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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 19 December 2012 

Site visit made on 19 December 2012 

by  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 15 January 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Q3630/A/12/2180636 

Brackendale, North Drive, Virginia Water, Surrey GU25 4NL 

• The appeal is made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by  against the decision of Runnymede 
Borough Council. 

• The application Ref RU.12/0557 dated 20 May 2012, was refused by notice dated 16 
July 2012. 

• The development proposed is the erection of a replacement dwelling at Pinehurst, 

Firwood Road, Wentworth and the extension and alteration of Brackendale, North Drive, 
Wentworth. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the erection of a 

replacement dwelling at Pinehurst, Firwood Road, Wentworth and the extension 

and alteration of Brackendale, North Drive, Wentworth at Brackendale, North 

Drive, Virginia Water, Surrey GU25 4NL in accordance with the terms of the 

application, Ref RU.12/0557 dated 20 May 2012, subject to the conditions in 

the attached schedule. 

Application for Costs 

2. An application for costs was made on behalf of  

against Runnymede Borough Council. This application is the subject of a 

separate Decision. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are:  

i) whether the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green 

Belt for the purposes of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

development plan policy; 

ii) the effect on the openness of the Green Belt and the character and 

appearance of the area; and, 

iii) if the proposal would be inappropriate development, whether the harm 

to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 

clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount to the very 

special circumstances necessary to justify it.  



Appeal Decision APP/Q3630/A/12/2180636 

 

 

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           2 

Whether the Proposal Would Be Inappropriate Development in the Green 

Belt for the Purposes of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

Development Plan Policy 

4. Brackendale and Pinehurst, which have a combined site area in excess of a 

hectare, are detached dwellings on large plots adjacent to each other.  The site 

is surrounded by roads on all sides, except for the north east side boundary of 

both plots, and is screened by mature trees and vegetation.  The surrounding 

area, which lies within the Green Belt, is characterised by substantial dwellings 

of various styles, on large plots, screened from the road and neighbouring 

properties. 

5. The appellant owns both properties but the main residence is Brackendale.  

This is a recently constructed replacement dwelling with a detached triple 

garage to the front and was granted planning permission under reference 

RU.07/0872.  Pinehurst, which is believed to have been a residence for the 

driver of the residents of Brackendale, was extended prior to the designation of 

the Green Belt in Runnymede in May 1986.   

6. The development plan for the area includes the saved policies in the 

Runnymede Borough Local Plan Second Alteration April 2001 (LP).  The most 

relevant development plan policy in this case is LP Policy GB6.  The National 

Planning Policy Framework (Framework) was published in March 2012.  As the 

relevant development plan policies were adopted before 2004, paragraph 215 

of the Framework applies and states that “due weight should be given to 

relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with 

this Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the 

Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)”.     

7. Both the Framework and GB6 allow the replacement of dwellings.  The former 

states that a replacement building not materially larger than the one it replaces 

would not be inappropriate, whilst the latter requires any increase in built 

development not to have a harmful impact on the Green Belt.  The existing 

building at Pinehurst has an area of some 461m² and the proposed 

replacement would be approximately 126m² smaller.  This significant reduction 

in building size means that the replacement of Pinehurst would not be 

inappropriate, or have a harmful impact on the Green Belt regardless of 

whether the Framework or GB6 is considered.  Indeed, planning permission has 

recently been granted (RU.12/0863) for a slightly larger replacement dwelling 

at Pinehurst. 

8. Turning to Brackendale, the Framework states that extensions would not be 

inappropriate providing they were not disproportionate additions over and 

above the size of the ‘original building’, which is defined as “a building as it 

existed on 1 July 1948 or, if constructed after 1 July 1948, as it was built 

originally”.  However, GB6 indicates that it would be the size of a dwelling as at 

May 1986 when the Greenbelt was formally designated in Runnymede, or for a 

new dwelling built after May 1986 the size of that dwelling at the date of 

construction.  LP Policy GB6 is not consistent with the Framework in this regard 

and so the Framework should take precedence. 

9. Reference has been made to a number of appeal decisions in the Borough 

where the consistency between the Framework and LP Policy GB6 has been 

considered.  Whilst the Inspector in the Dorchester House appeal case 
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(APP/Q3630/D/12/2173497) reached a different conclusion to those reached by 

the Inspectors in the Rosemary Cottage (APP/Q3630/D/12/2173880, 

Southernwood (APP/Q3630/D/2175087), and Hatchlands 

(APP/Q3630/D/12/2177665) decisions, it is not known what evidence was 

provided by the parties in those cases which were all householder cases 

determined by the written representations procedure.  Nothing in those 

decisions would lead me to reach a different decision to that reached in this 

case. 

10. The replacement dwelling was built after 1 July 1948 and so the original 

building is the house as it was built originally.  Planning permission was 

granted for a house with 707m² floor area, but the dwelling as built has a floor 

area of some 685.2m².  The proposed additions would provide around 266m², 

which less the area of the garage to be demolished would give a total increase 

in floor area of approximately 196m².  This would be an increase of about 24% 

on the permitted floor area or 28% on the ‘as built’ floor area.  

‘Disproportionate’ is not defined in the Framework and is a matter of planning 

judgement.  However, GB6 indicates that an enlargement of 30% could be 

acceptable.  On that basis, the proposal for extensions to Brackendale would 

not be disproportionate or inappropriate in the Green Belt. 

11. GB6 indicates that for a replacement dwelling built after May 1986 the base for 

calculating increases in size will be the size as at May 1986, or if the original 

dwelling was itself built after May 1986, it will be size of that dwelling at the 

date of construction.  The dwelling at Brackendale at May 1986 had an area of 

540m² and the proposed additions would equate to an increase in built floor 

space of approximately 63%.   

12. Even on this basis, when the proposals for Pinehurst and Brackendale are 

considered as a whole the floor area of the two dwellings would be 1001m² 

(540m² + 461m²) and the total additional floor area would be 215m² (341m² 

addition to Brackendale less 126m² reduction in Pinehurst).  This would be an 

increase of some 21%, well below the 30% indicated as acceptable in GB6.  

Given that the two buildings are in the same ownership, the subject of a single 

application, and on adjoining plots, the consideration of the combined effect is 

justified.  Indeed, I note that a legal opinion, submitted on behalf of the 

appellant, reaches the same conclusion.  Moreover, such trading of floor area 

between two dwellings in the same ownership was allowed by the Council at 

Fairways/Dormy Lodge in July 2010, albeit that the Council considers that a 

package of improvements to openness amounted to very special circumstances 

in that case. 

13. I conclude that on either approach the proposal for the replacement of 

Pinehurst and extension of Brackendale would not be inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.  It is not, therefore, necessary to consider 

whether other considerations would amount to very special circumstances. 

Effect on the Openness of the Green Belt and the Character and 

Appearance of the Area 

14. Paragraph 79 of the Framework states that the essential characteristics of 

Green Belts are their openness and their permanence, whilst paragraph 88 

indicates that substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green 

Belt.  LP Policy GB1 indicates a strong presumption against development that 

would conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt or adversely affect its open 
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character whilst GB6 refers to other factors to be considered in assessing 

whether there would be any harmful impact, including diminishing the distance 

between the building and the boundary, and materially increasing the height 

making the dwelling more prominent.   

15. In this case there would be no change in the overall height of Brackendale and 

some minor extensions at the rear of the building have already been allowed 

under RU.12/0752.  The main impact would be from the demolition and 

reconstruction of the garage block that would be linked to the house by a single 

storey side wing.  The proposed garage would be around 2.8 metres higher 

than the existing garage block with three dormer windows.  It would be in the 

region of 1.7 metres deeper but 0.5 metres narrower and would be set back 

some 9.8 metres from the side elevation of the house. 

16. There would be a spread in development on the Brackendale plot, with a 

curved wall of the single storey wing linking the larger garage block to the 

house, and a reduction in the distance to the north east boundary.  However, 

the garage block would be seen against a backdrop of trees and vegetation, as 

is the current garage block, and despite the reduction in distance to the 

boundary there would still be a significant gap between it and built form due to 

the overall size of the plot.  Moreover, rather than increasing the prominence of 

the buildings as a whole, setting the garage back from the side of the house 

would create a more spacious arrangement in front of the house as seen from 

the road through the gates.  The single storey link between the house and 

garage would appear as a curving wall and would reflect a curved wall on the 

opposite side of the house.  It would include a playroom, boots and coats 

room, and a back hall with depths of up to 9.2 metres.  Photomontages 

indicate that both the link and the curved wall could be softened by planting.  

The design might be of a better quality than currently exists on the site and the 

proposal would not be out of keeping with the variety of designs in the 

surrounding area.  The extension of Brackendale would have some impact on 

the openness of the Green Belt. 

17. This increased impact from the extension at Brackendale would be offset by the 

reduction in size and bulk of Pinehurst.  At present the maximum width of built 

form at Pinehurst is 34 metres with a height of 8.8 metres.  The smaller 

replacement dwelling would be only some 7.1 metres high and have a width of 

approximately 22.5 metres.  The character and appearance of the surrounding 

area would still be that of large houses in large plots.  

18. I conclude that, overall, there would be no significant impact on the openness 

of the Green Belt, or on the character and appearance of the area.  As such the 

proposal would meet the objectives of paragraph 79 of the Framework and LP 

Policies GB1 and GB6. 

Other Matters 

19. The proposal would increase security, but this could be achieved in a number of 

ways and would not specifically require the proposed layout.  Whilst there is a 

problem with the structural integrity of the existing building at Brackendale, 

this could be addressed without the proposed extensions.  Indeed, planning 

permission RU.12/0752 that is being implemented with an increase of just 

under 22m² would address the structural problems of the house.  The 

replacement of Pinehurst and additions to Brackendale would allow increased 

energy efficiency but this in itself would not justify the proposal.   
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20. Should the appeal be dismissed, it is claimed that Pinehurst could be replaced 

by a building of up to 599m², an increase of 30% on the May 1986 figure, or 

alternatively extended under permitted development rights giving a potential 

increase on the base figure of 42%.  Whilst this might be a possibility, there is 

little indication that the appellant would proceed in such a manner given the 

primacy of Brackendale.  Indeed, permission was granted for a replacement 

dwelling at Pinehurst (RU.12/0863) which is smaller than the existing house, 

albeit slightly larger than the replacement building proposed in the appeal 

scheme.  I note that the Council did not remove permitted development rights 

for this replacement building but that would have been difficult to justify in 

relation to a smaller building than currently exists.  I have given these matters 

little weight.     

21. The appeal site lies within 5 kilometres of the Thames Basin Heath Special 

Protection Area (SPA) but as no additional bedrooms would be created at 

Brackendale, and Pinehurst would be reduced in size, there would be no 

significant impact on the SPA. 

Conditions and Section 106 Obligation  

22. In addition to the standard time condition the approved drawings should be 

listed in the interests of certainty and good planning.  The proposed works 

include extensions granted planning permission under RU.12/0752.  It is not 

therefore necessary to preclude both schemes being implemented together.  

However, planning permission RU.12/0863 has been granted for a larger 

replacement building for Pinehurst than proposed in this appeal.  If this were to 

be implemented, rather than the replacement now proposed, it would 

adversely affect the trade off in floor areas between the extensions to 

Brackendale and Pinehurst and impact adversely on the openness of the Green 

Belt.  Implementation of both schemes should therefore be precluded.  For the 

same reason the replacement dwelling should not be constructed until any 

additional outbuildings constructed after the date of this permission, and the 

existing Pinehurst and the shed in its garden, have been demolished and 

cleared away. 

23. To safeguard the appearance of the area, the materials to be used in the 

extensions to Brackendale should be required to match or harmonise with the 

existing building, and samples of the materials for the replacement for 

Pinehurst should be submitted for approval prior to demolition of the existing 

building.  Similarly, details of all means of enclosure between Brackendale and 

Pinehurst should be required prior to development and implemented prior to 

occupation. The implemented scheme should be maintained for a 5 year period 

thereafter. 

24. Although an energy report identifies certain technologies, new developments 

occur.  However, a condition requiring 10% of the predicted energy 

consumption to be met through renewable energy technologies is necessary to 

satisfy policy in the Framework and the Council’s Interim Guidance on 

Renewable Energy.  A condition should also be attached to provide for details 

of acoustic measures to be submitted to prevent any increase in background 

noise levels or any tonal noise if air or ground source heat pumps are selected.  

Some areas in the vicinity have drainage problems and drainage details should 

therefore be required. 
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25. Trees make a significant contribution to the character of the area and to 

safeguard the trees on the site a series of conditions should be attached to 

ensure trees shown as retained are retained for a period of 5 years; trees are 

protected during the works; no storage is allowed within tree protection areas, 

there is no alteration to ground levels around trees and that no burning is 

carried out under tree canopies. 

26. An ecological assessment of Pinehurst found some evidence of bats but 

identified mitigation measures.  A condition should be attached to ensure that 

the mitigation is implemented. 

27. A Unilateral Undertaking has been submitted to preclude pursuing any 

permitted development rights in relation to Pinehurst prior to its demolition, for 

the demolition of Pinehurst to be commenced no later than 6 months after 

commencement of the works to Brackendale, substantial completion of the 

replacement building within 12 months of demolition of the existing building, 

and preventing any exploitation of permitted development rights relating to the 

replacement building at Pinehurst.  These measures are necessary to make the 

overall proposal acceptable.  As these matters are already covered by the 

Section 106 Obligation I do not intend to duplicate them by conditions even 

though the Circular indicates that conditions should be imposed rather than 

seeking to deal with matters by means of an obligation. 

 

INSPECTOR 

 

Schedule of Conditions Attached to Appeal Decision 
APP/Q3630/A/12/2180636 Brackendale, North Drive, Virginia Water, 

Surrey GU25 4NL 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 

with the following approved plans: P200, P201 Rev A, P202 Rev A, P203 

Rev A, P204, P205 Rev A, P206 Rev A, P211, P216, P219 Rev A, P220 

Rev A, P221 Rev A, P222 Rev A, P223 Rev A, P224 Rev A, P231 Rev A, 

P232 Rev A, P233 Rev A, P234 Rev A, P235 Rev A, P236, P238 Rev A, 

P241 Rev B, P242 Rev B, P243 Rev A, PL112, 2341/P/005, 2341/P/011, 

Landscape TPP.01, Landscape TPP. 02. 

3) The development to which this planning permission relates shall not be 

implemented in addition to or in association with the development 

permitted under planning permission RU.12/0863 granted on 28 

September 2012. 

4) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of 

the extensions to Brackendale hereby permitted shall match or 

harmonise with those used in the existing building. 

5) Before the demolition of the existing dwelling known as Pinehurst hereby 

permitted, samples of the materials to be used in the construction of the 

external surfaces of the replacement dwelling hereby permitted shall be 

submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details. 
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6) The replacement dwelling hereby permitted shall not be constructed until 

any additional outbuildings constructed after the date of this permission 

have been demolished and all resultant debris removed from the site, 

unless permission in writing is obtained from the Local Planning Authority 

for their retention. 

7) The replacement dwelling hereby permitted shall not be constructed until 

the existing dwelling known as Pinehurst and the shed shown on drawing 

number 723 P201 Rev A have been demolished and all resultant debris 

removed from the site. 

8) No development shall take place until details of all screen and boundary 

walls, fences, hedges and any other means of enclosure between the two 

sites of Brackendale and Pinehurst, have been submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved details shall be 

implemented prior to the occupation of the buildings hereby approved.  

Any hedges and/or enclosure and boundary planting included in the 

scheme shall be maintained for a period of 5 years from the time of 

planting, including the replacement of any plant which may die. 

9) Prior to the construction of the replacement dwelling at Pinehurst hereby 

approved, details of the chosen renewable energy technology to be used, 

along with calculations demonstrating that 10% of the predicted energy 

consumption would be met through renewable energy technologies shall 

be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 

Authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved details and thereafter retained, maintained and operated.  

10) In the event of air source or ground source heat pumps being a chosen 

renewable energy measure, details shall be submitted to, and approved 

in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement of 

development.  Details shall include acoustic data to demonstrate that 

there will be no increase in the background noise level and that there will 

be no tonal noise emitted from the unit, as well as details of the location 

of the unit(s) and its/their distance to the closest dwelling. 

11) The replacement dwelling at Pinehurst hereby approved shall not be 

occupied until surface water drainage works have been implemented in 

accordance with details that have been submitted to, and approved in 

writing by, the Local Planning Authority. Before these details are 

submitted an assessment shall be carried out of the potential for 

disposing of surface water by means of a sustainable drainage system 

and the results of the assessment provided to the Local Planning 

Authority.  Where a sustainable drainage scheme is to be provided the 

submitted details shall: 

i) provide information about the design storm period and intensity, 

the method employed to delay and control the surface water 

discharged from the site and the measures taken to prevent 

pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface waters; 

ii) include a timetable for its implementation; and 

iii) provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of 

the development which shall include the arrangements for 

adoption by any public authority or statutory undertaker and any 

other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme 

throughout its lifetime. 



Appeal Decision APP/Q3630/A/12/2180636 

 

 

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           8 

12) All trees shown to be retained on Drawing No. Landscape TPP.02 shall be 

retained until the expiration of five years from the date of the completion 

of the development.  No retained trees shall be cut down, uprooted or 

destroyed and no works to the trees shall be carried out without the 

written approval of the Local Planning Authority until the expiration of 

five years from the date of completion of the development.  If any tree to 

be retained is removed, uprooted, destroyed or dies, another tree of the 

same species and size as that originally planted shall be planted at the 

same place. 

13) Before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the site 

for the purposes of the development hereby approved, fencing at least 

1.2m high and comprising of a vertical and horizontal framework of 

scaffolding (well braced to resist impacts) in accordance with BS 5837 : 

2005 shall be erected:- 

i) around the extreme outer canopy of each deciduous tree or group 

of deciduous trees to be retained, or an alternative position must 

be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

ii) at a distance from the tree trunk equivalent of not less than half 

the height of each conifer tree or group of trees to be retained, and 

iii) such fencing shall be maintained until the development has been 

completed and all equipment, machinery and surplus materials 

have been removed from the site. 

14) There shall be nothing stored or placed within or against any protective 

fencing erected around each tree or group of trees to be retained during 

the construction period. 

15) There shall be no alteration to the ground level within any protective 

fencing erected around each tree or group of trees to be retained, nor 

shall any excavation be made without the prior written consent of the 

Local Planning Authority. 

16) There shall be no burning within six metres of the canopy of any tree or 

group of trees to be retained. 

17) Before the demolition of the existing dwelling known as Pinehurst hereby 

permitted, the mitigation measures relating to bats recommended in 

section B8 of the Ecological Assessment of Pinehurst, dated November 

2011, which accompanied the application shall be implemented with the 

exception of the bat panels which shall be installed on the replacement 

dwelling hereby approved after its construction. 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

 R Clarke Planning Limited, Kewferry Farm, 

Rickmansworth Road, Northwood, Middlesex 

HA6 2RF 

  

 Appellant 

  

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

 Planning Officer, Runnymede Borough Council, 

Civic Centre, Station Road, Addlestone, Surrey 

KT15 2AH 

 Team Leader, Runnymede Borough Council 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE HEARING 

 

1 Decision Notice relating to Application RU.12/0819 at Brackendale 

2 Appeal Decision APP/Q3630/D/12/2183678 Almners Road, Lyne 

3 Three photographs/montages submitted on behalf of appellant 

4 Decision Notice relating to Application RU.95/0879 at Dormy Lodge 

5 Completed Unilateral Undertaking 

6 Council’s written response to appellant’s costs application 

 




