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I HEREBY SUMMON YOU to attend the PLANNING COMMITTEE Meeting to be held in the 
Oglethorpe Room, Wilfrid Noyce Centre, Godalming on THURSDAY, 1 OCTOBER 2026 at 6.30pm. 
 
Dated the 24th September 2026 
 

Andy Jeffery 
 

Andy Jeffery 
 Chief Executive Officer 

 
If you wish to speak at this meeting please contact Godalming Town Council on 01483 523575 or 
email office@godalming-tc.gov.uk  
 
Where possible proceedings will be live streamed via the Town Council’s Facebook page. If 
you wish to watch the council meeting’s proceedings, please go to Godalming Town Council’s 
YouTube page. 
 

Committee Members: Councillor Crowe - Chair 
Councillor Martin 
Councillor Marshall – Vice Chair 
Councillor Weightman 
Councillor Williams 

 
A G E N D A 

 
1. MINUTES 

 
 To approve as a correct record the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on the 10 September 2026, a copy of which has been circulated previously. 
 

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 

3. DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY INTERESTS AND OTHER REGISTERABLE INTERESTS 
 
To receive from Members any declarations of interests in relation to any items included on 
the agenda for this meeting required to be disclosed by the Localism Act 2011 and the 
Godalming Members’ Code of Conduct.  
 
The Comments and observations from the following Waverley Borough Councillors are 
preliminary ones prior to consideration at Borough Council level and are based on the 
evidence and representations to the Town Council. 
 

 Councillor Crowe   Councillor Williams 
Councillor Martin 
 

4. PETITIONS/STATEMENTS/QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 
The Chair to invite members of the public to make representations, ask or answer questions 
and give evidence in respect of the business on the agenda or other matters not on the 
agenda. This forum to be conducted in accordance with Standing Order 5: 

mailto:office@godalming-tc.gov.uk
https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=godalming+town+council
https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=godalming+town+council
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• The period of time designated for public participation at a meeting for a maximum of three 
minutes per person or 15 minutes overall, unless otherwise directed by the Chair of the 
meeting; 

• A question shall not require a response at the meeting nor start a debate on the question.  
The Chair of the meeting may direct that a written or oral response be given. If a matter 
raised is one for principal councils or other authorities, the person making representations 
will be informed of the appropriate contact details. 

 
5. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS 

 
To consider any questions from Councillors in accordance with Standing Order 6. 
 

6. PLANNING APPLICATIONS – CONSULTATION  
 
Members to consider the following application: 
 
WA/2026/01682: Erection of extensions and alterations and erection of an outbuilding. 
 
The full schedule of planning applications received from the Local Planning Authority since 
the last meeting is attached for the information of Members along with the Planning 
Application Summary Report. 
 

7. PLANNING APPLICATIONS – SUBJECTED TO AMENDMENT 
 
Members to consider planning applications previously considered by this committee for which 
subsequent amendments have been submitted. 
  

8. APPEAL DECISION: WA/2023/02694 - SITE I, THE MILL, CATTESHALL ROAD 
 
Members to note the attached appeal decision.  For context, Godalming Town Council 
originally objected to this application on the following grounds: 
 
• The development was considered too bulky, large and massed, resulting in 

overdevelopment of the site and an appearance out of keeping with the street scene and 
sensitive landscape setting. 

• The site lies within an Area of Strategic Visual Importance and adjacent to the River Wey 
and Lammas Lands SNCI, so the proposal was seen as harmful to the environmental 
setting. 

• Members did not accept that the site’s former industrial mill use, or an old planning 
permission from 2002, were relevant justifications for the current proposal. 

• Local evidence and recent flooding incidents indicated that the site is prone to flooding, 
and Members were concerned that further development would increase flood risk to 
nearby properties. 

• Members disagreed that the proposal would sit comfortably within its built and riverside 
context. 

• The application was also objected to on highways safety grounds, particularly because 
of increased vehicle movements in and out of the site. 

 
9. APPEAL NOTIFICATION: WBC - WA/2026/00451 / GBC - 25/P/01474 - LAND EAST OF 

EASHING LANE AND WEST OF OCK WAY, GODALMING 
 
Members to note the attached appeal notification letter. Members are reminded that in 
accordance with minute reference 174.230726, Members have already determined that it 
would be neither appropriate nor necessary for the Town Council to seek Rule 6 status, and 
that the original objection submitted to both Waverley and Guildford Borough Council’s fully 
cover all the concerns and issues and there is nothing additional to add. 
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10. COMMUNICATIONS ARISING FROM THIS MEETING 
 
Members to identify which matters (if any), discussed at this meeting, are to be publicised. 
 

11. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 
The next meeting of the Planning Committee is scheduled to take place in the Oglethorpe 
Room on Thursday, 22 October 2026 at 6.30pm. 
 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Brought forward by permission of the Chair.  Requests to be submitted prior to 
commencement of the meeting. 
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6. PLANNING APPLICATIONS – CONSULTATION 

Application / Address 

WA/2026/01682: 56 Brighton Road, Godalming, GU7 1NT 

Proposal 
The application relates to 56 Brighton Road, a semi-detached dwelling within Godalming. The 
proposal comprises: 

• a ground floor rear/side extension; 
• a first floor dormer extension; 
• a detached studio at the rear of the garden. 

The submitted plans show a modest residential extension to the existing dwelling, with a 
separate outbuilding/studio positioned toward the rear of the site. 

Relevant Considerations 

Principle and Scale 

The proposal is for householder development and an ancillary studio and is acceptable in 
principle. The plans indicate an extension to the existing house and a garden studio of modest 
scale. On the information provided, the scheme appears broadly proportionate to the site. 

Design and Materials 

The proposed materials include render, standing seam roofs, UPVC windows and vertical 
timber weatherboarding to the studio. These are generally acceptable materials for a 
householder scheme, although Members may wish to ensure that the final appearance is well 
integrated with the existing dwelling and the street scene. 

Impact on No. 54 Brighton Road 

The Town Council notes that the principal residential neighbour likely to be affected is No. 54 
Brighton Road. The acceptability of the proposal is therefore heavily dependent on whether the 
development would cause an unacceptable impact on the amenities of that property, particularly 
in terms of overbearing appearance, loss of light, loss of privacy and general residential outlook. 

If the occupier of No. 54 does not object, the Town Council would be minded to give this matter 
less weight. However, in the absence of confirmation from that neighbour at the tie of publishing 
this agenda, the impact on No. 54 remains a material consideration which should be fully 
assessed by Waverley Borough Council. 

Heritage and Character 
The site is not identified as being within a conservation area or affecting a listed building, so the 
main consideration is the effect on the character of the existing property and wider area. The 
proposals appear to be largely domestic in form and should be considered in that context. 

Residential Amenity 

The proposal includes a rear/side extension and dormer, together with a studio in the garden. 
The key question is whether these elements would cause unacceptable overlooking, loss of 
light or an overbearing impact to neighbouring properties. In particular, the impact on No. 54 
Brighton Road should be carefully assessed. 
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Ecology and Biodiversity 

The biodiversity checklist indicates no designated sites or priority habitats within 50m, no 
significant ecological features, and no expectation of a biodiversity net gain requirement for this 
householder application. The checklist nonetheless identifies some retained tree and hedgerow 
considerations and confirms that these should be protected during construction. 

The ecological appraisal is not extensive, but the application appears to be low risk in ecological 
terms. Members should however ask for good practice measures to be secured, particularly 
where any retained boundary planting or trees may be affected. 

Climate Change and Sustainability 

The submitted climate change and sustainability checklist records positive measures including: 

• low energy lighting; 
• draught proofing; 
• energy efficient heating; 
• insulation improvements; 
• use of local materials; 
• permeable surfacing / soakaways. 

These are positive features and should be welcomed. Members may wish to encourage 
retention of these measures through condition or informative. 

Highways and Parking 

The application form indicates that existing parking arrangements are not being altered. That is 
positive. There should be no material highway objection on the information provided. 

Planning Balance 

The proposal is a standard householder extension with a detached studio. It appears to be a 
relatively modest and sustainable form of development, and the submitted supporting 
documents indicate an awareness of ecology and energy efficiency. 

The main issue remains the effect on No. 54 Brighton Road. If that neighbour does not object, 
the Council would be less concerned; however, on the information currently provided, this 
remains a material consideration that should be weighed carefully by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

Subject to appropriate control of design details and protection of any retained trees/hedgerows, 
there is no strong planning reason for objection. 

Recommendation 

That the Planning Committee does not object to the application, subject to the following 
comments being conveyed to Waverley Borough Council: 

• The Council supports the principle of extending and improving the existing dwelling, 
subject to careful control of materials and detailing. 

• The Council welcomes the use of energy efficiency and sustainability measures. 
• The Council notes that the site is within the 500m buffer for ancient woodland and the 

Wealden Heaths SPA zone, and that the ecological mitigation set out in the submitted 
report should be secured. 
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• The Council’s support is however dependent on the effect on No. 54 Brighton Road. The 
acceptability of the proposal is heavily reliant on whether the works would cause an 
unacceptable impact on the amenities of that property, particularly in relation to 
overbearing appearance, loss of light, loss of privacy and general residential outlook. If 
the resident of No. 54 does not raise an objection, the Town Council would be minded to 
give this matter less weight. 

• If approved, the Council asks that any permission include conditions on materials, 
landscaping, biodiversity enhancement, and implementation of the ecological mitigation 
and lighting strategy. 

Proposed Godalming Town Council Response 

Godalming Town Council does not object to application WA/2026/01682 for 56 Brighton Road, 
Godalming, subject to the following comments. 

The Council supports the principle of extending the existing dwelling and welcomes the 
inclusion of sustainability measures within the scheme. The Council notes that the site lies 
within the 500m buffer for ancient woodland and the Wealden Heaths SPA zone, and requests 
that the ecological mitigation, lighting strategy and any necessary protection of retained trees 
and hedgerows be secured by condition. 

The Council’s support is however dependent upon the effect on No. 54 Brighton Road. The 
acceptability of the proposal is heavily reliant on whether the works would cause an 
unacceptable impact on the amenities of that property, particularly in relation to overbearing 
appearance, loss of light, loss of privacy and general residential outlook. If the occupier of No. 
54 does not raise an objection, the Town Council would be minded to give this matter less 
weight. In the absence of that, the impact on No. 54 remains a material consideration which 
should be fully assessed by the Local Planning Authority. 

The Council also asks that materials and detailing be carefully controlled to ensure the 
development remains sympathetic to the existing dwelling and surrounding area. 
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GODALMING TOWN COUNCIL 
ENVIRONMENT & PLANNING – SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS – W/C 7 SEPTEMBER 2026 – W/C 21 SEPTEMBER 2026 

 

1 

Ref Ward Proposal Site Address GTC Observations 

WBC Weekly List 26/36 

NMA/2026/01603 Godalming 

Binscombe & 

Charterhouse 

Amendment to WA/2026/01020 for alterations to 

extension from pitched to flat roof. Changes to 

materials used for fenestration, gutters, fascias and 

soffits. 

Saqqara 

Knoll Road 

Godalming GU7 2ER 

 

WA/2026/01584 Godalming 

Farncombe & 

Catteshall 

Erection of a single storey extension and 

alterations to elevations following demolition of 

existing conservatory. 

3 Manor Terrace 

Fern Road Farncombe 

Godalming GU7 3EP 

 

TM/2026/01587 Godalming 

Holloway 

APPLICATION FOR WORKS TO TREE SUBJECT OF 

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 10/06 

Land Behind 21 And 

23 Shackstead Lane 

Godalming GU7 1RL 

 

WBC Weekly List 26/37     

NOT/2026/01628 Godalming 

Binscombe & 

Charterhouse 

G.P.D.O. 2015 Sch 2, Part 16, Class A - Notification 

of installation of 13m telecommunication pole. 

Land At Badgers Close 

Farncombe 

Godalming GU7 3RW 

 

WA/2026/01649 Godalming 

Farncombe & 

Catteshall 

Application under Section 73 to vary conditions 2 

(approved plans) & 3 (vehicular and pedestrian 

inter-visibility splays) of WA/2026/01121 to allow 

removal of pedestrian access and amend inter-

visibility splays. 

23a Bourne Road 

Farncombe 

Godalming GU7 3NL 

 

WA/2026/01650 Godalming 

Holloway 

Erection of two storey extension and alterations 

following partial demolition of existing ground 

floor structure. 

Ramsden Cottage 

Ramsden Road 

Godalming GU7 1QE 

 

WBC Weekly List 26/38     

WA/2026/01705 

Godalming 

Binscombe & 

Charterhouse 

Listed Building Consent for replacement of existing 

leaded crittall windows with matching metal frame 

windows, thermally broken and double glazed and 

existing leadwork to be replicated. 

Verites 

Charterhouse 

Hurtmore Road 

Godalming 

 



Ref Ward Proposal Site Address GTC Observations 
 

2 

NOT/2026/01704 

Godalming 

Binscombe & 

Charterhouse 

G.P.D.O. 2015 Sch 2, Part 16, Class A - Notification 

of Intention to Install Fixed Line Broadband 

Apparatus at 11 Badgers Close Godalming GU7 

3RW. 

Near 11 Badgers Close 

Farncombe 

Godalming GU7 3RW 

 

NOT/2026/01713 
Godalming Central 

& Ockford 

Notification Of Installation Of 30m Of Internal Cable 

And 3 Nonconcrete Internal Holes In Hughes 

Waddell Limited Church House 30 Church Street 

Godalming Surrey GU7 1EW. 

Church House 

30 Church Street 

Godalming GU7 1EW 

 

WA/2026/01655 
Godalming Central 

& Ockford 

Alterations to elevation including window and 

external finishes. 

Dunedin House 

2 The Mews 

Wharf Street 

Godalming 

 

WA/2026/01701 
Godalming Central 

& Ockford 

Certificate of Lawfulness under Section 192 for 

dormer extension and installation of rooflights to 

provide habitable accommodation in roof space. 

11 Scizdons Climb 

Godalming GU7 1NL 
 

WA/2026/01658 
Godalming 

Holloway 

Erection of a porch and first floor extension following 

demolition of existing porch. 

15 The Paddock 

Godalming GU7 1XD 
 

WA/2026/01682 
Godalming 

Holloway 

Erection of extensions and alterations and erection 

of an outbuilding. 

56 Brighton Road 

Godalming GU7 1NT 
 

WA/2026/01665 
Godalming 

Holloway 

Certificate of Lawfulness under Section 192 for 

alterations to existing garage and alterations to 

roofspace including a rear dormer to provide 

habitable accommodation. 

36 Old Barn View 

Godalming GU7 1YR 
 

WA/2026/01671 
Godalming 

Holloway 

Erection of extensions and alterations together with 

alterations to existing garage to provide habitable 

accommodation and a new porch. 

Trelawny 

Greenhill Close 

Godalming GU7 1SD 
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Appeal Decision  
Site visit made on 4 August 2026  
by J Heppell BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 21st September 2026 
 
Appeal Ref: 6006517 
Site I, The Mill, Catteshall Road, Godalming GU7 1NJ  
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 
 The appeal is made by Rushmon Homes against Waverley Borough Council. 
 The application Ref is WA/2023/02694. 
 The development proposed is erection of a building comprising 9 residential units together with car 

parking and associated works in lieu of planning permission WA/2002/2310. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The appeal was accompanied by amended plans which reduced the width of the 
building, reflecting an earlier amended plan which was submitted to the Council 
prior to the determination of the application in response to an objection from the 
Council’s Principal Tree Officer. As harm to arboricultural interests did not form 
part of the reasons for refusal, the Council’s decision appears to have been based 
on the amended plans. Furthermore, in response to the Council’s concerns about 
living conditions, the amended plans which accompanied the appeal enlarged 
balconies and added windows. These amendments were not before the Council at 
the time of its decision.  

3. The Council objected to the plans being considered as part of the appeal on the 
basis that appeals are not intended to evolve the design of schemes. I have had 
regard to the Planning Appeals – Procedural Guide, which advises that when 
considering whether to accept amended plans, the two tests set out in the 
judgement in Holborn Studios Ltd v The Council of the London Borough of 
Hackney (2018) should be applied: that is, whether the proposed amendments 
involve a substantive difference to the application; and, whether they would cause 
procedural unfairness to anyone involved in the appeal. 

4. The amendments sought to resolve technical issues relating to trees, outdoor 
space and sunlight, and were minor in the context of the proposal. It is not in 
dispute between the main parties that no interested parties were prejudiced by the 
changes and, having reviewed the comments of interested parties, I agree. The 
amendments therefore satisfy the two tests, and I have determined the appeal on 
the basis of the amended plans. For the avoidance of doubt, these plans are: 
P2023/11.13 Rev E (Elevations), P2023/11.21 Rev G (Site/Block Plan), 
P2023/11.22 Rev D (Floorplans) and P2023/11.29 Rev C (Site Comparison Plan). 
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The appellant confirmed, in response to the Council’s concern, that Drawing No 
P2023/11.21 Rev G did not alter the setback of the development from the river. 

5. The Council’s reason for refusal which alleged an adverse impact on the character 
and appearance of the area included reference to a lack of defensible space to the 
northeastern elevation. As this concern related to living conditions, I have 
addressed it alongside the Council’s other concerns regarding living conditions. 

6. Following the submission of the appeal, the revised National Planning Policy 
Framework (Framework) was published on 17 August 2026. The main parties 
were afforded the opportunity to comment on the implications of the new 
Framework for the proposal. 

Main Issues 

7. The main issues in this appeal are: 
 

 the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area with 
particular reference to an Area of Strategic Visual Importance (ASVI); 
 

 the effect of the proposal on flood risk; 
 

 the effect of the proposal on the integrity of a Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance (SNCI); and 
 

 whether the proposal would provide suitable living conditions for future occupiers 
with particular reference to play space, outdoor space, sunlight and privacy. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

8. The site is located within a settlement boundary. The land to the south and east is 
built up, whilst to the north and west an area known as the Lammas Lands is open. 
The Lammas Lands form the floodplain of the River Wey and are designated as 
part of the Godalming ASVI, which includes the rear portion of the site.  

9. The supporting test to Policy RE3 of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1: 
Strategic Policies and Sites February 2018 (LPP1) explains the importance ASVIs 
play in maintaining the character of the main settlements, which can be either 
because they play an important role in preventing their coalescence or because 
they are areas of open land that stretch into the urban area. The policy seeks to 
maintain and enhance the appearance of ASVIs, and requires development 
proposals to demonstrate that they would not be inconsistent with this objective. 

10. The Godalming ASVI includes the land between Godalming and Farncombe. The 
boundary between the ASVI and the urban area of Godalming is mostly regular, 
but in places extends into the urban area along the course of the River Wey. One 
such instance occurs where two branches of the River Wey form a triangular area 
of largely undeveloped land, whose tree cover forms a backdrop to the River Wey 
and the parallel River Wey Navigation. The site is situated next to this triangular 
area of land. 
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11. The historic mapping in the appellant’s heritage impact assessment identifies that 
the part of the appeal site located within the ASVI was formerly a spur of the River 
Wey. It has an open and undeveloped appearance, comprising low level 
vegetation and scattered trees, in contrast with the part of the site outside the 
ASVI, which according to the historic mapping previously contained buildings and 
is now used for car parking. It is not in dispute between the main parties that the 
front portion of the site is previously developed land but, although reference is 
made in the appellant’s submissions to the rear portion being used as a storage 
yard area and to deposit dredgings from the river, on the basis of the evidence 
before me it is unclear whether it was previously developed. 

12. The site, along with the adjacent former mill buildings, benefits from planning 
permission for a new office building, conversion of existing buildings to offices, and 
14 new and converted dwellings1. The other elements of the permission have 
subsequently been implemented, and as a consequence planning permission for a 
new office building on the site remains extant. The appellant contended, by 
reference to the judgement in Mansell v Tonbridge and Malling BC & others [2017] 
EWCA Civ 1314, that there is a real prospect of this fallback development being 
implemented.  

13. In response, the Council argued that that an office building constructed under the 
original permission would not satisfy current building regulations and moreover 
would increase flood risk. Whilst these factors would not necessarily prevent the 
permission from being implemented, they make it less likely that it would happen.  
More fundamentally, the two decades or more which have elapsed since the 
permission was granted strongly suggest that, whilst there is a greater than 
theoretical possibility of the development taking place, the reality is that if there 
was a real prospect of it being implemented, it would have been happened by now. 
I therefore ascribe limited weight to the fallback position. 

14. I have not been advised whether the same policies apply now as those which were 
in force when the original permission was granted. The office building would have 
had three floors of accommodation and a comparable massing to the proposal, 
and would have encroached a similar amount into the ASVI in terms of ground 
coverage. However, whereas the office building would have been located near the 
converted mill buildings, the proposed building would be positioned significantly 
closer to the River Wey and the Lammas Lands. Therefore, even though the 
Council considered that the office building would have had an acceptable 
relationship with the ASVI, the proposal’s impact on the ASVI would be greater 
owing to its closer proximity to the river. 

15. The character area assessment which forms part of the Godalming & Farncombe 
Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2032 April 2019 (NP), which is a material consideration, 
places the site within the Catteshall Lane character area, whose most significant 
landmark is identified as the boat house beside the River Wey, and whose most 
important view is from the bridge over the River Wey close to the boat house in 
both directions. Views of the river and the sweeping slopes of Godalming are 
described as making up a beautiful landscape. 

16. Whilst part of the building would be positioned close to the current river bank, the 
proposed realignment of the bank would result in the building being set back from 

 
1 LPA reference WA/2002/2310 
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the river. This realignment is not objectionable since, to judge from the historic 
mapping, it would complete the infilling of the spur of the river which originally 
crossed the site.  

17. The appellant has supplied photoviewpoints of the site from a number of vantage 
points, which show that the proposal would be partly screened from the River Wey 
and the Lammas Lands by a two storey building next to Catteshall Road which the 
appellant refers to as Boathouse Inn and which the Council calls Riverside 
Cottage. Even so, the proposal would be clearly visible above the adjacent single 
storey boat house, and would significantly urbanise both its setting and that of the 
river and dominate views of the boat house which is currently seen against the 
backdrop of the former mill buildings and is framed by trees. Whilst planting would 
be undertaken to mitigate for the loss of existing trees, it could not completely 
screen the building.  

18. The appellant highlighted that there are other buildings in close proximity to the 
site which form part of the river’s setting. The tall former mill buildings adjacent to 
the site are located further back from the river and fall outside the ASVI, and do 
not dominate the view from the river in the same way as the proposal would. 
Similarly, the houses on the opposite side of Catteshall Road from the site are 
outside the ASVI and are less visually imposing. 

19. The appellant drew my attention to examples of recent residential development to 
the west of the site next to the River Wey, but these sites appear to be outside the 
ASVI, and the developments broadly reflect the grain of the urban area. They do 
not provide a reliable guide regarding the appropriateness of the proposal in 
relation to the ASVI. 

20. The proposed building would have a residential appearance, contrasting with the 
historic mill buildings next to the site, and also with the unimplemented office 
building whose design bears some similarities to the mill buildings. Whilst a 
residential design is not in itself objectionable, when applied to a building of the 
scale proposed the outcome would be harmful to the ASVI. I have had regard to 
the fact that the proposed height of the building was reduced during negotiations 
with the Council, and the design modified, but the changes made do not overcome 
the concerns I have identified.   

21. The River Wey and Lammas Lands, including the site and the former mill 
buildings, form part of the Godalming Navigations & River Wey Conservation Area 
(CA), which is focussed on the historic River Wey Navigation and the River Wey in 
multiple channels. The river’s pastoral, low lying floodplain is characterised by 
irregular fields interspersed with woodland, and an absence of human settlement 
apart from canal buildings and industrial sites. The CA’s significance derives from 
the contribution made by the River Wey Navigation, which was extended as far as 
Godalming in 1764, to the expansion of the town prior to the arrival of the railway. 
The surviving elements of canal engineering and architecture provide a record of 
the early stages of the industrial revolution, and the canal’s subsequent evolution 
towards leisure use is exemplified by the boat house adjacent to the site. 

22. The Council identified that, owing to the proposal’s prominence and its 
encroachment into the rural setting of the boat house, it would result in a moderate 
degree of less than substantial harm to the CA. In accordance with the 
Framework, the Council weighed the harm against the public benefits, and 
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concluded that the provision of dwellings was a sufficient public benefit to outweigh 
the harm. Based on the evidence before me, I find no reason to disagree with the 
Council’s reasoning. However, this does not alter my conclusions in respect of the 
ASVI.  

23. Bringing the above matters together in respect of the purposes of the ASVI, whilst 
the proposal would not contribute to the coalescence of Godalming and 
Farncombe, it would fail to maintain and enhance the appearance of an area of 
open land that stretches into the urban area. The introduction of a large building on 
a mainly undeveloped site close to the river would harm the setting of the river and 
the adjacent boat house, to the detriment of views from the River Wey and the 
Lammas Lands, the value of which are set out in the NP’s character area 
assessment. I have had careful regard to the fallback position of the extant 
permission for an office building, but it carries limited weight for the reasons I have 
set out. Consequently, the proposal would harm the appearance of the ASVI and 
adversely affect the character of the settlement. 

24. I therefore conclude that the proposal would conflict with policies RE3 and TD1 of 
the LPP1, policies DM1, DM4 and DM7 of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 
2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies March 2023 (LPP2) 
and Policy GOD5 of the NP. Together these policies set out the Council’s 
approach to maintaining and enhancing the appearance of ASVIs, by requiring 
new development to respond to the local context as described in the NP’s 
character area assessments, which includes scale, landscape form and views. 

Flood risk 

25. The proposal is for a residential use, which Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
identifies as a more vulnerable use. Environment Agency (EA) mapping places the 
site partly within Flood Zone 2 and partly within Flood Zone 3, giving it a medium 
to high probability of river flooding. It has not been confirmed whether any part of 
the site is within the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b), where the PPG advises 
that more vulnerable uses are incompatible. 

26. In accordance with the PPG, the application was accompanied by a flood risk 
assessment which incorporated sequential and exception tests. The Council has 
not commented on the sequential assessment in its submissions and, in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary, I am bound to accept the appellant’s finding 
that the development could not be located in an area with a lower risk of flooding. 

27. The exception test requires that the development provide wider sustainability 
benefits to the community that outweigh the flood risk, and to be safe for its lifetime 
taking account of the vulnerability of its users without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere. The Council currently has a housing land supply shortfall, and the 
proposal is to utilise a sustainably-located site which includes previously 
developed land to provide a range of dwelling sizes which responds to the 
Council’s identified needs. I am satisfied therefore that the sustainability benefits of 
the proposal outweigh the flood risk.  

28. In respect of the second part of the test, it is not in dispute between the main 
parties that the building would be constructed above the estimated flood level for a 
1 in 100 year event taking account of climate change, and would not therefore be 
at risk of flooding. During a flood event, residents would be able to evacuate the 
site via a bridged connection to Catteshall Road, part of which is within Flood Zone 
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1 and therefore has a low probability of river flooding. The EA considered that 
there would be a potential danger to the elderly and infirm during an evacuation, 
and consequently that the access was not safe. However, on the basis of the 
appellant’s modelling showing very low to no risk on this section of Catteshall 
Road, I am satisfied that safe access could be provided during a flood event.      

29. To compensate for flood storage which would be lost following the construction of 
the building, the proposal originally included voids beneath the building, but 
because the PPG is clear that such techniques should not normally be relied upon 
for compensating for any loss of floodplain storage, the proposal evolved during 
negotiations with the Council to show existing site levels being lowered in the area 
of the proposed car park. The storage thus created was designed to compensate 
for the difference in flood storage between the unimplemented office building and 
the proposal. I have set out above the limited weight which attaches to the fallback 
position. Even though the site is not on the direct flow route for flood waters, and 
surface water would be adequately managed, the appellant’s approach would not 
fulfil the PPG requirement to provide on-site level-for-level compensatory storage 
for loss of flood storage2, and consequently would increase flood risk elsewhere.  

30. As I have described already, the proposal would involve reclaiming a section of the 
River Wey to create a buffer between the proposed building and the river. The 
appellant indicated that the ground level of the reclaimed land would be set at the 
existing water level, meaning that in flood conditions any flood waters would still be 
able to flood this area. However, the cross section of the new river bank prepared 
by the appellant appears to show the reclaimed land sloping up from the high 
water line of the river, which could indicate a loss of flood storage. There is 
therefore a risk that the proposed reclamation works would further reduce the 
volume of storage in this area and so increase the risk of flooding. 

31. I therefore find that the proposal would not be safe for its lifetime without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere, and would fail the exception test. It would 
therefore have an adverse effect on flood risk. In making this finding, I have had 
regard to the fact that Surrey County Council as lead local flood authority (LLFA) 
did not object to the proposal. As the LLFA’s role in relation to the proposal is 
advisory and not statutory, I have placed limited weight on its position compared 
with that of the EA.         

32. I conclude that the proposal would conflict with policies NE2, CC1 and CC4 of the 
LPP1, which together seek to minimise the risk from flooding whilst not increasing 
flood risk elsewhere by, amongst other things, applying the exception test in 
locations identified as being at risk of flooding, and having regard to the 
implications of climate change and the need to protect existing river corridors. 

Integrity of the SNCI 

33. The River Wey and River Wey – South SNCI is a local wildlife site containing a 
rich diversity of aquatic and marginal flora, placing it in the top 10% of all UK 
watercourses. It also contains dense in-stream fauna. The proposal would involve 
infilling a marginal backwater of the river. Policy NE1 of the LPP1 states that 
development adjacent to locally designated sites will not be permitted where it has 
an adverse impact on the integrity of the nature conservation interest. 

 
2  Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 7-049-20220825 
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34. The application was accompanied by a river condition assessment designed for 
use in biodiversity net gain calculations. The assessment found that the aquatic 
species in the marginal backwater were common and widespread, and that 
consequently the proposal would not impact on the river’s important aquatic 
marginal flora assemblage. A potential impact on in-stream fauna such as young 
fish and invertebrates using the shallow water to shelter was identified, and 
mitigation in the form of submergent vegetation as part of a planting scheme was 
recommended. 

35. Surrey Wildlife Trust (SWT) objected on the basis of the potential impact on in-
stream fauna. However, as the proposal would not harm the aquatic and marginal 
flora for which the SNCI is designated, any resulting adverse impact on the 
integrity of the nature conservation interest would be negligible and would not 
justify withholding planning permission.     

36. The potential impact of the proposal on the Wey Valley Meadows Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) was raised by SWT. The assessment noted that, whilst 
infilling of the marginal backwater could result in a small increase in the river 
current which could in turn slightly increase the risk of flooding of the SSSI, the 
species within the SSSI thrive on waterlogged habitats. It is not therefore critical to 
understanding the likely impact of the proposal on the SSSI to know the 
construction methodology for the infilling work. On the basis of the evidence before 
me, the proposal would not have an adverse impact on the integrity of the SSSI. 

37. I conclude that the proposal would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the SNCI and would accord with policies NE1 and NE2 of the LPP1 and Policy 
DM1 of the LPP2, which together protect locally designated sites from adverse 
impacts on the integrity of their nature conservation interest, including maintaining 
appropriate buffer zones beside rivers. 

Living conditions 

38. Policy LRC1 of the LPP1, whilst not referred to in the reason for refusal, sets out 
by reference to the Fields in Trust standards the Council’s expectation for play 
space provision in new residential development, including that schemes of five or 
more dwellings must be within 100m accompanied walking distance of a Local 
Area for Play (LAP). Whilst there is open space within 100m of the site at the 
Lammas Lands, and recreation grounds further away, there is no LAP within the 
required distance. Consequently, the proposal is required to include a LAP, which 
it does not, and as a result it makes inadequate provision for play space. 

39. Policy DM5 of the LPP2 sets out the Council’s requirements for external space. 
Where communal outdoor space is proposed, 15 sqm of outdoor is required per 
flat plus a private balcony for each flat measuring at least 1.5m by 2.0m. The 
communal space shown in front of the proposed flats on Catteshall Road satisfies 
the Council’s minimum requirements and, although it would not be private, I 
consider it acceptable having regard to the presence of the extensive Lammas 
Lands within easy walking distance of the site. Several balconies shown on the 
original plans lacked the required depth, but the amended plans show balconies of 
sufficient size. I am satisfied therefore that the proposal includes sufficient outdoor 
space. In reaching this conclusion, I have not had regard to the proposed 
landscape buffer beside the river, since it is unclear whether it would be available 
for recreational use. 
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40. The Council raised a concern that flat F3 was a single aspect unit which, owing to 
its orientation, would not receive direct sunlight, and would not therefore provide 
adequate living conditions. The amended plans showed additional windows which 
provided the flat with a second aspect, thereby ensuring that direct sunlight would 
reach it, and improving ventilation. Consequently, I am satisfied that future 
occupiers would benefit from adequate living conditions. 

41. The plans showed flat F4 having two of its three bedrooms facing towards the 
wooded area behind the site. A shared access to the river was proposed next to 
these bedrooms, which the Council feared would impact on the privacy of 
occupiers, despite the main living rooms of the flat facing towards the river. 
However, as it is not certain that the land beside the river could be used as 
outdoor space, it is unlikely that the access would be used frequently. Provided 
careful attention was paid to boundary treatment, which could be dealt with by 
condition were I minded to allow the appeal, an appropriate balance could be 
struck between protecting the privacy of occupiers and maintaining the outlook 
from the bedrooms. 

42. In conclusion, whilst flats F3 and F4 would benefit from adequate sunlight and 
privacy respectively, and the proposal makes suitable provision for outdoor space 
in accordance with Policy DM5 of the LPP2, it provides inadequate play space. As 
a result, it would not provide suitable living conditions for future occupiers, contrary 
to policies LRC1 and TD1 of the LPP1, which together aim to improve the quality 
of life of future residents through, amongst other things, the provision of on site 
play space. 

Planning Balance 

43. The site is within a settlement where Policy S4 of the Framework applies. 
Therefore, development should be approved unless the benefits of doing so would 
be substantially outweighed by any adverse effects, when assessed against the 
national decision-making policies in this Framework. 

44. The Framework sets out the circumstances in which the benefits of approving 
development are likely to be substantially outweighed by adverse effects, which 
include but are not restricted to the situations listed in Policy S4(2). Although none 
of the situations listed in the policy apply to the proposal, I am nonetheless 
required to consider whether the benefits of the proposal would be substantially 
outweighed by the harm I have identified to the character and appearance of the 
area, flood risk and living conditions. 

45. Policy HO7 of the Framework requires substantial weight to be given to the 
benefits of providing homes which will contribute towards meeting the evidenced 
accommodation needs of the community, as identified through needs assessments 
prepared for the area of the local planning authority and other relevant evidence. 
The Council confirmed that it cannot demonstrate a five year supply of housing 
land, with the main parties agreeing that the Council’s current housing land supply 
is 1.28 years. As the proposal would follow the approach set out in the HDS by 
providing homes which would contribute towards meeting the evidenced 
accommodation needs of the community, substantial weight is given to this benefit. 

46. Policy L2 encourages the effective use of land and requires substantial weight to 
be given to the benefits of making better use of vacant and underutilised land. The 
proposal wouldutilise a sustainably located site which includes previously 
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developed land. It would provide social benefits in the form of smaller dwelling 
units which would meet local needs, and economic benefits during construction 
and from future residents making use of local services. For the reasons set out, I 
have given limited weight to the extant permission for an office building and, whilst 
the proposal would reduce flood risk to the extent that it would be at a higher level 
than the office building would be, it would introduce more vulnerable users into an 
area at risk of flooding which the office building would not. The fact that the 
Council found that the public benefits of housing would outweigh the harm to a 
heritage asset is neutral. 

47. Policy DP3 sets out key principles for well-designed places, by requiring proposals 
to respond to their context including their setting, in order to integrate with their 
surroundings and thereby maintain a strong sense of place. My conclusions 
regarding the proposal’s adverse impact on the character and appearance of the 
area, resulting from the introduction of a dominant building into a sensitive part of 
the Godalming ASVI, show that these requirements would not be satisfied. In 
these circumstances, Policy DP3(3) states that proposals should be refused if, 
without clear justification, they conflict with these requirements. 

48. Policy F7 seeks to ensure that development is safe from flooding, by requiring that 
where development is proposed in a location known to be at risk from any form of 
flooding, it is demonstrated that, amongst other things, flood risk will not be 
increased elsewhere. In light of my conclusion that the proposal would have an 
adverse effect on flood risk as a consequence of increasing flood risk elsewhere, 
this requirement would not be satisfied. Policy F7(2) requires that proposals should 
be refused in these circumstances. 

49. Policy HC3 requires proposals for housing which would give rise to significant 
numbers of additional people living in an area to be informed by an understanding 
of the need for associated improvements to community facilities, and to provide for 
new community facilities which are necessary for the development to be 
acceptable in planning terms. As there is an identified need for a LAP which the 
proposal does not meet, it would result in unsatisfactory living conditions.   

50. The benefit resulting from the proposal’s contribution to meeting evidenced 
housing need, along with the other benefits outlined above, attracts substantial 
weight. Set against this, the harms I have identified would have a significant 
adverse effect. National decision-making Policy DP3 directs refusal in instances 
where proposals conflict with the Framework’s key principles for well-designed 
places, whilst Policy F7 directs refusal where flood risk would be increased 
elsewhere. I conclude that the benefits of approving development would be 
substantially outweighed by the adverse effects. 

Conclusion 

51. For the above reasons, the proposal conflicts with the development plan, when 
read as a whole. Material considerations do not indicate that a decision should be 
taken other than in accordance with the development plan. I therefore conclude 
that the appeal should be dismissed. 

J Heppell  
INSPECTOR 



Waverley Borough Council
Council Offices, The Burys,
Godalming, Surrey
GU7 1HR
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Claire Upton-Brown
Director of Planning Development

Case Officer: Sam Wallis
Tel. No: 01483 523583
Email: planningenquiries@waverley.gov.uk

04/09/2026

Dear Sir/Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (As Amended)

Site Address: Land East of Eashing Lane and West of Ock Way, Godalming,
Surrey

Proposed Development: WBC - Residential development comprising of 234 dwellings, 
including 50% affordable dwellings, together with means of 
access, internal road network, parking, public open space 
(including play space), landscaping and associated works
AND
GBC - Creation of a vehicular access to Ock Way and 
pedestrian access routes

Application References: WBC - WA/2026/00451
GBC - 25/P/01474

Called-in Application references: WBC - APP/R3650/V/26/3378816
GBC - APP/Y3615/V/26/3378815

Applicant’s Name: Ashill Land Ltd
Application start date: 03/07/2026

I refer to the Council’s previous correspondence and am writing to let you know that an Inspector 
has been appointed by the Secretary of State under Paragraph 1(1) of Schedule 6 to the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 to determine the above applications which have been called in by
the Secretary of State.

An Inquiry to determine the applications will commence on 06/10/2026 at 10:00AM at Waverley 
Borough Council Offices, The Burys, Godalming, Surrey GU7 1HR and is expected to last 8 days
(6-9 October and 13-16 October).  The 8 days will be held in person.

The inquiry will be live streamed and can be viewed at: 
https://www.youtube.com/@WaverleyBorough/streams

Any interested parties may, if they wish, join the Inquiry and, at the Inspector’s discretion give their 
views.  Please contact the Local Planning Authority if you wish to attend or speak at the inquiry.
Either telephone 01483 523359 or email consultation.planning@waverley.gov.uk with your full 
name, address and telephone number.  You are advised to prepare speaking notes (about 5 
minutes each) which will need to be handed into the Inspector after your appearance.

https://www.youtube.com/%40WaverleyBorough/streams
mailto:consultation.planning@waverley.gov.uk


We are able to accommodate anyone with a disability.  Should anyone wishing to attend in person 
have a disability, we have 2 disabled parking spaces available at The Burys.  There is a disabled 
access toilet and a lift to get to the first floor. Please let us know if in advance of the Hearing 
should you require any of these facilities or are concerned about the provisions available.

The appeal documents will be available for inspection on both websites,
Waverley Borough Council - Planning | Waverley Borough Council
Guildford Borough Council -  25/P/01474 | Residential development comprising of 234 dwellings, 
including 50% affordable dwellings, together with means of access, internal road network, parking, 
public open space (including play space), landscaping and associated works. (application for full 
planning permission) | Land to the east of, Eashing Lane, Godalming, GU7
access to view these on our website is available at the Waverley Borough Council Offices between 
9am to 5pm Mondays to Thursdays and 9am to 4pm on Fridays. Please be advised there will be 
supplementary documents added to the website up until the time of the inquiry.

Once determined the decision will be available on Waverley’s website and published on
https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/

Further guidance about Called-in planning applications can be found here 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/called-in-planning-applications

You can get a copy of one of the Planning Inspectorate’s “Guide to taking part in planning appeals”
booklets free of charge from the Planning Portal at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-
enforcement-appeal

Yours faithfully

Claire Upton-Brown
Director of Planning Development

https://planning360.waverley.gov.uk:4443/planning/search-applications?civica.query.FullTextSearch=WA%2F2026%2F00451#VIEW?RefType=GFPlanning&KeyNo=547522&KeyText=Subject
https://publicaccess.guildford.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_GUILD_DCAPR_212038&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.guildford.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_GUILD_DCAPR_212038&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.guildford.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_GUILD_DCAPR_212038&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.guildford.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=_GUILD_DCAPR_212038&activeTab=summary
https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/called-in-planning-applications
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/taking-part-in-a-planning-listed-building-or-enforcement-appeal
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