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20 July 2019 
Planning Committee 
Elmbridge Borough Council  
Civic Centre, High Street,  
Esher, Surrey KT10 9SD  
By email 

20 Pine Grove 
Weybridge 

Surrey 
KT13 9AW   

 
 

 

Dear Councillors, 

REVISIONS TO THE SCHEME OF DELEGATION 
AGENDA ITEM 4 PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 11 JUNE 2019 NOW RESTATED IN A 

SIMPLIFIED FORM IN THE MEETING AGENDA PAPERS OF THE 23rd July 2019 
 
INTRODUCTION The Weybridge Society has recently become aware of the proposed revisions 
to the scheme of delegation as specified in the papers associated with the above committee meetings. 
before the Main Planning Committee to change the scheme for the delegation for the determination 
of planning applications. We were surprised that such a significant change was not communicated to 
residents’ associations if not subject to a formal consultation process. 
The Society does have very significant reservations regarding the proposals and has advised its 
members as such.  In particular there are implications on local involvement in the planning process 
which warrant full transparency and consultation with residents before any decision is made to enact 
the proposed changes. 
In the relatively short time that the Society has had to evaluate the proposal it has the following 
observations and comments: - 
 
COMMENTS ON STATEMENTS IN REPORTS 

1. Due the significant nature of the changes we believe that the proposed changes should be 
subject to approval or otherwise by Full Council rather than the 17 members of the Planning 
Committee.  This should occur after consultation has taken place with residents and residents’ 
associations; 

2. Statistical comparisons with other Surrey Councils are noted but it is not clear, other than at a 
headline number, as to what relevance they have when assessing whether Elmbridge is acting 
efficiently. For example, there is no information on the number of planning staff in each 
borough, a ratio such as number of applications determined per planning officer would give 
some useful data for comparison purposes.  There are no details regarding resources, 
percentage of officials’ recommendations being overturned or of appeals upheld/rejected etc..  
All crucial in assessing whether the changes are required in the EBC determination process and 
in giving confidence to residents that the proposed changes are well founded and required; 

3. As a follow on to 2 above there is no information in the supporting paper as to what benefit the 
changes will deliver.  For example, no targets are provided on the estimated improvement in 
performance.  The financial implications are identified as “none”; for example, if there are 
efficiency improvements then this would mean additional staff are not required to cope with 
the anticipated workload so the financial implications would be positive. 

4.  Similarly, to 3 above the Risk Implications are stated as “none”. It would appear that no proper 
assessment of risk has been made. The Society can identify a number of risks which need to 
assessed, for example increased workload on the Main Planning Committee leading to incorrect 
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determinations to the detriment of the community, likelihood that the increased workload on 
Councillors will lead to applications not being elevated to the subcommittee etc.. 

5. The change to determinations for major developments (> 10 units) going directly to the Main 
Planning Committee will inevitably mean greater reliance will be placed on Officers’ 
recommendations due to likely increased workload and the lack of the detailed scrutiny 
undertaken by the sub-committees.  Recent experience in Weybridge has shown Officers 
recommending acceptance which have, with strong representation from the Society and local 
residents, have been rejected by the subcommittee and dismissed on Appeal with the Planning 
Inspector fully supporting the views of resdients. 

6. As a corollary to 5 above the “centralisation” of the decision making will mark a significant 
departure from the Government aims to ensure that local residents are fully involved. Main 
Planning councillors can’t be expected to understand the detailed design characteristics of 
various areas, parking issues etc. of all the disparate areas within Elmbridge potentially leading 
to determinations which are not within local characteristics specified.  Examples of this have 
occurred recently – see 5 above. 

7. It is disappointing to see the statement (page 40 second paragraph of the June 117th paper) 
that Councillors’ role “Is not to represent local community views”.  We would point out that it 
is only the strong views of residents that have prevented major errors occurring in the 
determination of several recent applications.   
 

 
AN EXAMPLE OF BAD PROPOSAL 
Page 145 July 23rd agenda para 4 first bullet point is a massive simplification of the proposed change. In 
detail it is if you are an Elmbridge Resident and find out about a small development in your 
neighbourhood that will negatively affect your environment, the proposed planning changes will 
require you to persuade one of your 3 ward Councillors to promote the application to Committee 
should the officer recommend Permission and another one of the Councillors to promote on refusal in 
case the reasons are not adequate for appeal. 
All this has to be completed within just 28 days of the application appearing on the Database.  This 
assumes that Councillors are available, i.e. not on holiday etc. No provision has been suggested to 
ensure that residents are aware of planning applications within a reasonable time of validation.  The 
current postal system of advising neighbours used by EBC is known to have flaws, and currently can 
take 7 days, maybe more, before residents affected may become aware of a planning application.  This 
is a significant proportion of the proposed 28 days.  The risk of residents being significantly 
disadvantaged by this proposal has not been assessed and actions to improve the current advisory 
method have not been proposed. 
 
SERIOUS SUGGESTION  
If you intend to proceed with these unwelcomed proposed changes at least allow any councillor who is 
a member of the appropriate area the power to refer any planning application to Committee on 
refusal and permission.  The Councillor could at least then speak at the local or main committee to 
provide local knowledge. 
 
SUMMARY 
The Society is concerned that the proposals have not been fully thought through and tested. The above 
outlines areas which are of major concern and it is recommended that the deficiencies in the proposals 
(e.g. financial and risk implications) are considered in detail and a clear assessment of the performance 
improvements targets presented.  The updated revisions document should then be subject to public 
consultation.  Without this, if the changes are agreed and adopted by the Planning Committee on July 
23rd, this will only reduce further public confidence in the Planning Process. As a minimum the final 
decision on whether to adopt the proposed changes should be elevated to Main Council so that all 
Councillors take part in the decision-making process.  
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
D H Arnold 
Chairman Weybridge Society 


