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Planning Inspectorate, 
3/03N Wing, 
Temple Quay House, 
2, The Square, 
Bristol  BS 1 6PN    13.06.2016 
 
 
Dear  Sirs, 

 
Appeal Ref APP/L3625/W/16/3146401 and 3146402 

Little Ambrook, Nursery Road, Walton on the Hill, Surrey 
1. Demolition of existing house and erection of 10 apartments, (15/01953) 

  2. Retention of house and erection of 7 apartments (15/01954) 
 

The Tadworth and Walton Residents Association objected strongly at the application stage to both these 
proposals.  
I attach copies of our letters. One was inadvertently not mentioned in the case officer’s report although 
he did indicate he had received it and would forward it on in the case of an appeal. I attach both letters in 
case you have not received  them. 
 
I set out below our comments on the appellants’ Statement of Case, referring to their paragraph 
numbers, rather than repeating our original objections and how, in our opinion,, the proposals 
contravene planning policy. 
Our original objections, therefore,  still stand. 
 
2.  The Appeal site and surrounding area 
 
Although this section is factual, we dispute the implications of some of the wording. 
 
2.1   Although “on the fringe of the Conservation Area (CA) and Residential Area of Special Character 

(RASC)” on the south side, the site faces inward into the Nursery Rd enclave which creates its own 
distinctive character which justifies the Conservation Area and RASC status. 
We note that, in any event,  the adjacent developments are low with good screening so they do not 
detract from the self contained environment of  Nursery Road. 

2.4 Although “there is significant mature landscaping” the new developments will be particularly visible 
 in the winter months, especially on the Nursery Close frontage where the 7 flat development would 
be very close to the edge of site. Not only is the mature landscaping outside the site boundary but 
because of the proximity to the proposed elevations, particularly in the application for 7 flats, we 
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submit that there would be strong pressures to reduce the height of the vegetation to get more 
light into several of the habitable rooms. 

 
3. Relevant planning history and consideration of the appeal 
 
3.4 As the appellants state, application 15/00835 was dismissed on appeal and two of the grounds were 

 that the proposal would be cramped and out of character with the predominant residential pattern in 
the local area. 

 In our opinion, the layouts, particularly Appeal B will be more cramped than application  
 15/00835 when viewed from Nursery Close and both proposals will be even more out of character  
 because of the massing and depth of the large blocks. We therefore consider that the current  
 proposals do not overcome the Inspector’s grounds for dismissing the earlier appeal.  
3.5  The table of recent developments is most misleading. Many of the schemes listed involve either  
 subdivision of an existing large dwelling or small infill developments and so are not comparable.  
 No developments are highlighted in the Nursery Road area. As stated by the appellants, each case is  
 different.  
 We refer to Lavington below. 
Consideration of the appeal applications 
Appeal A 
3.9 It is stated that” the demolition of Little Ambrook should not be objectionable in principle as it is not  
 of exceptional importance”. 
 We strongly disagree. The CA is made up of many Arts and Crafts buildings which may not be  
 worthy of listing but together create the character of the CA. In our opinion, this is a characteristic 
   of C As,  - groups of buildings of architectural or historic interest which individually 
 may not be of  listable quality but as a group create an area of character which deserves protection  
 and enhancement.  
 The publication “The Architectural Development of Walton on the Hill 1900 - 1930” by David  
 Metcalfe (2000) has a major section on Percy Morley Horder. He states that Walton on the Hill  
 probably has the largest number of his houses in England and at least 6 of these including Little 
  Ambrook are in Nursery Road. It is not only the architectural qualities of the area including Little  
 Ambrook  but the historic importance of how this area developed following the introduction of  
 Walton Heath Golf Club. 
 In our opinion, the building and its setting make a positive contribution to the CA and so, in the  
 absence of public benefit (See below) the appeals should be dismissed, (NPPF paragraphs 132 –  
 138). We note that the Inspector dealing with the earlier appeal concluded that Little Ambrook 
 made a positive contribution to both the C A and RASC (paragraph 8). 
 
4. National Planning Policy Framework 
 Clearly, the extracts of the NPPF quoted by the appellants have been selected to support their 
  case. However, we suggest that an uptodate Local Plan, as is the case with Reigate and Banstead,  
 plus saved policies, take precedence over the NPPF. This is important as the 2 appeal proposals  
 contravene many of the adopted local plan policies. 
4.3 The “economic role” is over stated. There is full employment in the area and in any event there are  
 several large housing developments in the area which are under construction, such as the 130 units  
 at nearby Preston estate, plus large developments soon to start, such as 37 units at  Frith Park in  
 Walton and nearly 200 additional units again at Preston.  
 The justification of the schemes in terms of employment is largely irrelevant.  
4.4 The “social” role is also over emphasised. There are many other residential schemes under  

construction or proposed elsewhere in Tadworth and Walton so this development will not make 
significant contribution to overall housing need. In fact the main need is for low cost housing. With 
the recent decision in the High Court against affordable housing contributions on small sites, it is 
likely that there will be no community benefit. 

4.5 With reference to urban extensions into the Green Belt, this is a proposal in the Core Strategy, if  
 necessary, towards the end of the Plan Period. Currently the Council is meeting its 5 year target. 
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 We refute the remainder of this paragraph where it is stated that the impact on the CA will be 
low  

due to the extent of the boundary treatment but strongly agree with the appellant’s admission that 
the proposals will introduce additional built form between the retained trees which will have an 
impact on the character of the CA. 

 To conclude on this issue of benefits, in our opinion, there are therefore no economic or  
 social benefits which could conceivably outweigh the environmental harm. 
4.7 Reference is made to paragraph 14 which states that proposals should accord with the development  
 plan. However, in this case they are not in accord with many of the policies in the up to date core  

strategy nor the saved local plan policies, and so permission should not be granted in the absence of  
any public benefits (as stated in paragraphs 133 and 134 which are referred to in paragraph 4.13 and  

 4.15.  
4.8 This paragraph refers to conserving heritage assets. It is worth mentioning here that the quality of the  
 CA is enjoyed not only by residents in the immediate area but those using the footpath network both  
 now and in future. 
4.9 – 4.15 refer to policies in the NPPF on the level of harm in relation to public benefit. As there is  
 minimal public benefit as the Council is meeting its 5 year target and has an up to date plan, the  
 issue hinges on an assessment of the existing quality of the existing development and the extent of  
 harm. As stated above, we consider that the CA is characterised by the turn of the century large  
 dwellings in large well landscaped gardens. The loss of Little Ambrook in Appeal A and damage to  

its setting in Appeal B will therefore be very damaging. The replacement apartment blocks will be  
completely out of character with Nursery Road properties. Not only are there problems of the 
massing/ depth, the increased site coverage and loss of the sylvan landscaped setting, but the 
architecture is a pastiche of Arts and Crafts design. 

 
5. Development Plan Policy  
 
5.3 Policy CS4 refers to enhancing and maintaining and protecting the character of valued townscapes. 
  The appellants do not attempt to justify their proposals in terms of enhancing the historic  
 environment. In paragraph 4.5 it is stated that “any development will have some environmental  
 impact. It is however important that this is balanced against other objectives” (which are stated to be  
 employment and housing, neither of which, as explained above,  is required in this area). 
5.12 Policy Ho 13 is quoted in full and without comment even though it is clear that a block of  
 apartments with considerably greater width and depth than other properties in the area of  
 Nursery Rd would be contrary to policy and a matter of prime consideration. 
5.15 Although policy Ho 15, referring to RASCs, is quoted in full, there is no analysis of whether the  
 developments comply with this policy. Perhaps this is because they fail to meet most of the 
  requirements. 
 
6. Principle Issues 
 
 
1. Impact on the character and appearance of the CA and RASC 
6.1   Although not locally listed, we and others have requested that the Council considers locally listing  
 Little Ambrook and other Arts and Crafts dwellings in the CA which are of architectural and  
 historic merit. These have recently come under pressure for development and we would like to see  
 added protection. 
 It is not true to say that an Edwardian estate of the size and character of a large part of Walton on  
 the Hill is common place in the Borough. The sites of many properties of this type  have been 
  redeveloped  because of the large plots and high land prices. Some properties have been lost in  
 recent years in Walton, notably Meadow House and Lavington. 

In our opinion, this means it is even more important to protect and enhance the Nursery Road area 
as there has been comparatively little change. Where there has been redevelopment, this took place 
before the time of the CA and RASC designations and has been modest in scale, subservient to the 
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landscape setting. The large blocks of flats would be incongruous in this area. Even with Appeal 
B, which retains Little Ambrook, its garden setting would be destroyed. 

6.2  We consider that there would be substantial harm to the area if the building were to be demolished  
 and the proposed apartment blocks erected, but even if not “substantial”, as in paragraph 134 of the  
 NPPF, the harm would need to be weighted by benefits, which as we have already indicated, we do  
 not consider have any significance. 
6.3 Even if Little Ambrook is of lesser architectural merit than its neighbours, it still forms part of  
 Walton’s  historic heritage which gives the CA its distinctive quality. 
6.4 Both the 1990 Act and Reigate and Banstead local plan policies place emphasis on the desirability of  
 preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the CA. The scale of the new build, its  
 obtrusive nature compared with its surroundings, plus the damage to Little  
 Ambrook, whether it is demolished or its setting diminished, will be harmful to the CA  
 rather than have  a positive impact.  
  
Appeal A 
 
6.5 In terms of housing need, there is no justification for harming the CA in order to increase the density  
 on the site. Similarly, the sustainability argument fails because logically it would mean that any site  
 should be developed in built up areas, regardless of environmental impact. 
6.6  The tennis courts retain the openness of the site and preserve the garden setting of the house. 
6.7  - 6.9  The Lavington site should not be taken as a precedent. Heath Drive has experienced far more 

 change than the Nursery Road area and is more varied in character, plot sizes and building styles. 
Also, not being on a corner, the depth of the development and its overall massing will be less 
obtrusive. Moreover, the building is of a smaller scale, being of 7 rather than 10 units, and having a 
narrower width than many of its neighbours. We consider that each application has to be considered 
on its merits and the Lavington example has little relevance to the current appeals. We share the 
Council’s Conservation Officer’s concerns on the design and size of the current proposals and are in 
no doubt that the damage to the CA will be greater than with the Lavington development. 

6.10 - 11 The design is very different from other buildings in Nursery Road and it will be visible 
  between and above the trees on both frontages. The increase in hardstandings and vehicular activity  
 will also affect the green landscape and tranquillity of the area. 
6.12 We consider that comparisons should be made with the character of the Nursery Road enclave 
  rather than other parts of the CA, which differ in character. The footprint of the building is  
 considerably greater than that of other buildings in the immediate area. 
6.13 We do not accept that Little Ambrook makes only a neutral contribution to the CA. It may not be  
 the most important building in the Nursery Road area but it, along with many other non-listed 
  buildings, contributes to the distinctive character of this part of the CA., as pointed out by the  
 Inspector into the earlier appeal decision. 
6.14 As argued above, the public benefit will be negligible whereas there would be great harm to the  
 street scene if this proposal is permitted. It would not protect or enhance the CA and the dominating  
 impact of the block would be contrary to the ethos of the RASC. 
 
Appeal  B 
 
6.15 The retention of Little Ambrook is to be welcomed in principle, but the damage to its orientation  
 and its  proximity of both the proposed boundary hedge and the new apartment block, would be 
very  damaging to its landscaped setting, reducing the 
gap between structures to a minimum..  
6.18 Although the impact of the new block on the nearby listed building, Little Chussex, will not be  
 significant, in our opinion it will be greater than with the previous appeal proposal as the new  

structure is very close to the Nursery Close frontage and will be very visible, particularly in winter. 
We are also concerned that there will be pressures to reduce the tree sizes to increase light into the 
new development and possible root damage. 

6.19 As we contended in our objection letters at the application stage, and as is made clear in the  
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 Council’s grounds for refusal, both schemes fail to meet most of the provisions of Ho 9, Ho 13 
and  
 Ho 15. 
 
To conclude, we consider that both schemes would be very detrimental to the character of the area, with 
no redeemina precedent would have been set and  the rest of the Conservation Area and R residential 
Area of Special Character would be at risk. 
 
We request that both the appeals are dismissed. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gillian Hein 


