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6008529 – Shortland Farm, Guildford Road, Ash, Surrey GU12 6DF

Outline planning application with all matters except for the accesses from Guildford Road and Wyke Lane reserved, for subsequent approval for the demolition of the existing buildings and hardstanding and the erection of up to 200 residential dwellings including affordable housing and plots of self-build plots (Class C3); green and blue infrastructure and associated service and utility structures

Second Adjournment Note 
Introduction 
1. On the 21 September 2026 the Inquiry was resumed and then adjourned. 
1. The adjournment was permitted to allow time for the Council and appellant to prepare a new Statement of Common Ground (SOCG). 
1. The new SOCG will confirm that there are no outstanding matters between these parties in respect of the appeal (subject to several conditions being imposed and the planning obligation finalised). 
1. The SOCG will also explain why the parties, especially the Council, have arrived at this position. 
Resumption and Format 
1. The Inquiry will resume at 10am on Thursday 24 September 2026. 
1. It will be a virtual event hosts by the Council. 
1. It will be arranged as a Microsoft Teams ‘meeting’ with invites to be sent out shortly by the Council. 
1. Interested parties wishing to observe or take part should contact the Council (if not already done so) to provide their email address so that they can receive the invite.
Programme    
8. The programme for Thursday will follow the following structure 
· Inspector’s opening 
· Openings from the appellant and then the Council 
· Contributions from interested parties – this will be an opportunity for interested parties to address the Inquiry. They may be asked questions by the appellant’s advocate and myself. 
· Appellant’s response to the contributions from interested parties – Mr Lampard will provide evidence in chief addressing the matters raised by interested parties. He will then field any questions from interested parties and myself. 
· The inquiry will then move on to consider the draft planning obligation. 
· There will then be a session on conditions. 
· The inquiry will then be adjourned. 
9. Closing submission will be made in writing to be submitted on Friday. My initial thinking is that the Council’s closing submissions be submitted by 3pm and the appellant’s by 4pm. 
10. A short period will be afforded to allow the planning obligation to be finalised. 
11. I will then close the Inquiry in writing. 
Additional Submissions
12. As I understand it, the parties are working on the following 
· A new SOCG (Council and appellant)
· A list of suggested conditions (Council and appellant)
· A finalised planning obligation (Council and appellant)
· Responses to my questions attached at Appendix 1) (Council and appellant)
· A note (responding to my note of 14 September) regarding several points made by interested parties (appellant)
· A note on the National Landscape boundary review (appellant)
· A note on the planning obligations being sought by the Council (appellant)
13. It is hoped that this additional information can be submitted by midday on Wednesday, so that all parties have a chance to review it before Thursday. 

I would be grateful if the Council could add this note to its website. 
I thank you for your assistance and cooperation. Please do not hesitate to contact me, through the Case Officer, if you require any further clarification regarding the matters covered in this note. 

Graham Chamberlain, 						21 September 2026
INSPECTOR					 



















Appendix 1 - Inspector Questions 

Biodiversity 

1) Mr Wood’s proof, Para 6.2.2.2 – Reference is made to Policy N1 of the Framework being a relevant policy. Can the parties clarify whether I should have any regard to this plan making policy?
 
2) Mr Wood’s proof, Para 10.2 – Reference is made to a Bird Compensation and Enhancement Strategy.  What is this likely to involve, especially the compensation element? Would this be compensation on site and, if so, where would this occur? Would this be a constraint on the developable area within the site? If so, can the number of homes proposed be accommodated?    

3) Mr Wood’s proof Para 10.12 – Reference is made to habitat buffers and dark corridors. Where and how large would these areas be? Would this be a constraint on the developable area within the site? If so, can the number of homes proposed be accommodated? Should the extent and location of buffers and dark corridors be fixed through a planning condition or can this be left to the reserved matters?    

4) Mr Wood’s proof Paras 11.7 -11.10 – Reference is made to insufficient information regarding the quantity of off-site units required, whether the trading rules would be satisfied, how the habitat unit deficit would be addressed, how modifications of the watercourse habitat have been accounted and if the submitted watercourse unit calculations fully reflect the proposed development.  Please explain why the Council are now apparently satisfied on these points?      

Landscape 

5) The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment appears to arrive at findings on seven representative viewpoints. However, eight viewpoints are mentioned. What effect would the proposal have on VP08? 

6) Interested parties have referred to views from Guildford Road looking south towards the National Landscape (the ‘Hogs Back’).  These appear to be views taken broadly in the location of VP02 and VP05 from footpaths but angled more to the southeast. The scheme seems to acknowledge these views by suggesting a ‘view corridor’ on the illustrative layout plan. However, if the view is important enough to be acknowledge in the layout, why are three storey buildings being proposed when they could obscure some of the view? 

7) Ms Brockhurst’s proof, Para 5.24 – Suggests the developments would not be prominent. Would three storey buildings be prominent because they would be the only buildings of this scale in the locality and therefore potentially draw the eye? 

8) Ms Brockhurst’s proof, Para 5.5 – Suggests the proposal would not result in significant harm in respect of the appeal site.  However, at Para 8.7 the conclusion is reached that the proposal would result in localised and long term significant adverse effects. It is unclear whether harm has been identified or not. Please clarify?

9) Ms Brockhurst’s proof, Para 7.2.3 – Reference is made to Policy N2(1a) of the Framework. The policy outlines the need to consider the environmental qualities of land proposed for development, including landscape character and the natural beauty of the countryside. Does it then require the conservation or enhancement of those qualities? Would conservation be doing no harm? 

10) How important are private views from residential properties to my assessment?

11) Was the Council’s decision informed by any expert landscape advice? Is the LVIA methodology agreed by the Council?     

Character and Appearance and Design 

12) As this is an outline application with scale and layout reserved for future consideration, is it sufficient for the appellant to simply demonstrate that it would be possible to have a well-designed place? If so, is it necessary to impose a condition(s) securing the place making plan (as the Council would need to consider the quality of the urban design at the reserved matters stage)? 

13) Interested parties have raised concerns regarding the three storey elements of the proposal. What do you invite me to do if I share their concerns? 

14) Is it possible to accommodate the number of homes applied for without three storey buildings? 

15) Is the height of the buildings something to be left to the reserved matters for consideration once the final massing and architectural treatment is known?

16) Can the Council confirm whether a density of 36dph would, in its view, inherently result in harm to the character and appearance of the area? 

17) Does the Council agree with the appellant that a minimum of 35dph is required by Policy L3 of the Framework?           

18) Are the Council satisfied the public footpath through the site can be upgraded without harming the trees either side of it? 

19) Policy DP3(3) of the Framework states that development proposals should be refused if, without clear justification, they conflict with Paragraph 1 of the policy or relevant aspects of Paragraph 2. Is the phrase “without clear justification” to be taken to mean adequate design justification, for example if a high density is justified by Policies L2 and L3 or the scheme is innovative in some way?

20) If the scheme is permitted, is a design code required for the self-build plots to ensure some design harmony? Should this be a planning condition?     




Planning Matters 

21) The parties appear to agree there would be some harm to the setting of listed buildings, but the harm would be outweighed by public benefits. Regardless of this, do I still need to weigh the harm as an “adverse effect” against the benefits as seemingly required by Policy S5 of the Framework?   

22) Can the Council clarify (and explain) whether it is now of the view the proposal adheres to the development plan or whether it is in conflict with the development plan, but that conflict is outweighed by other considerations?   

23) Is Policy P7 of the Local Plan consistent with Policy N2(3) of the Framework?

24) Mr Lampard’s proof, Para 6.95 – This outlines landscape harms and affords them moderate weight. Is there a policy conflict arising from the landscape harm, either with the Local Plan or Framework? 

25) Mr Lampard’s proof, Para 7.3 – Are the benefits listed at (3) and (7) broadly the same benefit? Would it be double counting to give weight to (2) and (4)? In respect of (5), is Policy DP3(3) of the Framework suggesting that substantial weight should be given to compliance with development plan policies when assessing whether a design is of adequate quality (i.e. development plan compliance is an important consideration when assessing whether a proposal responds to context and is well-designed)?    
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