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Dear Ms Rodger/Mr Bashforth

RE: Pre-Application Meeting
Walton Heath Golf Club, Deans Lane, Walton on the Hill

Proposal  A:  Provision  of  a  clubhouse  with  ancillary  staff  accommodation
within the roof space, separate Artisan's clubhouse, car parking, new access
road And landscaping within the Walton Heath Golf Course.

Proposal  B:  Redevelopment  of  the  current  clubhouse  site  for  up  to  14
residential dwellings with associated parking and landscaping

I  refer  to  your  pre-application enquiry/request  for  advice  in  respect  of  the  above
interrelated  sites  and  our  meeting  on  26/06/2017  at  which  we  discussed  the
proposals.  The  request  was  subject  to  a  combined  fee  payable  of  £1,500  (as
permitted by the Local Government Act 2003), which was received on 06/06/2017.

From the  details  submitted  and  our  discussions,  I  understand  your  proposals  to
consist of:
a)Provision of a new clubhouse on a site within the golf course, to the east of

Dorking Road. This would include ancillary staff  accommodation within  the
roofspace, separate Artisan’s clubhouse, car parking, a new access road and
landscaping

b)Redevelopment of the site of the old clubhouse to provide up to 14 residential
dwellings, associated parking, access and landscaping

Having considered the information provided by you, the policy background, relevant
history, I would offer the following “without prejudice” comments and advice based on
the plans provided and proposed development at the site:

SITE CONTEXT

The site consists of two sites, one being an undeveloped area of land within the
existing golf course and the other the site of the present clubhouse.
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“Site A”,  which is proposed for the new clubhouse,  is located in essence on the
eastern side of Dorking Road. It is situated between the main golf course and the
recently  completed practice facility  and to  the south of  the current  greenkeepers
complex.  The site is presently undeveloped and comprises an area of woodland,
which  forms  part  of  a  woodland  preservation  order  (TPO RE507A).  The  site  is
currently access by an informal access track from Dorking Road.

The site is wholly within the Metropolitan Green Belt, is designated as an Area of
Great  Landscape  Value  and  is  within  an  area  identified  as  a  Site  of  Nature
Conservation  Importance.  The  main  golf  course  itself  retains  an  open  character
despite its recreation use and the surrounding area characterised by heathland and
woodland. The edge of the built up area of Walton on the Hill is presently clearly
defined by the dense belt of woodland which flanks Dorking Road. 

“Site B”, the site of the current clubhouse, is located on the western side of Dorking
Road and is within the defined urban area of Walton on the Hill, albeit it is on the
edge of  the built  up area.  The site comprises of  the main clubhouse building (a
predominantly  single  storey building  with  some first  floor  elements)  along with  a
number of smaller single storey ancillary buildings. There is a large car park to the
rear (north) of the clubhouse with an attractive soft landscaped area in front of the
clubhouse  incorporating  a  putting  green.  The  car  park  is  bounded  by  a  dense
hedgerow which largely obscures views of it and the buildings in behind and imbues
the site with a landscape dominated character. The majority of the clubhouse site is
within the Walton on the Hill Conservation Area.

The area surrounding the clubhouse is typified by detached properties set within
generous well landscaped plots. Appearance is mixed but includes the more modern
(1960’s/70’s) properties on Greenways, as well as the more traditional properties to
the south and east which are in the Conservation Area. This includes the locally
listed Dormy House which directly adjoins the site. 

PLANNING HISTORY

There is extensive planning history associated with the golf course; however, no 

recent planning history associated with redevelopment of a new clubhouse or the 

existing clubhouse site. The most recent application relates to provision of a golf 

practice facility (and associated works), on land adjacent to Site A (12/00181/F).

PLANNING POLICY

Your attention should be particularly drawn to the following policies:

Proposal A – new clubhouse:
Core Strategy: CS1, CS2, CS3, CS4, CS5, CS10, CS11, CS12 and CS17
Borough Local Plan 2005: Pc1, Pc2C, Pc4, Pc5, Co1, Re1, Re2, Re8, Re9, Ut4,
Mo4, Mo5, Mo6 and Mo7

The above provide both the general approach and specific criteria against which any
application  for  a  new clubhouse  in  the  location  proposed  would  be  expected  to
comply. 

In addition, regard should also be had to the provisions of the National Planning
Policy Framework, particularly relevant to this case are paragraphs 87-90 relating to
the Green Belt. 



Proposal B – residential redevelopment of existing clubhouse
Core Strategy: CS1, CS4, CS5, CS10, CS11, CS13, CS14, CS15 and CS17
Borough Local Plan 2005: Pc4, Pc10, Pc11, Pc12, Pc13, Ho9, Ho13, Ho16, Re1,
Re9, Ut4, Mo4, Mo5, Mo6 and Mo7

These  provide  the  specific  criteria  against  which  any  application  for  residential
development on the current clubhouse site would be expected to comply.

In the case of both proposals, the Council’s Local Distinctiveness Design Guide also
provides helpful  advice and guidance as to the particular design approaches and
issues which need to be considered when contemplating developments such as this.
Regard should be had to the draft Conservation Area Appraisal for Walton on the
Hill.

CONSIDERATIONS – PROPOSAL A – NEW CLUBHOUSE

The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, AGLV and is designated as a Site of
Nature Conservation Importance (as well  as being within woodland covered by a
TPO).

The main considerations relating to the proposals are therefore:

Development within the Metropolitan Green Belt
As we discussed, there are a number of key issues with the principle of development
of this nature given the designations and constraints affecting the site.

Chief among those is the fact that the proposal would involve the construction of new
buildings and associated works within the Metropolitan Green Belt.

You explained, as per your submissions, that you consider the proposal to fall within
the ambit of the exceptions in paragraph 89 – namely that regarding the provision of
“appropriate  facilities  for  sport  and  recreation…”.  Whilst  this  is  acknowledged,  I
explained that I remain to be convinced that the proposal could indeed benefit from
this exemption for two reasons.

Firstly, whilst the appeal and court decisions regarding what constitutes “appropriate”
are acknowledged, the circumstances in each of those cases materially differs from
this. In particular, in all of those cases, the proposals related to a facility which was
not already available whereas in this case the course already has the benefit of a
clubhouse (albeit it may not be optimally located). Given the presence of this existing
facility, I am not convinced that a new clubhouse within the Green Belt could properly
be considered appropriate in the circumstances. The presence of an alternative site
(i.e.  the site  of  the  existing  clubhouse)  in  the urban area would  be a significant
material consideration in any application.

Secondly,  the  exception  requires  consideration  of  whether  the  proposal  would
preserve the openness of the Green Belt and not conflict with the purposes thereof.
Your  pre-application  submission  and  points  raised  on  this  are  acknowledged;
however, I have concerns from two perspectives. I am not convinced at this stage
that the proposal, by virtue of both the scale of built form, associated hardstanding
and parking activity would  preserve openness (although your  arguments that  the
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clubhouse  would  not  incorporate  any  superfluous  non-golf  element  is  noted).
Secondly, I have concern that – by virtue of its siting on the opposite side of Dorking
Road  –  the  proposal  would  represent  urban  sprawl  and  encroachment  into  the
countryside. As above, there is presently a very strong boundary defining the built-up
area of Walton on the Hill and the introduction of a complex of this extent (which
would undoubtedly have an urbanising character) would breach this.

Given the above, at this stage, I am not convinced that the proposal would fall within
the ambit of paragraph 89 and would therefore represent inappropriate development
within  the  Green  Belt.  Very  special  circumstances  would  therefore  need  to  be
demonstrated as per local and national policy. 

We discussed the very special circumstances case. In broad terms, I expressed the
opinion  that  the  considerations  in  favour  of  the  proposal  would  need  to  extend
beyond simply benefits to the club and its users (although some weight would accrue
to benefits to sport and recreation). The case would need to focus on the additional
benefit which relocating the clubhouse to the Green Belt would bring over and above
a new improved, high quality clubhouse which could equally be built on the existing
site in the urban area. The additionality or criticality of a location in the Green Belt will
need  to  be  clear  and  convincing.  A  number  of  points  are  picked  up  from  the
submissions, many of which would appear at this stage to be equally achievable
through a new clubhouse on the existing urban site. 

It  is  acknowledged that  there would be some benefit  associated with  golfers not
having  to  cross  Deans  Lane;  however,  clear  evidence  would  be  needed  of  a
demonstrable highway safety issue. The submission appears to indicate (Appendix 6
of the statement from WHGC) that investigations with  SCC to address this issue
have not proved fruitful at least in part because “at this time the collision history and
personal injury were not high at this point of the Dorking Road” (paragraph 6.10.2)
which would tend to the weight to this case to a degree.

We also discussed the issue of Walton Heath GC maintaining its international status.
It  is  acknowledged  that  a  clubhouse  on  course  would  improve  the  appeal  and
operation of the course; however, I am not convinced at this stage that the evidence
and  testimonies  submitted  demonstrate  that  the  current  arrangements  (i.e.  the
clubhouse in its present location) are a proven risk to the future use of Walton Heath
for  major  tournaments  or  its  viability  more  generally.  Indeed,  the  submission
(Appendix 5 of the WHGC statement) suggests that the club has “a strong stream of
new Member applications, good visiting society…” which does not suggest that the
current  facilities  compromise  viability.  More  substantive  evidence  to  this  effect,
coupled with a clearer demonstration of the benefit this would have to the local area,
residents  and  businesses  -  socially,  economically  and  environment  –  would  be
required to enable this benefit to be properly assessed. With the present information,
I am of the view presently that only modest weight would be attached to this point. 

Overall, we acknowledged our divergence in views regarding whether the proposal
falls within the ambit of paragraph 89. I expressed that the Council would consider
the proposal to be inappropriate development and that,  based on the information
provided at this stage, I remain to be convinced that a very special circumstances
case could be made. I advised that any application should focus on providing clear
evidence to demonstrate that very special circumstances do exist.

Design and impact on character and landscape (including AGLV)
As above, the site for the new clubhouse is within the Area of Great Landscape
Value. This designation reflects the landscape importance and quality of the land and
countryside in this area.



In  this  regard,  policy  Pc1  of  the  Local  Plan,  CS2 of  the  Core  Strategy and the
provisions of paragraph 115 of the Framework place great importance on protecting
landscape character  in  these areas.  In  the  case of  Pc1,  the  policy  is  clear  that
inappropriate development will be resisted. It is noted that this area of the AGLV has
been identified for potential inclusion within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(as part of the forthcoming boundary review by Natural England). Policies Re2 and
Re8 require any designs for new recreational facilities to meet certain criteria and, in
particular, not conflict with the Green Belt or landscape. 

We discussed at high level the design approach for the proposed clubhouse. We
discussed the need for any buildings to melt  and successfully assimilate into the
landscape  given  the  sensitive  location.  A  building  which  is  subservient  to  the
surrounding landscape and not prominent in terms of scale or appearance would be
important. It was noted that the building would be set at a lower land level than the
adjoining  Beechams  Field  practice  green  which  would  to  a  degree  assist  in
minimising visual impact and it was agreed that there was merit to a single storey,
low level structure. 

It is however noted that the proposal incorporates a number of rooms at first floor,
including two staff flats and that in terms of floor area; the proposed clubhouse was
c.5% bigger than the existing. Consideration should be given to whether the quantum
of floorspace proposed is the minimum necessary and/or whether some elements
(such as the staff flats) need to be relocated to the Green Belt or whether some of
the accommodation could remain within the urban area.

In terms of design/appearance, whilst it is noted that this seeks to adopt traditional
vernacular and reinterpret elements of the existing clubhouse, we discussed whether
this was the most successful/appropriate solution. The challenge with a traditional
design is that this would dictate pitched roof forms which add to the height and bulk
of the building: in this case, these have been avoided through long length of false
pitch roofs with limited instances of proper pitch roof which results in a somewhat
compromised  roofscape  and  a  degree  of  prominence  in  the  landscape.  The
elevational detailing on the plans submitted is also lacking for a successful traditional
design.  Given  the  sensitive  location  we  discussed  that  there  may  be  merit  in
considering a more contemporary design (flat roof, low level, highly glazed) which
may be more capable of melting and assimilating into the landscape (as above). No
elevations have been provided for the ancillary buildings (e.g. the Artisans club) but
similar principles would apply: a high quality design would be expected and these
should be kept to a minimum in terms of their number and scale.

Careful consideration would also need to be given to landscaping of the site from the
perspective of screening, replacement tree planting and breaking up and softening
potentially areas of hardstanding. At present, the layout for the site shows a relatively
formal and unbroken area of extensive car parking which would be incompatible with,
and  harmful  to  the  landscape  character  of  the  area:  a  more  natural,  informal
appearance should be considered.

We discussed that, in addition to the submission requirements/deliverables identified
in  your  material,  any  would  need  to  be  supported  by  appropriate  and  robust
landscape and visual impact evidence. I would also advise early informal discussion
with the Surrey Hills AONB officer in relation to these proposals.

Trees, landscaping and ecology
The Council  attaches great value to its landscape character and the retention of
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existing trees/landscaping can be a valuable asset in achieving a good design/layout.
Any development proposals will be expected to retain tree cover/landscape features
of significant value and any pre-emptive felling will be strongly discouraged.

At present, the site for the proposed clubhouse is designated as a Site of Nature
Conservation Importance and forms part  of  woodland covered by a Preservation
Order. Given this arboricultural interest, any application would need to be supported
by  an  Arboricultural  Implications  Assessment  and  appropriate  Method
Statements/Tree  Protection  details  (as  identified  in  your  submission).  In  general,
substantial losses of tree cover in this semi-rural/countryside environment would not
be supported and any layout should both respond to the arboricultural information (in
terms  of  retaining  important  trees/specimens  and  ensure  overall  tree  cover  is
retained (incorporating replacement  planting).  It  is  noted that  your  intention is  to
retain some tree cover and enhance this to provide screening to the development
and this is supported in principle.

As above, a high quality landscaping scheme, including tree planting, should be an
integral  part  of  any proposal  and should  be designed  to  assist  in  softening  any
proposed built form (including substantial car parking areas).

Given the nature of the site and its location within a Site of Nature Conservation
Importance, any application should be supported by appropriate habitat, protected
species  and  ecological  surveys.  As  per  Policy  Pc2C,  any  proposal  will  need  to
demonstrate that it would not materially harm the nature conservation/wildlife interest
and value of the site. Appropriate mitigation should be provided if any harm would
occur.

Highways, parking and accessibility/sustainability of the site
We discussed briefly the highways, parking and accessibility considerations relating
to the site. 

I advised that, given the nature of the proposals – in particular the proposed new
access onto Dorking Road – you should give consideration to seeking separate early
pre-application discussions with Surrey CC as the Highway Authority. The Highway
Authority  would  be  a  consultee  to  any application  and  their  views  in  relation  to
highway safety, operation and capacity would be given high regard. 

In terms of car parking, local plan parking standards seek provision of 1 space per
0.3 holes or driving bays for golf courses or practice facilities. At present, it appears
as though the proposed parking provision would significantly exceed this – although
it is noted that it would not be dissimilar to existing provision. Given the impact which
large areas of  parking have on the openness of  the Green Belt  (and landscape
character), careful consideration should be given to the level of parking and striking
an appropriate balance between demand and visual/character impact. This could, for
example, be informed by occupancy or parking accumulation surveys of the existing
car park to support the level of parking provision.

In terms of the proposed new access onto Dorking Road, this would need to be
considered carefully in relation to highway safety and operation. It is not anticipated
that capacity would be a significant issue since it  would be a largely like for like
replacement  of  the  existing  clubhouse  (and thus the  movements  already occur);
however, any Transport Statement should respond to all of the above issues.

Community  Infrastructure  Levy,  Affordable  Housing  and  other  infrastructure
contributions
The  Council  adopted  the  Community  Infrastructure  Levy  on  1  April  2016.  The



clubhouse, given the use, would fall outside of the Council’s charging schedule and
would not therefore be liable for the levy. 

You will  be required to submit the CIL Additional Information Requirements Form
alongside any planning application to enable the Council to determine whether your
development is liable for the levy. This is available on the Planning Portal website:
https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200126/applications/70/community_infrastructu
re_levy/5

Other site specific contributions or planning obligations may be required in addition to
CIL; however, these will only become apparent through the course of the application
and  following  engagement  with  consultees  and  providers  (e.g.  the  Highway
Authority). These would be secured through a section 106 agreement.

CONSIDERATIONS  –  PROPOSAL  B  –  RESIDENTIAL  DEVELOPMENT  OF
EXISTING CLUBHOUSE

As discussed, the site is largely within the Walton on the Hill Conservation Area and
this  provides  the  main  constraint  for  future  development  of  the  site.  The  site
presently represents a facility  which  is  integral  to  the sport/recreation of  the golf
course.

The main considerations relating to the proposals are considered to be:

Principle of redevelopment
As above, the site is presently the clubhouse for the golf course and is therefore
integral to its use and viability as a sporting and recreation facility. Policy Re1 (and
CS12 of the Core Strategy) sets out that the Council will normally resist the loss of
buildings  used  for  recreation  and  leisure,  except  where  alternative  facilities  are
provided. This is consistent with the general thrust of the Framework at paragraph
74.

As such, a proposal for redevelopment of the existing clubhouse for residential use
would only be supported where alternative provision was in place (or was capable of
being made). Without alternative provision, any proposal for the loss of the existing
clubhouse would likely be refused. This position would likely be safeguarded through
condition  or  legal  agreement  preventing  residential  development  until  alternative
provision was in place.

Design and impact on character, including the Conservation Area
The existing clubhouse site is largely within the Walton on the Hill Conservation Area
(save for a small northernmost section of the existing car park). Any development
would need to respond to this, and the wider character of the area. It is also noted
that the locally listed Dormy House and its historic gardens adjoin the site.

We  discussed  the  character  of  the  surrounding  area  which,  as  above,  largely
consists of large, single detached buildings which are well  spaced and set within
generous well landscaped plots. Given this context, the Conservation Officer and I
expressed the view that the present proposals in terms of density, plot/site coverage
and extent  of built  form represented an overdevelopment of the site and did not
adequately  respond  to  the  spacious  character  of  the  Conservation  Area.  Even
compared to Greenways to the west (which is outside of the Conservation Area), the
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proposed layout is much denser with significantly smaller and narrower plots and
much tighter spacing of buildings. I advised that strong consideration needs to be
given to reducing the quantum of development and increasing plot sizes in order to
better  respect  the  character,  pattern  and grain  of  development  in  the  area.  The
present proposals would not be supported. Reference was drawn to Deans Lane and
some of the recent developments along this road as a better indicator of the plot
sizes and spacing which may be expected.

In terms of layout, the plans presented show a quite rigid and formal layout which
would be at odds with the more organic and informal siting, layout and building lines
which characterise the locality and the Conservation Area. Consideration should be
given to how a more informal layout of buildings could be achieved. 

In addition, whilst detailed elevations were not provided for the residential scheme as
part of the pre-app, we discussed that any proposals should seek to respect and
reflect the individuality of buildings which is a characteristic of the Conservation Area.
Repetitive house types, building forms and detailing should be avoided. In terms of
design and architectural conventions, proposals should seek to reflect the Arts and
Crafts vernacular and identity of the Conservation Area, including the approaches of
Lutyens  and  Morley  Horder.  Careful  consideration  would  need  to  be  given  to
ancillary structures such as garaging in terms of scale, design, number and siting to
ensure that these do not dominate or overly urbanise the development.

We discussed the need for any proposals to preserve or enhance the character and
appearance of the Conservation Area. The present clubhouse building and its setting
(in particular the open vista of the putting green and landscaping to the front)  is
considered to make a positive contribution to the character of, and is a focal point to,
the Conservation Area. It is not benign or neutral. Whilst the Edwardian clubhouse
building is a modest building, the original architectural character of which has now
been hidden by 1970’s shingles and windows, it is a site that is central to the history
of the arts and crafts settlement of Walton on the Hill. Any replacement building or
buildings would need to have regard to this site being the core of the Edwardian
Conservation Area and be of a quality that enhances that special interest of the site,
architecturally and historically, to a level appropriate to the positive character of the
arts  and crafts  part  of  the  Conservation  Area.  This  would  be a  consideration  in
determining  any  proposal  and  in  assessing  the  effect  of  any  proposals  on  the
Conservation Area.

Landscaping  would  also  be  an  integral  consideration  in  any  proposals  for
redevelopment of the clubhouse site. At present (as above), the site benefits from
the attractive open landscaped area and putting green to the front of the clubhouse
as  well  as  mature,  established  hedgerows  and  planting  along  many  boundaries
(including to Greenways). These features contribute, and are representative of the
landscape  dominated  character  of  the  area  and  Conservation  Area.  Any
development should seek to respond to this with an appropriate and well considered
landscaping proposal, particularly in terms of retaining existing landscape features
where possible and through proposals for soft landscaping to the frontage of plots.

We discussed the presence of the historic gardens of Dormy House, the designation
of which covers a small  part  of  the clubhouse site.  The plans presented show a
landscape  buffer  would  be  retained/provided  adjacent  to  the  gardens  of  Dormy
House. The Conservation Officer advised that, in principle, a buffer of this nature
would  be  an  appropriate  response  to  the  historic  garden;  however,  careful
consideration would need to be given to future management. Consideration would
also need to be given to the setting of and approach to Dormy House itself which is a
locally listed building.



Highways, parking and accessibility/sustainability of the site
As above, the Highway Authority would be a consultee to any application and their
views  in  relation  to  highway safety,  operation  and capacity  would  be given high
regard. In the case of the residential site, it is not considered that highway matters
would necessarily be determinative or overriding.

In terms of car parking, local plan adopted parking standards seek provision of 2
spaces per dwelling (3 or more bedrooms as proposed in this case). This would be
the starting point for consideration of any application. Careful consideration would
need to be given to how parking provision is made (in terms of design, layout and
siting) to avoid a car dominated layout.

Impact on neighbouring properties and the neighbourhood
Any development should ensure that it would not give rise to a harmful impact on
neighbouring  properties  in  terms  of  overbearing,  overshadowing,  loss  of
sunlight/daylight or loss of privacy through overlooking.

This would need to be assessed on site, with the benefit of full and final plans as part
of a planning application. Immediate neighbours would be the prime consideration.
Given the size and nature of the site, it is likely that any issues could be mitigated
through appropriate design/layout; however, this is an area where a high degree of
amenity is generally the norm.

Housing mix
In terms of housing mix, any proposals for the residential development – given the
relatively small size of the development – would be treated relatively flexibly and the
mix proposed (large family  dwellings)  would  be unlikely  to  be  objected to  in  the
circumstances.

Community  Infrastructure  Levy,  other  infrastructure  contributions  and  affordable
housing
The  Council  adopted  the  Community  Infrastructure  Levy  on  1  April  2016.  The
Council adopted the Community Infrastructure Levy on 1 April 2016. Proposals for
new dwellings  such  as  this  would  be  liable  for  the  levy  in  accordance  with  the
Council’s Charging Schedule. The site falls within the £140/sqm charge zone. 

You will  be required to submit the CIL Additional Information Requirements Form
alongside any planning application to enable the Council to determine whether your
development is liable for the levy. This is available on the Planning Portal website:
https://www.planningportal.co.uk/info/200126/applications/70/community_infrastructu
re_levy/5

Core Strategy Policy CS15 and the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD requires a
financial  contribution  towards  affordable  housing  on  sites  of  10  to  14  units
(equivalent to 20%) – this would be secured through a legal agreement and a draft
undertaking should be provided with any application. The contribution is calculated
based on a £/sqm basis on net additional residential floorspace (similar to CIL), with
the relevant charge in this case being £155/sqm. It is noted from your submission
that  any application  would  be supported  by an Affordable  Housing Statement  to
support  a  viable  level  of  affordable  housing.  Any  deviation  from  the  policy
requirement would need to be clearly justified by a robust viability appraisal. The
Council  may seek independent review of any such appraisal,  the costs of  which
would be expected to be borne by the applicant.
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GENERAL - OTHER MATTERS

We discussed the deliverables set out within your pre-application material. The only
comments on this were:

-The  need  for  a  landscape  and  visual  impact  assessment  in  respect  of  any
proposals for the clubhouse

-Flood risks assessments are unlikely to be necessary; however, each application
should be supported by a surface water drainage/SUDs strategy which is a
local requirement

-Construction Method Statements/Ventilation Statement would not necessarily be
sought  at  application  stage  and  would  ordinarily  be  dealt  with  through
condition.

In terms of bringing forward applications, I explained that for both sites the Council
would expect full detailed planning applications – particularly given the constraints
affecting each (Green Belt or Conservation Area respectively). In respect of Site 2,
you explained that – as your client plans to sell  the site on – you felt  an outline
application would be preferable and that appropriate level of detail and codification
could be provided at design stage to  provide sufficient comfort  to the Council  to
determine the application. As discussed, if you are able to provide further clarification
of the type of information you would anticipate providing as an outline proposal, I
would  be  happy  to  review  and  consider  whether  the  Council  would  find  this
sufficient/acceptable. 

I  trust  that  this  information  and  advice  is  helpful  in  clarifying  the  development
potential  for  the  site,  and  the  design  approach  that  you  would  be  expected  to
demonstrate had been followed as part of any subsequent planning application.

Please note that  while this advice is given in good faith,  it  is  based only on the
information supplied and discussed at our meeting, and is an officer view only based
my own personal judgement.  It does not guarantee any subsequent decision on a
formal planning application by the Council as Local Planning Authority.

Yours sincerely

Billy Clements
Principal Planning Officer

Direct dial: 01737 276087
Email: billy.clements@reigate-banstead.gov.uk


