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That permission be REFUSED

The application has been brought to committee at the request of the local

member.

Location Plan

CENTRAL PLANNING COMMITTEE



Site Description

Rockwood House is situated within a rural location on the eastern side of the
Haslemere Road between the villages of Witley and Brook. Rockwood
comprises an estate of some 40 ha and which includes the main house, a
lodge at the entrance and a pool house further to the south which has
planning permission to be converted to an independent dwelling (under
application WA/2008/1188).

The grounds to the estate are extensive. There are various tracks and public
rights of way which cross the estate including footpaths to the east and south
of the main house and residential curtilage.

Proposal

The application seeks retrospective planning permission to regularise work
undertaken to provide a private way on agricultural land to the east of the
main Rockwood House. The application follows the issue of a temporary Stop
Notice by the Council on 4™ December 2008 and application WA/2008/2196,
dismissed on appeal.

It is stated that the private way is required in conjunction with the agricultural

holding, which is currently operated by a tenant farmer, and that there are
practical difficulties in using Church Lane and the other existing access points
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to Banacle Field. It is stated that the field in question is used for mixed
purposes including the growing of maize.

The proposed track would measure some 450m in length and 3.5m in width.
The works would include the laying of a geo-textile base and laying a natural
limestone covering comprising a 2mm ground stabilisation membrane and
100mm of limestone. The track is fenced along most of its length although the
southern section remains to be completed. The track leads off an existing
track and vehicular access to the north which serves Parsonage Farm, climbs
the hill and then falls to join a track and footpath to the south.

As part of the application, it is proposed to provide additional landscape
mitigation measures in the form of additional planting to the east and west of
the track. The site plan submitted with the application identifies the location of
the planting, although it is suggested that the type of planting could be agreed
by condition.

It is also suggested that the surfacing material of the track could be replaced
with a more appropriate material if required.
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Submissions In Support

The applicant’'s agent has submitted a Planning, Access and Design
Statement in support of the proposal. The Statement makes reference to the
background to the application; the site and surrounding area; the works
undertaken; planning policy context; consideration of the recent appeal
decision; and the circumstances surrounding and need for the proposed track.

The applicant has also submitted a Transport Assessment is support of the
application.

The main points can be summarised as follows:

1. The track is consistent with all elements of Policy RD10 of the Local
Plan;

2. It has been demonstrated that that the siting, materials and scale of the
track will not have a detrimental impact on the landscape;

3. The proposal is reasonable and necessary for the purposes of
agriculture;

4. 1t is stated that the works relate to the upgrading of an existing track
and is not a new track;

5. No excavations have been undertaken and it is argued that the
minimum work has been necessary in order for it to be operationally
effective;

6. The track provides the only means of access to Banacle Field, with a
historic alternative no longer available;

7. The provision of a more substantial track will solely serve the needs of
the agricultural holding, enabling machinery to access the adjacent
area and that without it, it will be difficult for some machinery to access
the area;

8. The track is unobtrusive within the wider landscape and is well
screened by extensive mature vegetation and shielded by the lay of
orientation of the local topography. The natural materials used will also
ensure that the track is consistent in appearance to other tracks on the
estate and that it will weather over time;

9. The proposed track is considered to be acceptable within the Green
Belt;

10.The applicant’s considered that the work undertaken comprised the
maintenance and improvement to an existing track and was not
therefore development and prior approval was not required,;

11.The additional mitigation measures proposed would further limit the
impact of the development in the landscape;

12.This revised proposal overcomes the objections to the previously
refused appeal scheme;

13.The access route would be the only viable access available to
agricultural machinery;

14.The additional planting would offer ecological benefits to the area;

15. There would be highway safety benefits from the proposal, by removing
agricultural vehicles from Church Lane.
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Planning History

WA/2008/2196

Retention of access track and upgrading works
Refused 03/03/09

Appeal Dismissed 20/07/09

In addition, there have been various applications relating to Rockwood House
itself and the nearby Winkworth and Parsonage Farms.

Development Plan Policies and Proposals

Policies C1, C3, D1, D4, RD10 and M2 of the Waverley Borough Local Plan
2002
Policies SP5, CC6, C3, C4 and NRMS5 of the South East Plan 2009

PPG 2 Green Belts
PPS 7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Growth

Planning Policy Constraints

Green Belt — outside any settlement
Surrey Hills AONB & AGLV
Wealden Heaths | SPA 5km
Wealden Heaths | SAC 2km
Wealden Heaths || SPA 5km

Consultations and Parish Council Comments

Drainage Authority — No requirements

County Highway Authority — Reports no objection to make on safety, capacity
or policy grounds (also see report)

County Rights of Way Officer — No comments received

Surrey Hills AONB Officer — Reports objection to the application. Concludes
that in spite of the proposed landscaping, the track will still remain a
conspicuous feature in the local landscape. Not sure of what less conspicuous
surface treatment for the track would be suitable and there is no disguising the
existence of the track.

Humberts — Reports that the proposed track relates to an existing agricultural
unit and is reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture within that
unit, having taken into account the appeal decision (also see report)

Witley Parish Council — The track will still be visible from public vantage points
in the Green Belt and therefore the Inspector’s concerns will not be overcome.
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There are no details for the landscape mitigation and indigenous scheme of
planting would be ineffective.

Representations

One letter of support based on the following grounds:
1. Not intrude on views;
2. Little impact on the landscape;
3. Intime, track will blend into the landscape;
4. Impractical for farm vehicles to use Church Lane.

10 letters of objection/concern, including one from the Open Spaces Society,

based on the following grounds:

Unconvinced that track is required for an agricultural purpose;

Track visible from nearby public rights of way;

Trees and other vegetation removed from nearby footpath;

Detracts from landscape character;

No evidence of previously existing track;

Purpose is not solely for agricultural purposes;

Increase traffic using existing access onto A286;

Tenant farmer has been able to access all fields as there are various

gates he can use;

9. Are other accesses to Banacle Field;

10. No objection to a grassed track;

11. Access issue been brought about the estate owner;

12.Unsightly development;

13.Question appropriateness of planting scheme/future landscape
management;

14. Planting only draw attention to the track;

15.Land has been farmed successfully both for arable and grazing
purposes;

16. Church Lane still suitable for smaller agricultural vehicles;

17.Other lanes used just as less suitable than Church Lane;

18.Not convinced route proposed is any shorter or more practical than
other routes suggested;

19. Contrary to Green Belt and Landscape policies of protection;

20. No difficulty in accessing other fields for harvesting;

21.Proposal not change Inspector’s conclusions.

N ,A~LNE

Determining Issues

Appeal decision in respect of refused application WA/2008/2196
Impact upon the Green Belt

Impact upon the landscape character of the area

Agricultural need

Highway and traffic issues

Impact upon SPA and SAC
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Planning Considerations

Appeal Application WA/2008/2196

This application involved the retention of the existing track. The Inspector
supported the Council’'s case and dismissed the appeal on Green Belt and
landscape impact grounds and that there were no very special circumstances
to allow the proposal. This decision is a highly material consideration in the
assessment of the current application.

The applicant has now submitted a revised application which seeks to
overcome the objections and concerns raised in relation to the previous
appeal scheme. In response to the appeal decision, the applicant has
submitted additional information in respect of existing access arrangements,
different routing options, traffic/road safety information and landscape
mitigation measures in respect of additional screen planting to the track.

The various conclusions of the Inspector are addressed in the relevant
sections below and the officers consider whether the previous objections have
been satisfactorily addressed or overcome. The officers do not consider that
the objections have been overcome by this revised application and remain to
be convinced of any essential need for the track.

Green Belt

The site the subject of the application is located within the Green Belt where
there is a presumption against inappropriate development or that which would
materially detract from the openness or visual amenities of the Green Belt.
Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and it is
for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special
circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the
harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations.

One of the aims of Green Belt policy is to safeguard the countryside from
encroachment.

Development which is inappropriate in the Green Belt includes the
construction of a new building unless it is for the essential requirements of
agriculture and forestry, or other uses of land which preserve the openness of
the Green Belt, and which do not conflict with the purposes of including land
within it; and engineering and other operations and the making of a material
change in the use of land unless they maintain openness and do not conflict
with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.

Any development which takes place in the Green Belt must be acceptable in

terms of its layout, scale, impact, height, form and siting in accordance with
Policy D4 of the Local Plan.
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The Council wishes to limit the amount of new development in the countryside
in order to retain its attractive open character. However, it is recognised that
some new development may be required to support agricultural activities in
the area, but the Council will need to be satisfied that the proposal is
reasonably necessary and that its siting and design is of a suitable standard to
minimise its impact on the countryside. The Local Plan goes on to state that
proposals within the AONB and AGLV will be examined particularly carefully
to ensure the character and amenity of the countryside is not adversely
affected.

In respect of the Green Belt, the Inspector stated the following:

“7. Turning to the five purposes of including land in Green Belts, | am in no
doubt that it would not conflict with four of them. More relevant is whether the
proposal assists is safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Because
of the length and width of the track and its route across an otherwise
undeveloped field, | consider that a track of the type proposed would conflict
with the aim of avoiding encroachment.

8. | therefore conclude that the proposal constitutes inappropriate
development in the Green Belt and it would not accord with the aims of Local
Plan Policy C1 and PPG2".

It is considered that the proposed track, in its revised form, would still
represent an inappropriate form of development and to materially detract from
the visual amenities of the Green Belt. Furthermore, it is not considered that
the proposed track, with a suggested surfacing material and the additional
landscaping proposed, would overcome the encroachment concerns and that
the track would conflict with Green Belt policy.

Landscape Character

The site is located within an attractive landscape setting. The area consists of
rolling fields interspersed with areas of woodland and sparse residential
development and topography is varied. The application site relates to an open
field which forms part of wider agricultural holding and notwithstanding
surrounding trees and areas of woodland, sections of the track are clearly
visible from the north and from certain points along the adjacent public rights
of way to the west and south. It is noted that there has been some tree
clearance along the public footpath to the west in the vicinity of the former
service entrance to the pool house.

Policies state that development appropriate to the countryside will be
expected to respect or enhance existing landscape character by appropriate
design. Policy C3 of the Local Plan also states that small scale development
for agriculture, forestry or outdoor recreation will be permitted in the AONB
provided that proposals conserve the existing landscape character and are
consistent with the protection of the natural beauty of the landscape.
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In respect of the landscape, the Inspector concluded that although the track
had little impact on the wider landscape, he still had concerns in respect of the
local landscape. He stated the following:

“11. In such close views, the track is or would be seen as a light coloured,
hard surface across a field which would intrude into the largely undeveloped
landscape character of the countryside. Although, in time, | would expect the
surface to become weathered and to be encroached by vegetation, | consider
it would remain a conspicuous feature in the local landscape, harming also the
visual amenities of the Green Belt.

13. However, because of its more local effects, my conclusion on this issue is
that the proposed development would harm the visual amenities of the Green
Belt and the character and appearance of the surrounding area. It would
conflict with the aims of PPG2 and Policy C3.”

In response to the appeal decision, the applicant has suggested a possible
alternative surfacing material, together with additional mitigation measures in
respect of planting. Although the officers acknowledge that some planting
would offer some screening of the track, it is contended that such planting
would only serve to draw attention to the track as a feature of the landscape
and add to its overall visual impact.

It is considered that the scale and length of the access track, in the current
proposal, would still be significant and would adversely affect the attractive
landscape character of the area.

The applicant has suggested that there was an existing track and has sought
to argue that the works undertaken were an upgrading of an existing track,
there would appear to be little or no evidence to support this contention and
local residents have also expressed doubts. The proposal would therefore
appear to be for a new track and in view of the extent of the proposed works,
the length of the track and its prominent position in the landscape, it is not
considered that the proposal would preserve or enhance the existing
landscape character of the area.

The applicant has suggested that the track would not be dissimilar in
appearance to other tracks on the estate and that there would be no impact
on the landscape. The officers disagree and consider that the track created is
highly visible and notwithstanding its construction, would represent a scar on
the landscape. It was noted at the officers’ site visit that there were other less
formal and more simple grass tracks on the holding which have far less
impact on the landscape.

Agricultural Need

Local Plan Policy RD10 recognises that some new development may be
required to support agricultural activities, provided it meets a range of criteria
including that it is reasonably necessary for the purposes of agriculture within
an existing unit (a), that it would not significantly detract from the character of
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the rural landscape (b) and its location, scale, design and appearance are
appropriate to the area (c). It is not considered that the proposal would conflict
with the other three criteria set out in the policy which relate to access, traffic
and residential amenity.

In respect of the previously refused application, Humberts concluded that the
proposed track related to an existing agricultural unit, that it was reasonably
necessary for the purposes of agriculture within that unit and that it would help
the tenant farmer comply with changing legislation and associated guidance.
The officers did not disagree that such a track would assist in the use of the
field considered that the proposal would comply with criterion (a) of Policy
RD10 of the Local Plan.

In respect of agricultural need, the inspector stated the following:

“18. The land is let to a local tenant farmer but | have no evidence regarding
where tractors/trailers serving Banacle Field need to travel to or from. The
appellant refers to a “not unsubstantial detour” along public roads being
needed to access Church Lane, this being unacceptable in operational terms.
| accept that the proposed track could assist in the use of the field but, in the
absence of clear evidence on routing and the availability (subject to
upgrading) of a more direct access to Church Lane, | am unable to attach
significant weight to the agricultural factors in favour of the development”.

Humberts had taken note of the Inspector's comments in respect of the
appearance of the track and the need for routing details of the tenant farmer.
Humberts, having considered the additional information submitted, have
confirmed their position and consider that Church Lane and the existing
access points from Church Lane are less than ideal and that the route
suggested would seem to be the shortest and safest route to farm Banacle
Field.

The applicant has stated that the tenant farmer travels from Bowlhead Green.
It is stated that the proposed route from Bowlhead Green to the field in
question is some 2.6km in length, compared with two existing routes via
Church Lane which are 3.4km or 3.7km in length. The proposed route would
therefore be shorter and could be argued to be more direct than the existing
situation. However, the convenience of a slightly shorter and more direct route
needs to balanced against the need for and visual impact of the proposed
new track. In the officers’ view, although Church Lane is narrow and steep in
places, given the infrequent use of Banacle Field throughout the year, the
difficulties of using Church Lane at these times and the less than ideal existing
access points do not justify the visual impact of the new track. The proposed
track is considered to represent an inappropriate form of development and to
significantly detract from the character of the rural landscape.

The officers remain to be convinced of an essential need for the track and that
it would appear there are other ways of accessing or indeed simply improving
access to the field concerned. It has been suggested by some local residents
that there are at least two other access points to Banacle Field and that the
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tenant farmer who has worked the land for many years has been able to
access all fields as there are various gates that he can use.

It is noted that there are two other access points which serve Banacle Field
from Church Lane and it is acknowledged that the present access through
Parsonage Farm may no longer be available in view of residential
development proposals affecting that site. However, is not considered that the
applicant has provided any convincing reasons as to why the existing access
points could not be modified in order to improve access for more modern farm
vehicles.

In addition, the officers note other roads that are used by the farmer are just
as difficult to use as Church Lane and such circumstances would not be
uncommon in rural areas.

It is pointed out that the approval of this track would not necessarily eliminate
the need for agricultural vehicles to continue using Church Lane. Other
access points to other properties and land and those to Banacle Field would
remain. For example, there would be an existing access to Parsonage Farm
and it is understood there is another existing access point off Churchfields to
the north-east of the estate that could still be used.

It is also noted that not all agricultural fields are served by access tracks.
Fields are accessed via other fields as and when necessary. This therefore
raises the question as to the essential need for the proposed track to serve a
single field even where alternative access points, even though not ideal, are
available. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that any works to improve
the existing access points would have a greater impact compared to the new
track proposed.

The proposal is therefore considered to fail Policy C1 and Policy RD10 (b) and
(c) of the Local Plan.

Highways and Traffic

The proposed track is off an existing farm track which leads off the A286
Haslemere Road and serves Parsonage Farm. Although the track may lead to
some additional farm vehicles using the existing farm track and A286 junction
if other access points to Barnacle Field are not used, it is not considered that
the amount of traffic generated would be significant or to generate highway
concerns.

The County Highway Authority has raised no objection provided that the
existing vehicular access next to West Lodge can be lawfully used by
agricultural vehicles to access/egress Banacle Field on the Rockwood Estate.
The officers are not aware that such lawful use does not exist.

The officers have considered the Transport Assessment submitted with the

application. The officers note the reported traffic accidents and in particular
their nature, and acknowledge that the proposal would remove some
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agricultural vehicular traffic from Church Lane and may lead to fewer traffic
conflicts in the future. The Assessment states that the introduction of
agricultural vehicles would intensify the use of Church Lane and worsen its
condition. However, it is understood that agricultural vehicles have used
Church Lane for a number of years and that the tenant farmer only needs
access to the field on a few days a year. Notwithstanding some of the
difficulties of using Church Lane, the present arrangement would not appear
to be so unacceptable in operational terms to justify the development
proposed.

The traffic accidents referred to would not appear to relate to agricultural
vehicles or HGVs and that these accidents could have occurred in any event.

It is noted that this is additional information submitted in support of this revised
application and was not before the previous Inspector. However, having
considered the information, it is not felt that the Traffic Assessment adds any
significant weight to the proposal.

SPA and SAC

The site is located within the designated Wealden Heaths SPA and SAC
Buffer Zones. Development should not result in an effect upon the integrity of
the SPA or SAC.

In view of the nature of the proposal, it is not likely to result in a material
increase in the number of people or environmental pollution and therefore
would not have an effect upon the integrity of the SPA or SAC.

Very Special Circumstances

The officers have identified that harm would be caused by the proposal, both
in respect of the Green Belt and landscape character of the area. It is
therefore necessary to consider whether very special circumstances exist to
outweigh that harm. It is not considered that the current proposal, in visual
terms, is any more acceptable than the previous appeal scheme.

The Inspector concluded that visual harm would be caused by the previous
proposal. He also concluded that the other material factors which might weigh
in favour of the development did not carry significant weight and that the very
special circumstances to justify the development did not exist.

The officers consider that, notwithstanding the additional information
submitted, the development is still not justified.

This revised application has referred to additional mitigation measures in
respect of additional planting; a traffic assessment and suitability of the
existing access points; and additional information in respect of the routing of
farm vehicles to the site. These factors are not considered to outweigh the
harm caused by the development in this case.
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Other Matters

The applicants have suggested that there was a previously existing track and
that the works undertaken comprised the maintenance and improvement of an
existing agricultural track. However, there is no or little evidence to suggest
that a there was a previously existing track. Local residents have also raised
doubts on this issue.

Certain local residents have questioned whether the track is genuinely
required for agricultural purposes and that it may also enable a separate
access to be made to serve the pool house, where permission has been
granted for this to be converted into a separate dwelling. It was noted at the
officer’s site visits that there had been some clearance of trees and vegetation
in the vicinity of the access to the pool house and that there have been
previous unsuccessful attempts to create a separate vehicular access to this
part of the Rockwood Estate, although there is an existing access through the
estate. Although the officers acknowledge these concerns, the application
should be assessed on the basis of the information submitted with the
application and its intended purpose.

The officers have visited the site with both the applicant and tenant farmer and
have given careful consideration to the reasons for the application and as to
how the proposal relates to the wider land holding. It would appear that a
section of an existing farm track is no longer available (through Parsonage
Farm) and that this has affected access to various parts of the Estate,
including Banacle Field. Although the officers acknowledge this may cause an
inconvenience, there are two existing and alternative access points to Banacle
Field from the Church Lane side of the land holding. If not ideal at present, the
officers remain to be convinced that these access points could be modified
and/or widened in order to improve access to the field without the need for a
substantial new track across the countryside, as proposed in this application.

Conclusion

The officers have given careful consideration to the circumstances of the
case, the expressed need for the proposed track and the additional
information submitted in support of the current application. The officers have
also noted the conclusions of Humberts and acknowledge that such a track
may assist in the agricultural management of the land holding.

The officers have had regard to the conclusions of the Inspector in respect of
the previously refused appeal application.

The Inspector concluded the track would represent an inappropriate form of
development and to cause visual harm to the Green Belt and landscape
character of the area. The Inspector also concluded that he was unable to
attach significant weight to the agricultural factors in favour of the
development.
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The applicant’'s agent has made the point that without the track, it would be
difficult for some machinery to access the area and Banacle Field in particular.
However, the officers consider there is little evidence to suggest that there
was a previously existing track, that there is an overriding need for the track
and do not consider the additional information submitted in support of the
application outweigh the visual harm that would be caused by the
development. Indeed, it is argued that the additional works proposed would
only serve to add to the impact of the proposal.

In conclusion, there are no very special circumstances to warrant setting aside
the strong Green Belt and landscape objections or the previous Inspector’'s
conclusions.

Recommendation

That permission be REFUSED for the following reasons:

1. Reason

The proposal conflicts with national, strategic and local planning policy
advice regarding Green Belts set out in Policy C1 of the Waverley
Borough Local Plan 2002 and Policy SP5 of the South East Plan 2009.
There is a general presumption against inappropriate development and
development which adversely affects the openness and visual
amenities of the Green Belt. The proposed development does not
comply with the requirement of those policies.

2. Reason
The site lies within the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
within which the area's distinctive landscape character and natural
beauty is to be conserved and enhanced. The proposal is inconsistent
with this aim and conflicts with the national, strategic and local policy
guidance and advice set out in Policy C3 of the Waverley Borough
Local Plan 2002 and Policy C3 of the South East Plan 2009.

3. Reason
The site lies within an Area of Great Landscape Value within which the
landscape character is to be conserved and enhanced. The proposal
is inconsistent with this aim and conflicts with national, strategic and
local policies set out in Policy C3 of the Waverley Borough Local Plan
2002 and Policy C4 of the South East Plan 2009.

4. Reason
The proposal, by reason of its prominent siting, length and appearance,
would represent an inappropriate form of development and
encroachment into the countryside, would materially detract from the
visual amenities of the Green Belt and would fail to preserve or
enhance the existing landscape character of the area. The Council has
taken into consideration the additional information submitted by the
applicant following the appeal decision on 20th July 2009, however, it is
not considered that the combined weight of these other considerations
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outweigh the harm identified by the Inspector in that appeal decision
and that there are no very special circumstances to allow the
development now proposed.
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