisfied having 
regard to the evidence before me that likely significant effects on the Thursley, 

Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC can be screened out. 

Thames Basin Heaths SPA 

56. The SPA is part of a complex of heathlands that support important breeding 
bird populations and is designated for the presence of Nightjar, Woodlark and 
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Dartford Warbler. The conservation objectives for the SPA seek broadly to 

ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored and that the site 
contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive by maintaining or 

restoring the extent, distribution, structure and function of the habitats of 
qualifying features; the supporting processes on which the habitats rely; and 
the population and distribution of the qualifying features. 

57. The evidence before me outlines that the SPA is vulnerable to the effects of 
recreation, including damage and disturbance to sensitive species. The appeal 

site is located within 5km of the SPA which is the distance that surveys indicate 
most visitors to the SPA originate from within. As a result, occupiers of the 
dwellings could be additional visitors to the SPA, increasing recreational 

pressure. This pressure, particularly when taken in combination with other 
plans and projects, could harm the qualifying features of the SPA to the 

detriment of its conservation objectives. 

58. In order to mitigate potential recreational effects of development, the s106 
includes provision to secure an area of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 

(‘SANG’) to displace recreational trips away from the SPA. The Council indicates 
that there are privately owned areas of SANG with adequate capacity to 

provide the level of mitigation required, and a suggested condition would also 
require provision of SANG before occupation of any dwelling. 

59. The s106 additionally includes a financial contribution towards Strategic Access 

Management and Monitoring (‘SAMM’). This would go towards monitoring of 
effects on the SPA and measures to manage these effects including information 

and education, guidance on access management, wardening and the promotion 
of alternative recreation sites. 

60. The provision for SANG and SAMM would be in accordance with measures 

outlined in the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance 
Strategy 2017 (updated 2021). The strategy has been endorsed by Natural 

England. Provided mitigation measures in accordance with the Strategy are 
appropriately secured, Natural England has also confirmed that it is content that 
the proposal would not result in adverse effects on the integrity of the SPA.  

61. I consider that the intended mitigation would be properly secured by the s106 
and a planning condition. I also consider having regard to the evidence before 

me that the mitigation identified would be necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the development, and fairly 
and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. The obligations in 

the s106 relevant to SANG and SAMM would accordingly meet the tests for 
obligations set out at Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations 2010 (‘the CIL Regulations’) which are also reflected within the 
Framework, and I have taken them into account. 

62. Given that adequate mitigation for effects on the SPA would be appropriately 
secured, I find within the framework of an AA that the proposal would not 
adversely affect the integrity of the SPA, either alone or in combination with 

other plans and projects. 

Conclusion on European Sites 

63. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the proposal would not harm the 
integrity of any European Sites. Accordingly, there would be no conflict with the 
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Habitats Regulations, and the proposal would comply with Policy P5 of the LPSS 

and saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan 2009 which include requirements 
for adequate measures to avoid or mitigate any potential adverse effects on 

the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. 

Planning Obligations 

64. I have considered the obligations within the submitted s106 in light of the tests 

within the CIL Regulations, and having regard to the evidence before me. This 
evidence includes a CIL Compliance Statement provided by the Council which 

sets out the justification for seeking the obligations and their accordance with 
the tests within the CIL Regulations.  

65. In addition to obligations relating to provision of SANG and SAMM which I have 

already considered, the s106 provides for 8 of the dwellings to be affordable in 
accordance with a specified tenure mix and stipulations applicable to the ‘First 

Homes’ component. These obligations would be necessary to address 
requirements at Policies H2 of the LPSS and H7 of the LDMP. They would also 
be directly related to the development proposed and fairly and reasonably 

related in scale and kind to it.  

66. Obligations relating to provision of pedestrian and cycle paths and access over 

routes within the site would be necessary to meet requirements within Policy 
A31 of the LPSS for developments within the allocation to provide connections 
between developments and maximise accessibility. The requirements would 

also be directly related to the development proposed and fairly and reasonably 
related in scale and kind to it. 

67. Further obligations would provide for financial contributions towards education, 
highways improvements, the ARB and off-site open space, and set out 
obligations on the Council including in respect of the use of contributions and 

repayment provisions. The CIL Compliance Statement and representations by 
SCC and the Council’s Corporate Programmes Team offer further explanation 

and justification for the contributions sought, detailing why they are necessary 
as a result of the development and how they would be spent. I have no firm 
reason to find that these contributions would not be necessary, nor that the 

basis for the amounts of any of the contributions sought would be unsound. 
With regard to the evidence provided, I consider that all of these obligations 

would be required to address the impacts of the development, and I am 
satisfied that they would in each case be necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to the development proposed and 

fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to it. 

68. In light of the supporting information and evidence that is before me, I find 

that each of the obligations in the s106 would comply with the tests at 
Regulation 122(2) of the CIL Regulations which are reflected in the Framework 

and can be given weight. I have therefore taken them into account. 

69. The Royal Surrey NHS Foundation Trust made representations on the proposal 
seeking a financial contribution towards acute health care services which is not 

part of the s106. The representations outline that the Trust is currently 
operating at full capacity in the provision of acute and planned healthcare. It 

advises that payments for the provision of health services are made under 
contracts based on the previous year’s activity and do not account for increases 
in population due to new development. It therefore seeks a contribution to 
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mitigate the funding gap it asserts would be created by potential patients 

resulting from the first year of occupation of the development. 

70. However, the representations indicate that the Trust is commissioned to 

provide acute healthcare services to the populations of a number of local 
authority areas, with the Royal Surrey Hospital forming the hub. Given the 
wide catchment served, at least some of the occupiers of the development, and 

probably many, could realistically be expected to reside within the Trust’s area 
currently. Accordingly, they would already be reflected in funding arrangements 

and it is unclear to what extent the proposal would result in new population 
within the Trust’s area so as to lead to additional demand for services which 
would not otherwise occur. From the information before me, I am not therefore 

satisfied that the requested contribution, which is based on expected 
population of the development as a whole, would be necessary, nor that it 

would be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

71. The requested contribution would not therefore meet the statutory tests set out 
in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and I find no compelling evidence that 

the proposal would adversely affect the Trust’s ability to provide services or the 
delivery of healthcare in the area in the absence of the contribution sought. 

That the s106 does not secure a contribution to acute health care services does 
not therefore weigh against the proposal. 

Other Matters 

Heritage Assets 

72. There are a number of listed buildings in the vicinity of the site. Mindful of the 

statutory duty set out in s66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, I have had special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the setting of these buildings. 

73. The closest is the grade II listed York House on the opposite side of Harpers 
Road, a timber framed house which dates from the 16th century. Much of the 

significance of this building derives from its historic fabric and use of vernacular 
materials and techniques. However, it also draws some significance from its 
remaining rural setting which illustrates the building’s historic position within 

surrounding open countryside. As part of this rural setting, the appeal site 
therefore contributes to the significance of York House.  

74. The Ash Manor complex is located beyond the railway line to the south of the 
site. It includes the grade II* listed Ash Manor and Old Manor Cottage, a 
timber-framed moated manor house, together with the grade II listed ‘Barn 75 

yards to the south of Ash Manor House’ and ‘Oast House Stable 20 yards south 
of Ash Manor House’ which are part of the former farmstead associated with 

the manor. These buildings derive significance from their architectural interest 
and historic and evidential value, as well as their relationships to one another 

as part of a group. The rural quality of the land around the complex has 
already been affected by the railway line and encroachment of development 
but still illustrates the historic agricultural surroundings and connection of the 

buildings to the land, thereby contributing to their significance. As part of the 
wider rural setting to the complex, I find that the appeal site does make some 

contribution to the significance of the listed buildings. That said, the separation 
and the severance that results from the railway means that this contribution is 
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limited, and it would be likely to be further reduced by development coming 

forward on intervening parcels at Orchard Farm and May and Juniper Cottages. 

75. The additional built form on the appeal site would erode its rural quality which 

contributes to the significance of York House and the listed buildings at Ash 
Manor as part of their setting. The change would be clearly appreciable in the 
case of York House given its close proximity. However, the setting makes only 

a small contribution to the overall significance of the building, and the site is 
only part of that setting. As a result, I find that the harm to the significance of 

York House through development in its setting would be minor, and less than 
substantial in the terms of the Framework.  

76. The effect on the Ash Manor complex listed buildings would be much less 

pronounced given the greater distance and intervening development including 
the railway which provide for physical and visual separation. Progress on 

bringing forward development on the Orchard Farm and May and Juniper 
Cottages sites would further moderate the effect. However, while I consider the 
effect to be marginal, there would be some loss of significance causing less 

than substantial harm to the significance of each of the listed buildings. 

77. The Church of St Peter which is a grade II* listed building would historically 

have sat apart from Ash, but the connection to the rural landscape has already 
been significantly weakened by the encroachment of modern development. The 
ARB and development coming forward at Wildflower Meadow will further limit 

any relationship with the appeal site as part of its historic setting. In this 
context, I agree with the main parties that the proposal would not harm the 

significance of the Church of St Peter. 

78. Where a proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, the Framework advises that this harm should be 

weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. The main parties agree 
that the public benefits of the proposal would outweigh the harm to the 

significance of the listed buildings. I return to consider this matter as part of 
the planning balance below.  

Flood Risk and Drainage 

79. At the time the Council determined the application, SCC as the Lead Local 
Flood Authority (‘the LLFA’) had indicated that it was not satisfied that the 

drainage scheme would meet requirements. The appellant subsequently 
provided additional drainage information as part of the revised application on 
the site which the LLFA has indicated it is satisfied with, and the main parties 

agree that the concern has been resolved. I have no firm reason to find 
differently and subject to conditions to require further details of the drainage 

scheme, I am satisfied that there would be suitable provision to manage 
surface water and flood risk as part of the development. 

Additional Matters Raised in Representations 

80. There would be a clear change to the character and appearance of the site 
which is currently predominantly open and undeveloped. However, this would 

be an inevitable outcome of development of the land which has been included 
as part of allocation A31, and indeed development on adjacent parcels. The 

development to the northern parcel of the site would be very low density with a 
significant landscaped setting. While the southern parcel would be higher 
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density with a more regular layout, this would not be dissimilar to the 

arrangement approved at Orchard Farm and the dwellings would have 
reasonably generous plots and scope for landscaping. I am satisfied that the 

proposal would sit comfortably within its surroundings and would provide a 
suitably sympathetic transition to land beyond the strategic allocation. 

81. The majority of trees at the site are indicated to be retained and while 

landscaping is a reserved matter, the proposal indicates new planting as part of 
development which would be able to mitigate vegetation losses. Suggested 

conditions would require protection of retained trees and management of the 
central woodland belt to ensure their continued contribution to the character 
and appearance of the area.  

82. I have found that traffic from the development would not cause unacceptable 
harm to highway safety, and the substantive evidence before me indicates 

sufficient capacity within the highway network to accommodate flows so that 
there would not be a significant increase in congestion. 

83. Interested parties refer to existing pressure on local services and 

infrastructure. However, the proposal would make contributions through the 
s106 towards identified local infrastructure provision and there is no 

substantive evidence before me to demonstrate that it would place undue 
pressure on services. Nor that it would result in a requirement for additional 
capacity that could not be met. 

84. Surrey Wildlife Trust has reviewed ecological information submitted by the 
appellant and has not objected to the proposal. Subject to conditions requiring 

mitigation and enhancement measures, I see no reason to disagree with the 
main parties that biodiversity including protected species would not be harmed 
by the proposal. I am also satisfied that the Ash to Brookwood Heaths Site of 

Special Scientific Interest would not be adversely affected.  

85. In view of the residential nature of the proposal and its scale and relationship 

with nearby properties, I consider that the completed development would be 
unlikely to result in noise or disturbance that would cause meaningful harm to 
nearby occupiers’ living conditions, or unacceptable security concerns. Subject 

to appropriate fenestration to dwellings as part of reserved matters 
submissions, I see no reason that there would be unacceptable overlooking or 

other harm to living conditions for occupiers of Wildflower Meadows. There 
would be potential for disturbance and disruption during the construction period 
including if off-site works are undertaken, as well as additional construction 

traffic. However, any effects would be short-term, and could be mitigated by 
careful construction management with details secured by a planning condition. 

86. I have taken into account the representations made by interested parties, but I 
am satisfied that none of the other matters raised would result in a level of 

harm that would justify dismissal of the appeal, either individually or 
collectively, and they do not alter my findings on the main issues. 

Benefits of the Proposal 

87. The proposal would provide a net gain of 21 dwellings on part of a site 
allocated in the development plan for residential development. There is no 

dispute between the parties that the Council is able to demonstrate a 5 year 
supply of housing and has exceeded targets for delivery, but the Framework 
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includes an imperative to significantly boost the supply of housing which does 

not cease in circumstances where the supply position exceeds 5 years. I 
consider the delivery of housing on part of the allocated site to be an 

important benefit of the proposal that would attract significant weight. 

88. The scheme also includes provision of 8 affordable dwellings on the site with a 
mix of tenures in accordance with policy requirements. Notwithstanding that 

such provision is an expectation of the development plan, the contribution 
towards identified needs for affordable housing is a notable benefit of the 

proposal which carries significant weight. 

89. There would be economic and social benefits associated with the proposal 
including construction spend and employment as well as expenditure and 

support for local services by future occupiers. I give these benefits moderate 
weight noting that they would be fairly limited on account of the scale of the 

development and that employment opportunities would further be largely 
temporary during construction.  

90. There would be new landscaping on the site as well as a biodiversity net gain of 

at least 10%. The proposal also includes ecological enhancement measures. 
Consistent with the main parties’ positions in the Statement of Common 

Ground, I give these benefits moderate weight. 

91. Through the s106, there would be financial contributions towards provision of 
education and other infrastructure including the ARB. However, these 

contributions would be necessary to mitigate the effects of the development 
proposed. Insofar as they could support improvements that would be available 

to the existing and future community locally, there would be some benefit, but 
I consider this would be minor and carries limited weight. 

Planning Balance 

Heritage Balance 

92. The Framework outlines that great weight should be given to the conservation 

of designated heritage assets, and the more important the asset, the greater 
the weight should be. It further sets out that any harm to, or loss of, the 
significance of a designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing 

justification. 

93. I have found that the proposal would cause less than substantial harm to the 

significance of York House, Ash Manor and Old Manor Cottage, the Barn at Ash 
Manor and the Oast House Stable at Ash Manor listed buildings through 
development within their setting. The harm in each case attracts considerable 

importance and weight, with greater weight attached to the harm to Ash Manor 
and Old Manor Cottage attracts greater weight given it is a grade II* building. 

94. However, the scale of harm to the significance of each of the designated 
heritage assets would be minor, and very limited in the case of the Ash Manor 

Complex buildings. Set against this harm, I give significant weight to the 
delivery of housing and affordable housing, moderate weight to the economic 
and social benefits of the proposal, moderate weight to the biodiversity net 

gain and ecological enhancements and limited weight to contributions towards 
infrastructure provision, all of which are public benefits. 
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95. Even giving considerable importance and weight to each instance of harm 

including greater weight to the harm to Ash Manor and Old Manor Cottage, I 
consider that the harm to the listed buildings would in each case be clearly 

outweighed by the combined benefits of the scheme. 

96. I therefore concur with the main parties that effects of the proposal on heritage 
assets would be acceptable in light of the Framework. 

Overall Balance 

97. I have found that the proposal would not cause unacceptable harm to 

pedestrian or highway safety and that while there would be harm to heritage 
assets, this would be clearly outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. 

98. There would be a loss of privacy for occupiers of Oakside Cottage causing harm 

to their living conditions resulting in conflict with Policy D5 of the LPDMP. I 
have no firm reason to consider the relevant provisions of Policy D5 to be 

inconsistent with the Framework which includes a requirement for a high 
standard of amenity, or to reduce the weight that I afford to the conflict with 
this policy. However, the effect on privacy for occupiers of Oakside Cottage 

would be modest and I have found that the harm to overall living conditions 
offered by the dwelling would be very limited. 

99. In my judgement, the weight to be given to the cumulative benefits of the 
development identified above would significantly outweigh the adverse effects 
of the proposal and the conflict with LDMP Policy D5. Accordingly, I conclude 

that there are material considerations which indicate that planning permission 
should in this case be granted despite the conflict with the development plan. 

Conditions 

100. I have considered suggested conditions in light of the discussion and 
amendments proposed at the Hearing, and against the tests set out in the 

Framework. Where necessary, I have made minor amendments for clarity, 
brevity, to save duplication or to ensure compliance with the relevant tests, 

including to omit unnecessary prescription of details that would be a matter for 
the Council to consider as part of the assessment of submissions. 

101. I have attached standard conditions relating to the submission of reserved 

matters and the time limits associated with this (1, 2, 3). I have also included 
conditions specifying the relevant plans (4) for the avoidance of doubt and in 

the interests of certainty. 

102. Condition 5 is necessary to safeguard neighbouring living conditions and the 
environment. However, some of the requirements in the originally suggested 

condition would now be covered by Condition 6 which is also necessary in the 
interests of the living conditions of nearby occupiers as well as the ecology and 

biodiversity value of the site. Conditions 7, 8, 19 and 22 are necessary in the 
interests of protected species and biodiversity although I have updated the 

references in suggested condition 22 to documents submitted with and forming 
part of the appeal proposal, rather than those relating to the revised 
application for the 24 dwelling scheme. 

103. Condition 9 is necessary in the interests of the living conditions of nearby 
occupiers and highway safety. However, I am not persuaded that a 

requirement for before and after surveys of the highway and a commitment to 
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fund the repair of any damage caused would be necessary or comply with 

guidance on conditions in the Planning Practice Guidance and I have omitted it. 
Condition 10 is necessary to safeguard heritage assets of archaeological 

interest while condition 11 is necessary in the interests of the integrity of the 
Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  

104. Conditions 12, 13, 16 and 17 are necessary in the interests of highway safety. 

In respect of condition 16, I consider it necessary to restrict occupation of the 
dwellings until the ARB is actually in place (rather than until a specified date as 

proposed by the appellant) given that my findings on the first main issue were 
reached on the basis of levels of traffic with the ARB operational. Condition 14 
which was suggested during the Hearing is necessary to ensure adequate 

linkages and accessibility for occupiers of the site. Conditions 15 and 18 are 
necessary to ensure suitable provision for drainage and that flood risk would 

not be increased, while conditions 20 and 21 are necessary in the interests of 
biodiversity and the character and appearance of the area. 

Conclusion 

105. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the appeal should be allowed.  

J Bowyer 

INSPECTOR 
 
 

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1) Details of the appearance and landscaping of the development (hereinafter 

called "the reserved matters") shall be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority before any development takes place and the 
development shall be carried out as approved.  

2) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local 
Planning Authority not later than 1 year from the date of this permission.  

3) The development hereby permitted shall commence not later than two years 
from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved. 

4) Unless otherwise amended by the conditions above or below, the 

development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 
following approved drawings: 6502-LOC1 Rev A (Location Plan); 

6502-BLOC Rev C (Proposed Block Plan); 6502-SK002 Rev F (Proposed Site 
Plan Streamside Option 3); 6502-SK003 Rev C (Proposed Walking and 
Cycling Plan Streamside Option 3); 22055/001 Rev C (Proposed Access 

Arrangements); 231684/TR/01 (Vehicle Swept Path Assessment Refuse 
Lorry) and 231684/TR/02 (Vehicle Swept Path Assessment Fire Appliance). 

5) No development shall commence, including any works of demolition, until a 
site waste management plan and demolition strategy of the existing building 
as identified in the Outline Building Survey (dwg. 4924/02) and the removal 

of foundations and hard standing including details of the disposal of any 
waste off site and receptor sites has been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. Demolition materials and debris that 
are not to be reused in the construction of the development hereby 
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permitted shall be removed from the site in accordance with the approved 

strategy. 

6) No development shall commence, including any works of demolition, nor any 

clearance of vegetation, until a Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (‘CEMP’) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The CEMP shall include details of: 

i) a programme of works (to address habitat requirements and risks to 
ecological features); 

ii) a programme for the installation of bat and bird boxes (to enable 
relocation); 

iii) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;  

iv) the storage of plant, machinery, materials, chemicals and fuel;  

v) measures to control the emission of noise during construction;  

vi) a soil management plan, including proposals for stripping and storing 
soil for re-use on site;  

vii) external lighting to be used during construction and measures to limit 
the disturbance from any such lighting; 

viii) a construction phase drainage strategy to intercept and attenuate 
surface water run-off; and 

ix) the use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.  

The approved CEMP shall be implemented and development shall be 

undertaken in accordance with the approved details throughout the 
construction period. 

7) No development shall commence, including any works of demolition, until a 
Bat Method Statement and Mitigation Strategy has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall 

be carried out in full accordance with the approved details. 

8) No development shall commence until a Badger Mitigation Strategy has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
Strategy shall include:  

i) an updated badger field sign and sett survey by a suitably qualified 
and experienced ecologist;  

ii) a minimum of 21 days camera monitoring at any badger sett, or 
potential badger sett recorded, to assess the type and activity at the 

sett by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist;  

iii) an updated badger sett and habitat impact assessment and mitigation 
strategy. The habitat impact assessment should include an 
assessment on foraging and commuting habitats; and  

iv) a timetable for the implementation of any works/mitigation proposed.  

The development shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved 

details. 

9) No development shall commence until a Construction Transport Management 

Plan (‘CTMP’) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The CTMP shall include details of: 
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i) parking for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors; 

ii) loading, unloading and storage of plant and materials;  

iii) a programme of works (including measures for traffic management); 

iv) provision of boundary hoarding behind any visibility zones;  

v) Heavy Goods Vehicle deliveries and hours of operation;  

vi) vehicle routing;  

vii) measures to prevent the deposit of materials on the highway; 

viii) on-site turning for construction vehicles. 

The approved CTMP shall be implemented and development shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the approved details throughout the 

construction period. 

10) No development shall commence until a programme of archaeological work 
has been carried out in accordance with a Written Scheme of Investigation 

which has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 

11) No development above damp proof course level (excluding any demolition 
and site clearance works) shall take place until details of Suitable Alternative 

Natural Green Space (‘SANG’) that has been secured to mitigate the impact 
of the development have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. No dwelling shall be occupied until the SANG has 

been provided in accordance with a scheme which has first been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

12) No development above damp proof course level (excluding any demolition 
and site clearance works) shall take place until detailed drawings, including 
levels, sections and construction details of the proposed estate roads, surface 

water drainage, outfall disposal and street lighting to be provided have been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 

development shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved details. 

13) No development above damp proof course level (excluding any demolition 
and site clearance works) shall take place until a vehicle parking plan has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
No dwelling shall be occupied until vehicle parking to serve that dwelling has 

been provided in accordance with the agreed details and the parking shall 
thereafter be kept available at all times for the parking of vehicles. 

14) No development above damp proof course level (excluding any demolition 

and site clearance works) shall take place until a scheme, including a 
timetable, for the provision of pedestrian and cycle links has been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development 
shall be carried out in full accordance with the approved details. 

15) No development above damp proof course level (excluding any demolition 

and site clearance works) shall take place until details of the design of a 
surface water drainage scheme have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include:  

i) the results of infiltration testing completed in accordance with BRE 
Digest: 365 and confirmation of groundwater levels; 
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ii) evidence that the proposed final solution will effectively manage the 
1 in 30 & 1 in 100 (+40% allowance for climate change) storm 
events and 10% allowance for urban creep, during all stages of the 

development. If infiltration is deemed unfeasible, associated 
discharge rates and storage volumes shall be provided using a 
maximum discharge rate equivalent to the pre-development 

Greenfield run-off;  

iii) detailed drainage design drawings and calculations to include: a 
finalised drainage layout detailing the location of drainage elements, 
pipe diameters, levels, and long and cross sections of each element 

including details of any flow restrictions and maintenance/risk 
reducing features (silt traps, inspection chambers etc.). Confirmation 
is required of a 1m unsaturated zone from the base of any proposed 

soakaway to the seasonal high groundwater level, and half-drain 
times;  

iv) a plan showing exceedance flows (i.e. during rainfall greater than 
design events or during blockage) and how property on and off site 

will be protected from increased flood risk;  

v) details of drainage management responsibilities and maintenance 
regimes for the drainage system; and  

vi) details of how the drainage system will be protected during 
construction and how runoff (including any pollutants) from the 

development site will be managed before the drainage system is 
operational. 

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

16) No dwelling shall be occupied until the Ash Road Bridge (as approved through 
planning application ref 19/P/01460, or any subsequent amendment) has 

been completed and is open to public traffic.  

17) No dwelling shall be occupied until the vehicular accesses to Harpers Road 
hereby approved have been constructed and provided with visibility zones in 

accordance with the approved plans, Drawing No. 22055-001 Rev C, and the 
visibility zones shall thereafter be kept permanently clear of any obstruction 

over 0.6m high. 

18) No dwelling shall be occupied until a verification report carried out by a 
qualified drainage engineer has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning Authority. This report shall demonstrate that the surface 
water drainage system has been constructed in accordance with the details 

agreed pursuant to condition 15 (or detail any minor variations), provide the 
details of any management company and state the national grid reference of 
any key drainage elements (surface water attenuation devices/areas, flow 

restriction devices and outfalls), and confirm any defects have been rectified. 

19) No dwelling shall be occupied until a lighting scheme has been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall set 
out how lighting on the site has been designed to minimise any potential 
impacts on bat foraging and commuting and if appropriate, shall include a 

timetable for the phased implementation of the scheme. The approved 
scheme shall be implemented before the first occupation of the development 

and thereafter retained. 
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20) The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with 

the Arboricultural Method Statement (‘AMS’) and Tree Protection Plan (‘TPP’), 
(Merewood Arboricultural Consultancy Services, May 2022). No development 

shall commence until tree protection measures, and any other pre‐
commencement measures as set out in the AMS and TPP, have been 
installed/implemented. The protection measures shall be maintained in 

accordance with the approved details until all equipment, machinery and 
surplus materials have been moved from the site.  

21) No dwelling shall be occupied until the measures identified in the Woodland 
Management Proposals document (Merewood Arboricultural Consultancy 
Services, December 2017) have been implemented. 

22) The development hereby approved shall be carried out in full accordance with 
the mitigation measures set out in the Ecological Impact Assessment (EPR, 

May 2022), the Biodiversity Management and Enhancement Strategy (EPR, 
May 2022), the Protected Species Report (EPR, May 2023) and EPR letter 
dated 9 May 2023. 

 
 

APPEARANCES 
 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 
 

Steven Brown   Woolf Bond Planning 

Laurence Moore   Woolf Bond Planning 

Jon Williams    Steer 

Andrew Kamm   Bourne Homes Ltd 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 
 

John Busher Guildford Borough Council 

Chris Blamey RGP 

Louise Blaxall Guildford Borough Council, Design and Conservation 

Angela Watson Guildford Borough Council, Legal 

Paul Kelly for Guildford Borough Council, ARB Project 

 

INTERESTED PARTIES: 
 

Rahim Vellani Local resident 

 
DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT HEARING  
 

HD1 Updated Version of Appendix B to Highways Appeal Statement. Submitted 
by the Council. 

HD2 Note on Harpers Road Traffic Flows. Submitted by the Council. 

HD3 Note on Harpers Road Traffic Flows. Submitted by the appellant. 

HD4 Extract from Ash Road Bridge Transport Assessment. Submitted by the 

Council. 

HD5 Agreed Updates to Suggested Conditions. 
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