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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 30 April 2019 

by Beverley Wilders  BA (Hons) PgDurp MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 15th May 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/K3605/W/19/3223430 

Locke King House, 2 Balfour Road, Weybridge KT13 8HD 

• 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 LKH Properties Ltd against the decision of Elmbridge Borough 

Council. 
• The application Ref 2017/1681, dated 23 May 2017, was refused by notice dated  

29 November 2018. 
• The development proposed is erection of a two storey building with additional 

accommodation in the roofspace to provide 10 flats with communal areas, basement 
parking and landscaping following demolition of existing building. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issue 

2. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the Weybridge Town Centre 

Conservation Area. 

Reasons 

3. The appeal site is located in a prominent position within the Weybridge Town 

Centre Conservation Area (CA).  The CA lies in the historic core of Weybridge 

and the Council’s Conservation Area Character Appraisal & Management 

Proposals document states that the uses within the CA are mainly commercial  
but that despite the activity of the town centre, the CA retains a rural quality 

partly due to the prominence of the church.  Buildings within the CA are diverse 

both in form and function and a number of listed buildings feature.  The church 

acts as an important focal point.  These aspects of the CA contribute to its 
significance. 

4. Locke King House is identified within the Council’s appraisal as a significant 

unlisted building in the CA.  The existing building was originally constructed as 

an arts and crafts style cottage hospital in the late nineteenth century but has 

most recently been used as offices.  Though the building has clearly been 
altered and extended over the years, it nevertheless retains a largely 

traditional form and character particularly when viewed from Balfour Road.  

Notwithstanding the findings of the appellant’s heritage consultant, I consider 
that it contributes positively to the character and appearance of the CA.  The 

view along Balfour Road from the High Street/Heath Road junction towards the 

site is identified in the Council’s appraisal as an important view in the CA and a 
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number of listed buildings are located to the east of the site, most notably 

adjacent to the site at Portmore Cottage and Portmore House. 

5. The proposal would result in the complete loss of a non-designated heritage 

asset which contributes positively to the significance of the CA.  The proposed 

replacement building would be of a differing style and would be significantly 
larger and bulkier than the existing building.   Though I note that the Georgian 

inspired design of the replacement building seeks to reflect that of the adjacent 

listed buildings, it is nevertheless larger and grander in its scale and 
appearance and given its position forward of these buildings it would be much 

more prominent in the streetscene.  Furthermore, unlike the adjacent 

buildings, the building would be raised from ground level and set on a podium 

in order to facilitate basement level parking.  Such features are not prevalent in 
the immediate surrounding area and would further serve to emphasise the 

incongruity of the building.  Whilst the podium itself may be screened from 

view by walling and landscaping, the higher position of the floors within the 
building and its parapet would be evident and would contrast with adjacent 

buildings.  

6. In reaching my decision I note that the Council appears to have accepted the 

loss of the existing building subject to an acceptable replacement and that the 

appeal proposal is the latest iteration of a building for the site reflecting that 
the appellant has sought to make amendments to overcome the Council’s 

previous concerns and to produce a building fitting for its corner position.  I 

have also had regard to the fact that the site previously contained more built 

development than presently exists and that the design of the proposed building 
is such that its form, detailing and articulation serves to break up its overall 

mass; that the Balfour Road elevation  is narrower and further set back than 

existing and that it is positioned further away from the adjacent listed 
buildings.  Nevertheless, the proposal is for a substantial new building and any 

improvement to the setting of adjacent listed buildings is clearly outweighed by 

the harm that would be caused to the character and appearance of the CA.   

7. My attention has been drawn to the existence of other large buildings in the 

immediate vicinity of the site and within the area, some of which have podium 
features.  Whilst I have had regard to these, as noted by the Council, many of 

the other buildings referred to are located some distance from the site and 

outside of the CA.  Of those that are located near to the appeal site, none 
appear to be directly comparable to the proposal as they are smaller buildings 

of differing designs.  I therefore attach limited weight to the examples referred 

to and, in any event, I must determine the proposal before me on its own 

merits.  I also note that the proposal secured the support of Council Officers, 
including the listed building specialist.  However, notwithstanding this, the 

Council’s Conservation Officer objected to the proposal and the application was 

refused by the Council. 

8. As stated, the proposal would result in the loss of the existing building, a non-

designated heritage asset, and it would fail to preserve the character and 
appearance of the CA.  The harm to the significance of the CA that would result 

from the proposal would be less than substantial.  I have attached considerable 

importance and weight to the desirability of avoiding any such harmful effect 
on the CA in accordance with Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the Act).  Paragraph 196 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) states that where a proposal 
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would lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a heritage asset, 

this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  In 

weighing applications that affect non-designated heritage assets, paragraph 
197 of the Framework states that a balanced judgement will be required having 

regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage 

asset. 

9. The proposal would provide 10 additional residential units in an accessible town 

centre location at a time when the Council acknowledges that it does not have 
a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  However, whilst the proposal 

would provide some moderate economic and social benefits associated with the 

provision of additional housing, any public benefits of the proposal would not 

be significant enough to outweigh the harm identified. 

10. Taking the above matters into consideration, I conclude that the proposal 
which would lead to the loss of the existing building, would fail to preserve the 

character and appearance of the CA and would not meet the requirements of 

section 72 of the Act.  For the same reasons it would not accord with policies 

CS4 and CS17 of the Elmbridge Core Strategy July 2011 (CS), policies DM2 and 
DM12 of the Elmbridge Local Plan Development Management Plan April 2015 

(DMP) and with relevant paragraphs in the Framework. These policies require, 

amongst other things, development in Weybridge to take account of its historic 
context, development to contribute to character and local distinctiveness, to be 

of a high quality design and to preserve heritage assets including conservation 

areas.  

Other Matters 

11. As stated, the Council acknowledges that it does not currently have a five year 

supply of deliverable housing sites and the results of the recently published 

Housing Delivery Test results.  However, notwithstanding this and having 
regard to paragraph 11 and footnote 6 of the Framework, in this case the 

proposal affects a designated heritage asset and the application of policies in 

the Framework provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed.  
The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not therefore 

apply. 

Conclusion 

12. For the above reasons and having regard to all matters raised, I conclude 

that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Beverley Wilders 

INSPECTOR 
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