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26 January 2016 

To:  Surrey Heath Borough Council 
  Knoll Road 
 Camberley GU15 3HD 

For the attention of: 
 Ms Karen Whelan, Chief Executive 
 Mrs Jenny Rickard, Executive Head, Regulatory  
 Ms Emma Pearman, Senior Planning Officer 
 Ms Jane Ireland, Planning Policy Manager 
 Mr Duncan Carty, Planning Officer 

 

Appeal Decision on Planning Application 14/0532: 
Land south of Kings Road, West End - 
Appeal ref. APP/D3640/W/15/3028247 

 

I am writing on behalf of the West End Action Group (WEAG) to express our dismay that Surrey 
Heath Borough Council (SHBC) has decided not to challenge in the courts the Planning Inspector’s 
decision to approve the building of 84 homes on land south of Kings Road, West End. 

The need to register a challenge 

The decision of the Inspectorate undermines the planning policy created by SHBC and weakens its 
ability to enforce its policies for this and future developments. We regard it as imperative for the 
Council to challenge the Inspectorate’s verdict. 

I was about to write to you last Friday to urge you to register a challenge, when we received the 
news about your decision not to do so, given in your response to the petition mounted by Mrs Diane 
Doney. 

The grounds for registering a challenge, as we see them, are set out in our intended letter of last 
Friday - whose text is shown on the final pages of this letter. We urge you to reconsider your 
decision. 

This is reinforced by Mrs Doney’s petition which attracted more than 626 signatures in just a few 
days.  

West End feels SHBC has let us down badly 



The general feeling here in West End is that SHBC has let us down badly. This was very clear in 
WEAG’s well-attended public meeting yesterday evening, 25 January, planned several weeks ago to 
discuss the Inspector’s report and the steps we should take as a result of it. Indeed, a motion was 
proposed as follows: 

“This meeting agrees that Surrey Heath Borough Council has failed to protect sufficiently 
robustly its own planning policies and the interests of the residents of West End:  

(1) Its opposition to developers’ plans to build on the reserve sites has been inadequate;  

(2) It has failed to ensure that Surrey County Council investigated sufficiently closely the specific 
material conditions in West End regarding traffic, flooding, education, healthcare and other 
aspects for which SCC is responsible;  

(3) It has declined to challenge the Planning Inspectorate’s decision to approve development of 
the Kings Road reserve site, despite having strong grounds for doing so.” 

This motion was passed unanimously by the meeting. 

We again urge you to register a formal challenge to the Inspector’s decision while there is still time, 
protecting the role of local authorities in making local decisions. This was another point on which 
last night’s public meeting was unanimous.  

West End’s two other reserve sites 

Regarding the two other reserve sites in West End, off Beldam Bridge Road and by Malthouse Farm, 
we believe that more can be done to defend these sites against the impending appeals, by better 
marshalling of the facts, and providing adequate information. Too often the Inspector’s report on 
the Kings Road appeal makes statements such as “I received no information on this point”. He 
should have received the relevant information. In some cases this is a failure by the County Council 
to investigate the situation properly, and we believe they should be asked to look again. 

Finally, regarding the re-application by Taylor Wimpey for building 85 houses on land north of 
Beldam Bridge Road, we assume that the Planning Officers are preparing a Recommendation for the 
Planning Application Committee’s meeting on 10 February.  We very much hope that the 
recommendation will be to refuse the re-application, and not simply give way because of the 
Inspector’s verdict on the Kings Road application. The unsound housing data regarding Kings Road 
(as set out below) is not an adequate basis for allowing the Taylor Wimpey re-application. Moreover 
there are reasons for rejection which did not apply to the Kings Road site: for example, the access 
road on a bend would create a very dangerous situation, an accident waiting to happen; and the site 
is far more visible and will have a major impact on the rural character of this part of the village. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Beulah Kingston 
Chair, West End Action Group 

  



Text of letter intended to be sent to SHBC on 22 January 2016 

 

I am writing on behalf of the West End Action Group (WEAG) to urge Surrey Heath Borough Council 
(SHBC) to challenge the Inspector’s decision to permit the development of 84 houses on land south 
of Kings Road, West End.  

The decision of the Inspectorate undermines the planning policy created by SHBC and weakens its 
ability to enforce its policies for this and future developments. For this reason, we regard it as 
imperative for the Council to challenge the Inspectorate’s verdict. 

We believe the grounds for a challenge are: 

 In the Borough’s Core Strategy, Saved Policy H8 is in force, and its effect is to state that the 
reserve sites should not be developed yet. See Note 1 in the Appendix below.  
 

 The Borough has complied with paragraphs 47 & 49 of the NPPF, and Saved Policy H8 is 
consistent with the NPPF. See Note 2 in the Appendix below. 
 

 Yet the Inspector’s decision in effect ignores policy H8. 
 

 NPPF paragraphs 85.3 and 85.4 say safeguarded land (which includes the West End reserve 
sites) should not be allocated for development at present. It is very explicit on this. See Note 
3 in the Appendix below. 
 

 NPPF paragraph 14.4 states that planning permission should not be granted where “specific 
policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted” – which is the case in 
this instance, regarding paragraph 85 as shown above.  
 

 This is reinforced by NPPF paragraph 215, which indicates that great weight should be given 
to existing policies such as H8. See note 4 in the Appendix below.  
 

 It is clear from the above that the presumption in favour of sustainable development should 
not apply to the West End reserve sites. 
 

 Yet the Inspector’s decision contravenes the NPPF on all these points. 
 

 The Inspector’s decision also ignores the advice from the Housing & Planning Minister 
Brandon Lewis who wrote on 27 March 2015 to the Chief Executive of the Planning 
Inspectorate (PINS) to stress the importance of considering landscape character when 
determining appeals. 
 

 The Inspector’s view that the Borough will not meet its 5 year housing supply target in 
accordance with NPPF Paragraph 47 is based on an unsupported presumption about the rate 
of build at the Princess Royal Barracks site at Deepcut (see note 5), and the application of an 
untested OAHN figure from the SHMA. 
 

We therefore urge you to apply to the High Court to register a challenge to the Inspector’s decision 
by the due date of 28 January. 



Yours sincerely, 

 

Beulah Kingston 
Chair, West End Action Group 

 

 

Appendix 

Note 1:  
Policy H8 of the 2000 Local Plan was ‘saved’ in the 2012 Core Strategy, and is in force. It states that 
the “Reserve Housing Sites… are reserved to meet possible long-term development needs… they will 
remain subject to the restrictions set out in Policy RE3”. Policy RE3 was superceded in the Core 
Strategy by Policy CP1 (and DM1 which is not directly relevant to this case). CP1 states “The smaller 
villages of West End and Windlesham have limited capacity to accommodate development and this 
will be achieved primarily through redevelopment of existing sites.” The number of new houses 
allocated under this policy (20 for the whole of West End) will be easily met and indeed surpassed 
during the plan period. CP1 continues “Any changes to the boundaries of the major developed sites 
will be considered through the site allocations DPD.” SHBC had a site allocation DPD in progress and 
it is premature to allow development on any of the reserve sites before that is completed. 

Note 2:  
Relevant to this, the NPPF states in paragraphs 47 and 49 that the local authority should identify a 
five year supply of housing land. This has been achieved without requiring additional housing in 
West End. It is therefore clear that Saved Policy H8 is consistent with the NPPF. 

Note 3:  
NPPF paragraph 85 states “Local planning authorities should… identify in their plans areas of 
‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt [such as the West End reserve sites], 
in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period… and make 
clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning 
permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a 
Local Plan review which proposes the development.” This is very explicit that West End’s reserve 
sites should not be developed at present.  

Note 4: 
NPPF’s ‘Annex 1: Implementation’ states that it “aims to strengthen local decision making” 
(paragraph 209) and goes on to say (paragraph 215) “due weight should be given to relevant policies 
in existing plans [i.e. the Core Strategy] according to their degree of consistency with this Framework 
(the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may 
be given).” As demonstrated above, the relevant Core Strategy policies are indeed closely consistent 
with the Framework, and should therefore be given very great weight, and not be ignored. 

Note 5: 
The Inspector’s conclusion is based entirely on his view that the Borough’s Core Strategy is 
invalidated as it cannot demonstrate a five year housing supply in accordance with paragraph 47 of 
the NPPF. In which case the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. This view 
rests on his presumption that the rate of build at the former Princess Royal Barracks site in Deepcut 
will be less than the Borough’s figure of 125 per year. He concludes that a rate of build of new 
housing would be at most 100 per year which would reduce the housing supply to 4.85 years. This is 



entirely conjecture on his part and is not evidence based. In effect he is saying that there is likely to 
be a 3% deficit in housing supply over the period. Given the difficulty of providing a precise estimate 
of the rate of build of new housing, to build a case on such a fine margin is untenable. In effect this 
whole judgement boils down to a difference of opinion between the Borough and the Inspector over 
the expected rate of build at Deepcut. 
 


