Application
FULL
Type:
Weybridge Riverside
Ward:
Ward

Application No:

2018/3358

Case Officer:

John Asiamah

Expiry Date:
Location:
Proposal:

14/01/2019
Land adjacent to 21/21A Castleview Road Weybridge Surrey KT13 9AB
Detached single-storey house with rooms in the roof space and dormer
window, new access and associated parking and landscaping.
Pendragon Developments Ltd
Mr Andrew Bandosz
D&M Planning Ltd
1A High Street
Godalming
Surrey
GU7 1AZ
If Permit – Sub-Committee
If Refuse – Sub-Committee
Permit

Applicant:
Agent:

Decision Level:
Recommendation:

Representations: 11 letters of objection from 8 addresses and 1 letter of observation. The
matters raised can be summarised as follow:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Overdevelopment
Loss of light
Impact on outlook/overbearing
The scale and size would be destructive to the site and location
Loss of privacy
Restricted access
Increase in parking demand
Harm to wildlife
The development is not in keeping with the existing development pattern
Inadequate spacing
Loss of parking
The road is already cramped
The developer has already removed trees from the site
The planning permission has already been rejected
The development is purely for financial gain
The proposal ignores the dismissed appeal scheme
The development will set a precedent
There are 8 outstanding charges against the applicant, what legal bearing will these have
on any undertakings that the developer purport to make
Some of the details provided on the application form are incorrect
There should be measures to check the accuracy of the details provided in support of an
application

Report
Description
1. The application site comprises a narrow-fronted plot of land located to the north of No. 21
Castleview Road. The plot was formerly part of the garden of No. 21 and contained a number of
trees which were removed prior to submission of the previous applications. The site is sloping,
with its front being higher than the rear. The site is located within the ‘Grotto Road and
Monument Road Environs’ as defined in the Weybridge Companion Guide to the Design and
Character SPD.

Constraints
2. There are no relevant planning constraints.
Policy
3. In addition to the National Planning Policy Framework and the National Planning Practice
Guidance, the following local policies and guidance are relevant to the determination of this
application:
Core Strategy 2011
CS1 – Spatial strategy
CS4 – Weybridge
CS17 – Local Character, Density and Design
CS19 – Housing type and size
CS21 – Affordable Housing
CS25 – Travel and Accessibility
Development Management Plan 2015
DM1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
DM2 – Design and amenity
DM6 – Landscape and trees
DM7 – Access and parking
DM8 – Refuse, recycling and external plant
DM10 – Housing
Design & Character SPD 2012
& Companion Guide: Weybridge
Developers Contributions SPD 2012
4. Relevant Planning History

Reference
2017/1940
2017/0133

Description

Decision

Detached single storey house with basement
and new access from Castleview Road
Detached two-storey house with rear balcony,
integral garage and new access
Refusal reasons:

Refused but appeal
allowed.
Refused and
dismissed at appeal

The proposed dwelling would by virtue of its
scale and position, represent a cramped form
of development which would not pay regard to
the wider character of the area, and would
represent an incongruous form of development,
which it is considered to have a harmful impact
on the character of the area, contrary to Policy
CS17 of the Elmbridge Core Strategy 2011 and
Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge Development
Management Plan 2015.

The proposed dwelling, by virtue of its scale
and position, would lead to an unacceptably
harmful impact upon the amenities of the
adjoining dwellings by virtue of a loss of
sunlight, daylight, privacy and overbearing
impact. The proposal would there be contrary
to Policy CS17 of the Elmbridge Core Strategy
2011 and Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge
Development Management Plan 2015.
The proposal has failed to provide sufficient
details in relation to protected species and
habitats; the proposal is therefore contrary to
Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010, paragraph 118 of the NPPF,
Policy CS15 of the Elmbridge Core Strategy
2011 and Policy DM21 of the Elmbridge
Development Management Plan 2015.
The proposed access would result in a loss of
on street parking in an area of parking stress,
which would be detrimental to the amenities of
local residents contrary to Policy DM7 of the
Development Management Plan 2015.

Proposal
5. Planning permission is sought for the erection of detached single-storey house with rooms in
the roof space and dormer window, new access and associated parking and landscaping.
6. The proposal is an amendment to a previous scheme (2017/1940) allowed at appeal. The
proposed amendments include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Removal of the basement accommodation area
Revised roof design
Provision of accommodation in the roof space
Increase in the footprint of the building and addition of a single storey rear flat roofed
extension and to the south with a single storey extension, remaining a minimum of 1.8m
off the boundary with No.21.
The width, depth of the proposed building has been increased
The depth of the property has been increased by 3m
Rear dormer window
Addition of velux windows
Reduction in the height of the approved scheme by 1.2m

7. The plans have been amended to include rooflight since the submission of the application. A
14-day re-consultation of the neighbouring occupiers is currently on-going. An update on any
additional comments provided would be provided prior to the Sub-Committee meeting.
Consultations
8. Natural England – Raised no objection to the proposal.
9. Surrey County Council (County Highway Authority) – Raised no objection to the proposal.
Positive and Proactive Engagement
10. The National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities to work with the
applicant in a positive and proactive manner to resolve problems before the application is

submitted and to foster the delivery of sustainable development. This requirement is met within
Elmbridge through the availability of pre-application advice.
11. No pre-application advice was sought prior to submission of the application.
Planning Considerations
12. The main planning considerations in the determination of this application are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The principle of development
Affordable housing contribution
The design and the impact on the character and appearance of the area
The impact on the amenities of the neighbouring occupiers
The standard of accommodation to be provided for the future occupiers
The impact on parking demand, pedestrian and highway safety
The impact on trees and wildlife

The principle of development
13. Policy CS2 of the Core Strategy seeks to ensure effective use of urban land for housing. Policy
DM10 of the Development Management Plan indicates that housing development on garden
land and/or to the rear or side of an existing residential property will be appropriate subject to a
good design that respects the character of the area, preserves the privacy and amenity of
existing and future residents, does not harm amenity by reason of the movement of vehicles
and pedestrians, and incorporates a high standard of landscaping.
14. The proposal is for housing development on a garden land of existing residential dwellings.
Furthermore, planning permission (2017/1940) has recently been granted at appeal for
residential development on the land.
15. Policy CS19 of the Elmbridge Core Strategy states that the Council will seek to secure a range
of housing types and sizes on developments across the Borough in order to create inclusive
and sustainable communities reflecting the most up to date Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) in terms of the size and type of dwellings. The Council’s most up to date
SHMA 2016 concludes that over the plan period of 2015-2035, the majority of the additional
housing requirement is for smaller (1, 2 and 3 bedroom) units. The proposed development
would provide a 3-bedroom dwelling. The proposed mix is considered acceptable and would
meet the identified housing need within the Borough.
16. The principle of development is therefore considered acceptable subject to other material
planning considerations set out below.
Affordable housing contribution
17. Policy CS21: Affordable Housing of the Council’s Core Strategy (2011) requires that
development resulting in the net gain of 1 - 4 residential units should provide 20% of the gross
number of dwellings on-site as a financial contribution. It is acknowledged that a revised (July
2018) National Planning Policy Framework has been published and is a material consideration
in the determination of all relevant planning applications. However, as set out in Section 38(6)
of Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the starting point for any decision is the
Development Plan unless material consideration(s) indicate otherwise. As set out in paragraph
2 of the NPPF, this approach is required by planning law. It is therefore for the decision-maker
to determine the weight to be applied.
18. Paragraph 63 of the NPPF states that ‘provision of affordable housing should not be sought for
residential developments that are not major developments, other than in designated rural areas
(where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer)’. Elmbridge Borough is not a
designated rural area and major development sites are defined in the NPPF as development of
10 or more homes, or the site has an area of 0.5 hectares of more. Nevertheless, as set out in
paragraph 3 of the NPPF, the Framework should be read as a whole (including its footnotes

and annexes). In this context the following NPPF policies are also relevant in regard to the
Council’s continuation to apply policy CS21.
19. Paragraph 59 of the NPPF state that within the context of significantly boosting the supply of
homes ‘… that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed’.
Paragraph 61 states ‘… the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the
community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but not limited to,
those who require affordable housing…’ Finally, paragraph 62 states:
‘Where a need for affordable housing is identified, planning policies should specify the type of
affordable housing required, and expect it to be on-site unless:
a)
off-site provision or an appropriate financial contribution in lieu can be robustly
justified…’
20. Paragraph 63 of the NPPF is a clear continuation of the approach to developer contributions on
small sites as set out in Government’s Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) (28 November
2014) and subsequent changes to Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) dated 19 May 2016. In
response to this policy change, the Council set out in its Statement on the WMS (Update –
February 2017), that its position was to continue to consider on a case by case basis whether
local circumstances with regard to affordable housing and the nature of the development sites
in the Borough were sufficient to warrant the application of policy CS21, or whether greater
weight should be attached to the WMS and changes to PPG.
21. The Council’s approach has been repeatedly upheld by Appeal Inspectors recognising that
policy CS21 was consistent with other policies of the NPPF (paragraphs 47 and 50 (NPPF,
2012)) which required local planning authorities to meet the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing and where they have identified that affordable housing is
needed, set policies for meeting this need on site, unless off-site provision or a financial
contribution of broadly equivalent value can be robustly justified. Furthermore, several Appeal
Inspectors noted that whilst the WMS was a material consideration of considerable importance
and weight, the intention of the WMS is to ensure that financial contributions do not become a
disproportionate burden for small scale developers and thus frustrate housing supply. Appeal
Inspectors have continuously addressed the Council’s Statement on the WMS (referenced
above) and the significant difficulty in the delivery of affordable housing in the least affordable
authority in England outside of London, noting that small sites make a significant contribution
towards the delivery of affordable housing in the Borough.
22. Appeal Inspectors have also stated that there has been no substantive evidence to
demonstrate that the requirements of policy CS21 are placing an unreasonable or
disproportionate burden on developers. As a consequence, it has been found that whilst the
WMS carried considerable weight, Inspectors do not consider it to outweigh the development
plan given the acute and substantial need for affordable housing in the Borough (as evidenced
by the Kingston & North-East Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)) (2016)
and the importance of delivery through small sites towards this.
23. On the basis of the above and the evidence in relation to local housing need, affordability and
housing land supply (as summarised in the Council’s Statement (Update – February 2017)),
the Council will continue with its approach to apply Policy CS21 in the decision-making process
where relevant. The Council has provided clear evidence of the acute need for affordable
housing whereas, little evidence has been submitted by applicants suggesting that policy CS21
is having a disproportionate effect on small schemes. Where evidence is submitted to the
contrary, the Council will, in accordance with policy CS21 and the Development Contributions
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (2012), allow flexibility.
24. Based on the above, the appropriate level of the financial contribution towards the affordable
housing provision was calculated. A Unilateral Undertaking has been submitted in relation to
the required affordable housing contribution for the amount of £30,892.81. As such, the
proposal would comply with the requirements of CS21.
The design and the impact on the character and appearance of the area

25. Policy CS17 of the Core Strategy requires new development to be high quality and inclusive
sustainable design. Policy DM2 of the Development Management Plan also requires all new
development to be high quality design.
26. In its revised form, the plot size serving the proposed dwelling would be as previously
approved. The proposed building would be single storey with accommodation in the roofspace
but lower than the previously approved scheme. It would be set back at a right angle from Nos.
21 and 21A at the front of the site broadly in line with the adjacent terraced properties at Nos. 1
to 3 Carlton Place. There would be sufficient space to the site boundaries to ensure that the
layout does not appear as cramped.
27. The design and massing of the proposed building would be appropriate to the context in which
it would be located, consistent with the surrounding buildings. The roof-scape of the buildings
would also be acceptable.
28. In the allowed appeal for the previous scheme (2017/1940), the Planning Inspector considered
that the scale of the proposal and its proportionate relationship with its plot and stated that the
proposal would not appear overlarge. The previous scheme was for a building that occupies
less than half of the plot. In the current proposal, although the building has marginally
increased in size, the building occupies less than half of the plot. Consequently, the proposed
building would still be proportionate to the plot and would not appear overlarge, relative to the
overall plot size.
29. The Inspector also considered that given the siting, scale and form the proposed dwelling
would be seen in the context of the adjacent two storey properties on Castleview Road and
Carlton Place and would not look out of place or excessive in relation to the built form of the
adjacent properties and the surrounding area. The height of the proposed building is lower than
the allowed appeal and the siting is comparable to the previously allowed scheme. As such, the
Inspector’s considerations still hold true for the current proposal. The Inspector considered the
appearance of the off street parking area to be acceptable and the proposed area is
comparable to that previously approved.
30. Consequently, the layout, siting, scale and design of the proposed development would be
acceptable. The proposal would have no undue impact on the character and appearance of the
area and the street scene. It would thereby accord with Policy CS17 of the Core Strategy and
Policy DM2 of the Development Management Plan.
The impact on the amenities of the neighbouring properties
31. Policy DM2 (e) requires all new development to protect the amenity of adjoining and potential
occupiers and users. It requires development proposals to offer an appropriate outlook and
provide adequate daylight, sunlight and privacy.
32. The proposed dwelling would be located to the south of the flank of No. 1 Carlton Place, an
end of terrace property which adjoins the site to the north. This property contains two windows
on its flank elevation, which plans suggest one serves a stairway and a study. This property is
also served by a rear conservatory which projects some 5.7m in depth at its deepest point. The
proposed building would not project beyond the adjoining conservatory and there would be
separation gap of at least 2.5m between the two properties. Consequently, the revised
proposal is considered to have no overbearing impact on the occupiers of No. 1 Carlton Place.
33. The separation distance to the neighbouring property at No. 21 and the limited overall height
including the roof design are considered sufficient to ensure no undue impact on the
neighbouring properties by reason of overbearing impact or loss of light.
34. The proposal includes windows and doors at ground floor level, rooflights and internal balcony.
The ground floor windows and doors on the flank and rear of the building would be screened by
a 1.8m high fence. The rooflights would be required by a condition to be obscure-glazed. The
proposed rear windows and balcony would face west into the rear garden and only oblique

views over the rear of No 1 Carlton Place would be possible which is considered to be
acceptable.
35. In the allowed appeal for the previous scheme (2017/1940), the Planning Inspector considered
that whilst there would be some impact from the proposal on neighbouring amenity, given the
overall scale, layout and design of the proposed dwelling, together with the boundary treatment
and the separation distance between the properties, the proposed dwelling would not cause
significant harm to the outlook of the neighbouring properties, nor dominate the views to cause
an unacceptable sense of enclosure from the windows and gardens at the side and rear of No.
1. The height of the proposed building is lower than the allowed appeal. The previously
approved scheme included a sunken rear terrace which has been removed from the current
proposal, and replaced with a single storey flat roof rear extension. Whilst this projects further
to the rear than the previous allowed appeal it is considered its scale and depth would on
balance achieve a satisfactory relationship with the neighbouring dwelling. The relationship
with the neighbouring properties would be therefore be comparable to the previously allowed
scheme. As such, the Inspector’s considerations still hold true for the current proposal.
36. There was no objection to the access to the dwelling in terms of noise and disturbance.
The standard of accommodation to be provided for future occupiers
37. The proposed dwelling would have gross internal floor area of 161sqm. This would exceed the
minimum requirement of 102sqm in the Nationally Described Space Standards for a 3
bedroom/two-storey dwelling for 6 persons. The outlook and the layout of the proposed
dwelling including the individual rooms would also be acceptable.
38. The retained garden amenity space for the donor property and the proposed dwelling would
commensurate with the prevailing garden sizes in the locality. As such, they are considered
acceptable.
The impact on parking demand, pedestrian and highway safety
39. Policy DM7 indicates that parking provision should be appropriate to the development and not
result in an increase in on-street parking stress that would be detrimental to the amenities of
the local residents. In such instances, a minimum provision of one space per residential unit
will be required.
40. The proposed parking, access and turning arrangements would be as the allowed appeal.
Provision has been made for two parking space for the proposed dwelling.
41. Matters raised in the representations received include concerns regarding inadequate parking
provision, exacerbation of the existing on street parking problems in the area, potential impacts
on highways safety and access for emergency and service vehicles. When allowing the appeal,
the Planning Inspector stated that: “I acknowledge that some of the properties on both
Castleview Road and the nearby roads rely on on-street parking and there is likely to be
competition for parking spaces at peak periods. However, there are no parking restrictions
outside the appeal site and at the time of my site visit, there were parking spaces available
along Castleview Road and on the nearby roads. In view of the scale of development and the
evidence before me, I consider that the additional traffic and extra demand for on-street parking
generated by the proposed dwellings would be relatively small and the proposed on-site
parking would be adequate to compensate for loss of parking to provide the proposed access.
Therefore, I consider that the effect is likely to be only marginal and certainly not severe, the
test set by the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) for preventing
development on highway grounds.” This consideration still holds true for the current proposal.
The impact on trees and wildlife
42. A number of trees on the site have been felled prior to submission of the application, and this
fact is supported by comments from neighbours. However, the council records show none of
these trees were protected. The Council’s Tree Officer raised no objection to the previous

proposal subject to the imposition of conditions to secure tree protection. Furthermore, new
planting is proposed the details of which would be secured by a condition.
43. The site comprises former residential garden land which has been separated into a separate
plot, and it historically contained a number of trees. The applicant has submitted ecological
surveys in support of the application. Natural England was consulted on the proposal and
raised no adverse comments. Surrey Wildlife Trust did not respond. The submitted ecological
appraisal did not identify any buildings or trees on site that might be suitable for roosting bats.
Any work undertaken would need to comply with the relevant wildlife legislation.
Matters raised in Representations
44. Matters raised in the representations received include comments that there are 8 outstanding
charges against the applicant, what legal bearing will these have on any undertakings that the
developer purport to make and some of the details provided on the application form are
incorrect. Legal charges against an applicant is not a material planning consideration. The
details provided are sufficient to allow detailed assessment of the proposal and the applicant
has confirmed that the details area accurate.
Conclusion
45. On the basis of the above, and in light of any other material considerations, the proposal is
considered to be in accordance with the development plan. Accordingly, the recommendation
is to grant permission
The proposed development does require a CIL payment
Recommendation: Grant Permission

Conditions/Reasons
1

TIME LIMIT (FULL APPLICATION)
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from
the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 51 of Part 4 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004.

2

LIST OF APPROVED PLANS
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in strict accordance with the following
list of approved plans: L01, P03, P04 and P06 received on 8th November 2018, P01 Rev.A,
P02 Rev.A received on 1st April 2019.
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in a satisfactory manner.

3

MATERIALS - APPROVED
The development shall not be erected other than in the following materials uPVC double
glazed windows, white render finish, slate roof, facing brick (red) and stone head or such other
materials as have been approved in writing by the borough council.
Reason: To ensure that a satisfactory external appearance is achieved of the development in
accordance with Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge Development Management Plan 2015.

4

OBSCURE GLAZING
The windows on the side elevations including rooflights of the development hereby permitted
shall be glazed with obscure glass that accords with level three obscurity as shown on the
Pilkington textured glass privacy levels (other glass suppliers are available) and only openable
above a height of 1.7m above the internal floor level of the room to which it serves. The
window shall be permanently retained in that condition thereafter.

Reason: To preserve the reasonable privacy of neighbouring residents in accordance with
Policy DM2 of the Elmbridge Development Management Plan 2015.
5

a)
b)
c)
d)

LANDSCAPING SCHEME
Prior to first occupation [being brought into use] written details and plans of the following
landscaping works shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority and these works shall be carried out as approved. This scheme shall include:
positions, height, species, design, materials and type of boundary treatment(s);
hard surfacing materials;
secure and covered cycle storage; and
refuse/recycling bin storage and collection
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and shall be
maintained.
Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of an appropriate landscape
scheme in the interests of the visual amenities of the locality.

6

BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the conclusions and
recommendations in Preliminary Ecological Appraisal including any biodiversity enhancements
by Ecology Co-op Environmental Consultants dated April 2017.
Reason: In the interest of preserving and enhancing protected species and biodiversity in
compliance with Policy DM21 of the Elmbridge Development Management Plan 2015 and the
NPPF 2018.

Informatives
1

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY
The development permitted is subject to a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) liability for
which a Liability Notice will be issued as soon as practical after the day on which planning
permission first permits development.
To avoid breaching the CIL regulations and the potential financial penalties involved, it is
essential a prior commencement notice be submitted. The notice is available at
www.planningportal.co.uk/cil
For the avoidance of doubt commencement of demolition of existing structure(s) covering any
part of the footprint of the proposed structure(s) would be considered as commencement for
the purpose of the CIL regulations.
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