
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION TA/2023/1345 
 

TANDRIDGE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 
 

 
 
 

Ms Jessica Sparkes 
Carla Homes (South Home Counties) 
Dorking Business Park 
Dorking  
RH4 1HJ 
 
The TANDRIDGE DISTRICT COUNCIL as Local Planning Authority under the provisions of Part III of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 hereby REFUSES planning permission for: - 
 
Proposed residential development 116 Dwellings (Class C3) including affordable housing with associated 
access, car parking, soft landscaping and play provision. 
 
At: 

 
Land at Chichele Road, Oxted, RH8 0NZ 
 
in accordance with the application registered by the Council on the 6th November 2023 on the following 
grounds: 
 

1) The proposed residential development represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt 

that would result in significant harm to openness both spatially and visually. The proposed 

development would also result in significant other planning harm in that it would have an 

urbanising effect upon and fail to conserve and enhance the setting of the Surrey Hills National 

Landscape defined in the development plan and would fail to safeguard the open countryside 

from encroachment and would not be seen to check the sprawl of large built-up areas. Very 

special circumstances do not exist to override the very substantial weight that must be afforded 

to the harm to the Green Belt and other harm resulting from the proposal. As such, the proposed 

development is contrary to policy CSP20 of the Tandridge District Core Strategy 2008 and 

policies DP10 and DP13 of the Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014) and 

paragraphs 152, 153 and 182 of the NPPF (2023). 

 

2) By neglecting to provide a sufficient semi natural buffer, the proposed development would be 
likely to cause a deterioration of ancient woodland and fails to properly consider its protection 
contrary to NPPF 2023 paragraph 186 (c) which requires that development resulting in the loss 
or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland should be refused, unless 
there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists. The proposal 
is also contrary Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014) policy DP7 which requires 
that proposals protect and, where opportunities exist, enhance valuable environmental assets. 
The proposal is also contrary to Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014)  policy 
DP19 which provides that where a proposal is likely to result in direct or indirect harm to an 
irreplaceable environmental asset of the highest designation, such as ancient woodland, the 
granting of planning permission will be wholly exceptional, and in the case of ancient woodland 
exceptions will only be made where the need for and benefits of the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss. Impact or loss should not just be mitigated, but overall ecological 
benefits should be delivered. 
 

3) The proposed development is contrary to the provisions of the NPPF paragraph 180 d) because 
it has not been demonstrated that it will contribute to and enhance the natural environment by 
minimising impacts on, and providing net gains for, biodiversity. Likewise, the proposed 
development is contrary to the provisions of Tandridge District Core Strategy policy CSP17 and 



Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014) policy DP19 because it has not been 
demonstrated that biodiversity will be protected, maintained and enhanced. 
 

4) The application site is sensitive in terms of its proximity to the National Landscape and Ancient 
Woodland. The proposed development would by reason of its siting and form and appearance 
adversely impact upon the character and distinctiveness of the landscape and countryside of the 
site and wider area and significantly detract from the overall character and appearance of the area. 
As such, the proposed development would be contrary to the provisions of Tandridge Core 
Strategy 2008, Policy CSP21 and Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014) policy 
DP7. 
 

5) The proposed development by reason of  its  siting , form  and  appearance  would result in harm 
to  the Green Belt, the National Landscape, Ancient Woodland, open countryside and potentially 
biodiversity. The proposal therefore does not constitute’ sustainable  development contrary to 
Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies (2014) policy DP1.  
 

6) Due to the potential impact on important trees by unjustified encroachment into root protection 
areas, and the potential for post development pressure on retained trees due to proximity to 
dwellings and parking areas, the application fails to recognise the constraints posed by the most 
important existing trees, which are important by virtue of their significance within the local 
landscape. As such, the proposal is contrary to Tandridge Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies 
(2014)   policy DP7 and Tandridge Core Strategy 2008 policy CSP18, and Key Consideration 2 
and 4 of the Tandridge District Trees and Soft Landscaping Supplementary Planning Document 
2017. 
 

7) The current proposal in the Natural England Consultation Surrey Hills AONB Boundary Variation 
Project is that the application site should be included in the AONB and this is now a material 
planning consideration in the determination of this planning application. A grant of planning 
permission that would nullify the proposed Boundary Variation Project findings which are based 
on advice of expert landscape consultants would be unjustified. Based on the precautionary 
principle, planning permission should not be granted for development such as now proposed that 
would prejudice the outcome of the Boundary Variation Project. 

 
Informatives 
 
The development has been assessed against Tandridge District Core Strategy 2008 policies 17,18, 20 
and 21 and Tandridge Local Plan: Part 2: Detailed Policies – Policies 1, 7, 10, 13 and 19 and material 
considerations.  It has been concluded that the development does not accord with the policies of the 
development plan and, together with other material considerations, this justifies refusal of planning 
permission. 
 
The Local Planning Authority has acted in a positive and proactive way in determining this application, as 
required by the NPPF (2023), and has assessed the proposal against all material considerations including 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and that which improves the economic, social and 
environmental conditions of the area, planning policies and guidance and representations received. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
                                                                                                                                                 Femi Nwanze for  

Dated: 26 February 2024                                                                                                                       Helen Murch 
 Chief Planning Officer 

 

NB: Please also see attached notes 



 
 


