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ROYAL BOROUGH OF WINDSOR & MAIDENHEAD
PLANNING COMMITTEE

MAIDENHEAD DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL

18 December 2019 Item:  4
Application 
No.:

19/01276/OUT

Location: St John Ambulance  York Road Maidenhead SL6 1SH
Proposal: Outline application for access, appearance, layout and scale to be considered at this 

stage with all other matters to be reserved for the construction of x53 apartments with 
associated landscaping and car parking (landscaping reserved)

Applicant: Shanly Homes Limited
Agent: Mr Kevin Scott
Parish/Ward: Maidenhead Unparished/St Marys

If you have a question about this report, please contact:  Christine Ellera on 01628 795963 or at 
chrissie.ellera@rbwm.gov.uk

1. SUMMARY

1.1 The application site relates to (currently vacant) single storey community buildings located down 
a private road accessed off York Road, Maidenhead. The site also benefits from a detached 
garage. 

1.2 This is an ‘outline’ application with the reserved matters regarding; appearance, layout and scale 
for consideration at this stage. The proposed development is for one singular building 7 storeys in 
height.

1.3 The principle of redeveloping the site and making efficient use of previously developed land is 
consistent with both existing and emerging Development Plan policy and the NPPF (2019). This 
is considered to substantially weigh in favour of the scheme. The proposed development would 
result in the loss of existing community building which the applicants claim the building is surplus 
to the former occupiers requirements, however no evidence has been provided to demonstrate 
that the building cannot be used by an alternative provider as required by policy MTC13 of the 
AAP (2011). 

1.4 The proposed development is for one large 7 storey block, the height and scale of the building 
per say is not considered to be inappropriate, however its lack of interaction or relationship of the 
principle elevation, that being the eastern elevation facing the waterway which is a highly visible 
from across the waterway results in a built from which looks detached and isolated and fails to 
relate or connect with the wider area. 

1.5 In terms of affordable housing, the independent viability review has concluded that the scheme 
could viable bear a financial contribution of £400,000 towards affordable housing. The developer 
maintains that the scheme cannot viably bear any form of contributions, but nonetheless 
proposed to provide two on site affordable housing units as part of this application, these would 
be shared ownership and would are proposed to be the financial equivalent of approximately 
£320,000. 

1.6 In terms of the impact on neighbouring amenities the proposed development is considered to 
have a significant impact on the amenities of the occupiers of 60- 70 Fotherby Court. There are 
concerns about the levels of sun/ daylighting to living rooms located to the western elevation of 
the proposed building. 

1.7 The proposed development is not considered to raise any highway issues in terms of highway 
safety or capacity grounds. It is also considered that appropriate levels of parking are proposed 
for a scheme of this nature, in this location. The applicants have agreed to provide a residential 
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travel plan through the S106 legal agreement and makes a modest financial contribution of 
£1,542 towards improved cycle links around the town centre. 

1.8 In terms of flooding the proposed development is considered to pass the sequential test and be 
appropriately flood resistant and resilient with dry access being provided via the access onto the 
York Road. Matters regarding demonstrating a workable Sustainable Urban Drainage scheme 
are still being considered and members will be updated at the Panel meeting.  

1.9 In terms of ecology based on the comments from the EA and the Council's ecology it is 
considered that the principle of the proposed buffer between the eastern edge of the building and 
the waterway of circa 2-3m in appropriate. It is consider that the details of the biodiversity 
enhancements and providing an appropriate buffers are most appropriately considered at the 
reserved matters stage regarding  landscaping.

1.10 The proposed development would provide 53 new homes in a sustainable location which weighs 
in favour of this scheme. There are some economic benefits of this scheme, however given the 
short-term nature they would have limited benefits.

1.11 The below report sets out and consider the merits of the applications and concludes that having 
due regard for the identified harm associated with this scheme it is not considered that the 
adverse impacts of the proposed development when taken as a whole would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF (2019). 

1.12 On this basis the application is recommended for approval. 

It is recommended the Panel DEFERS AND DELEGATES the decision to GRANT planning 
permission to the Head of Planning subject to the following:

The conditions listed in Section 11 of this report (including any non-material changes 
to the recommended conditions*). 
The completion of a Section 106 Legal Agreement to secure matters to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms.  

It is further recommended that the Panel grants the Head of Planning delegated authority 
to determine any subsequent reserved matters application regarding landscaping. 

2. REASON FOR PANEL DETERMINATION

 The Council’s Constitution does not give the Head of Planning delegated powers to 
determine the application in the way recommended; such decisions can only be made by the 
Panel.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

3.1 The application site relates to a (currently vacant) single storey community building located down 
a private road accessed off York Road, Maidenhead. The site also benefits from a detached 
garage. To the north of the site is the York Road Project Centre and to the south Maidenhead 
Spiritualised Church. To the east is the waterways and resident properties beyond. To the west 
the former Desborough Bowls Club and Maidenhead Football Club.

3.2 The surrounding area is one subject to change; at the time of report writing the site to east, 
Desborough Bowls Club, have relocated and the former facility is being demolished. The site to 
the north forms part of the Council's wider redevelopment of land within the ownership and will 
shortly be redeveloped for housing, under application 18/01608/FULL. Schemes coming forward 
in this area are circa 4-7 storeys in height.

4. KEY CONSTRAINTS  
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4.1 The key constraints for this site are as follows: 

i. Urban area
ii. Flood Zone 3 and 2
iii. Adjacent to Maidenhead Waterway 
iv. Classified Road
v. Within the Maidenhead Town Centre boundaries

5. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

5.1 This is an ‘outline’ application with the following reserved matters being considered; appearance, 
layout and scale.

5.2 The proposed development is for one singular building 7 storeys in height, 21.1m. The building 
would provide a total of 53 residential units comprising the following:

- 1 studio
- 22 one-bed units
- 30 two-bed units

5.3 The development will be served by the access from the north of the site, from York Road, as 
approved under application 18/01777/OUT which relate to the outline application for the adjoining 
site known at Maidenhead Bowls Club. A total of 27 car parking spaces are proposed, contained 
in the ground floor of the proposed development. 

5.4 The only matter not to be considered as part of this outline application (which would otherwise be 
considered as part of a full planning application) is Landscaping – the treatment of land (other 
than buildings) for the purpose of enhancing or protecting the amenities of the site and the area in 
which it is situated and includes: (a) screening by fences, walls or other means; (b) the planting of 
trees, hedges, shrubs or grass; (c) the formation of banks, terraces or other earthworks; (d) the 
laying out or provision of gardens, courts, squares, water features, sculpture or public art; and (e) 
the provision of other amenity features and further details of the proposed Open Space. All 
matters pertaining to the above fall outside of the scope of consideration for this application. In 
the event this application is approved a further reserved matters application would be required for 
this 

5.5 There is no planning history to this site which is considered relevant to this planning application, 
other planning applications on adjoining sites which are of relevance include: 

Reference Description Decision 

18/02550/FULL 23 - 33 York Road (Anchor site)- 
Redevelopment of the site to provide 
53 apartments, comprising 23x 
studio flats, 25x 1 bed flats and 5x 2 
bed flats, and associated 
landscaping following demolition of 
the existing buildings.

Approved: 23.08.2019

18/01777/OUT Maidenhead Bowls Club- Outline 
application for Access, Appearance, 
Layout and Scale only to be 
considered at this stage with 
landscaping matters to be reserved 
for the demolition of existing 
buildings on the site and erection of 
a building comprising 8, 7 and 6 
storey blocks with two 4 storey 
linking elements to provide 149 
apartments with associated access 
and servicing, landscaping, 169 car 

Approved: 25.10.2018
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parking spaces and 149 cycle 
spaces.

18/01608/Full York Road Opportunity Area (not 
including Bowls Club)- Mixed use 
redevelopment of the site comprising 
of 5 no. buildings 4-8 storeys in 
height to provide 229 new residential 
dwellings (Use Class C3), 1,930 sqm 
GEA of commercial and 
community/cultural floor space (Use 
Class A1/A3/B1/D1), provision of a 
new civic square and public realm 
enhancements, along with car 
parking, access, roads, landscaping 
and other associated works following 
demolition and clearance of all 
existing structures.

Approved: 21.12.2018

6 DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Adopted Royal Borough Local Plan (2003)

6.1 The Borough’s current adopted Local Plan comprises the saved policies from the Local Plan 
(Incorporating Alterations Adopted June 2003). The policies which are considered relevant to this 
site and planning application are as follows: 

vi. N6 Trees and development 
vii. DG1 Design guidelines 
viii. NAP 1 Road/rail noise and development
ix. NAP3 Polluting development
x. R1 Protection of Urban Open Spaces 
xi. R3 Public Open Space Provision in New Developments (provision in accordance with the 

minimum standard) 
xii. R4 Public Open Space Provision in New Developments (on site allocation)
xiii. R5 Children's playspace
xiv.E1 Location of Development 
xv. E 6 Other Sites in Business and Industrial Uses
xvi.E10 Design and Development Guidelines 
xvii. S1 Location of shopping development
xviii. H3 Affordable housing within urban areas 
xix.H6 Town centre housing 
xx. H8 Meeting a range of housing needs 
xxi.H9 Meeting a range of housing needs 
xxii. H10 Housing layout and design 
xxiii. H11 Housing density 
xxiv. T5 New Developments and Highway Design 
xxv. T7 Cycling 
xxvi. T8 Pedestrian environment
xxvii. P4 Parking within Development 
xxviii. IMP1 Associated infrastructure, facilities, amenities

These policies can be found at 
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200209/planning_policy/477/neighbourhood_plans/2

Maidenhead Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) (2011)

6.2 The above document forms part of the adopted Development Plan and provides a mechanism for 
rejuvenating the Maidenhead Town Centre. The document focuses on; Place making, Economy, 
People and Movement. The AAP also identifies six sites for specific development - the 
Opportunity Areas, which includes York Road.  With specific reference to this site the document 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200209/planning_policy/477/neighbourhood_plans/2
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identifies that the area also includes Maidenhead Football and Desborough Bowls Clubs. Whilst 
the football club wishes to remain in the town centre, the bowls club have indicated a willingness 
to relocate. The document states that any redevelopment proposals will be expected to include 
suitable open and amenity space recognising the open urban character of the site. The 
development and design principles for this opportunity area includes the replacement of existing 
car parking.

6.3 Policies of relevance include:

 Policy MTC 1 Streets & Spaces 
 Policy MTC 2 Greening
 Policy MTC 3 Waterways 
 Policy MTC 4 Quality Design 
 Policy MTC 5 Gateways 
 Policy MTC 8 Food & Drink 
 Policy MTC 10 Offices 
 Policy MTC 12 Housing 
 Policy MTC 13 Community, Culture & Leisure 
 Policy MTC 14 Accessibility 
 Policy MTC 15 Transport Infrastructure 
 Policy OA3 York Road Opportunity Area 
 Policy IMP2 Infrastructure & Planning Obligations

6.4 The Council's planning policies in the Development Plan can be viewed at: 
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices

MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

National Planning Policy Framework Sections (NPPF) (2019)

6.5 This document was revised in February 2019 and acts as guidance for local planning authorities 
and decision-takers, both in drawing up plans and making decisions about planning applications. 
At the heart of the NPPF (2018) is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. The 
document, as a whole, forms a key and material consideration in the determination of any 
planning permission. 

National Design Guide

6.6 This document was published on the 1 October and seeks to illustrates how well-designed places 
that are beautiful, enduring and successful can be achieved in practice. It forms part of the 
Government’s collection of planning practice guidance and should be read alongside the 
separate planning practice guidance on design process and tools. The focus of the design guide 
is lo tool at layout, from, scale, appearance, landscape, materials and detailing. It further 
highlights ten characteristics help which work together to create its physical Character, these are 
context, identify, built forms, movement, nature, public spaces, uses, homes and buildings, 
resources and life span. 

Borough Local Plan: Submission Version 

6.7 The NPPF sets out that decision-makers may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans 
according to their stage of preparation. The Borough Local Plan Submission Document was 
published in June 2017. Public consultation ran from 30 June to 27 September 2017. Following 
this process the Council prepared a report summarising the issues raised in the representations 
and setting out its response to them. This report, together with all the representations received 
during the representation period, the plan and its supporting documents was submitted to the 
Secretary of State for independent examination in January 2018. The Submission Version of the 
Borough Local Plan does not form part of the statutory development plan for the Borough.

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
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6.8 In December 2018, the examination process was paused to enable the Council to undertake 
additional work to address soundness issues raised by the Inspector.  Following completion of 
that work, in October 2019 the Council approved a series of Proposed Changes to the BLPSV 
which are now out to public consultation until Sunday, 15 December 2019.  All representations 
received will be reviewed by the Council to establish whether further changes are necessary 
before the Proposed Changes are submitted to the Inspector. In due course the Inspector will 
resume the Examination of the BLPSV. The BLPSV and the BLPSV together with the Proposed 
Changes are therefore material considerations for decision-making. However, given the above 
both should be given limited weight.

6.9 These documents can be found at:
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/blp
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/201026/borough_local_plan/1351/submission/1

Other Local Strategies or Publications

6.10 Other Strategies or publications material to the proposal are:
 RBWM Townscape Assessment 
 RBWM Parking Strategy
 Affordable Housing Planning Guidance

More information on these documents can be found at: 
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planni
ng

7. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Comments from interested parties

7.1 14 occupiers were notified directly of the application.

7.2 The planning officer posted a notice advertising the application at the site on 15.05.2019 and the 
application was advertised in the Local Press on 23.05.2019. 

7.3 Two letters of objection were received from the Trust Property Coordinator and the Secretary of 
Maidenhead Spiritualist Church objecting to the application, comments made can be 
summarised as follows:

Comment
Where in the 
report this is 
considered

1. visitors will attempt to park on the adjoin private property without 
consent

This is a civil 
issue 

2. The Highway Authority ignored the fact that the church is acting and at 
weekends meetings during the week have up to 45 vehicles coming 
onto our site. 

Section 9.8

3. Concerns about increased flooding resulting from this proposed 
development and the impact on the joint sewer

Para 9.9.1- 
9.9.12

4. Concerns about the impact on water supply and electric supply. Noted, Thames 
water has not 
raised 
objections. 

5. Concerns about the access to the adjoining site resulting from the 
construction of this development. 

This is a civil 
issue

6. The proposed development would result in loss of light to the southern 
neighbour

Para 9.6.13

7. Object to the roadway access rights This is a civil 
issue

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/blp
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/201026/borough_local_plan/1351/submission/1
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
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Statutory consultees

Consultee Comment
Where in the 
report this is 
considered

Environment 
Agency

No objections subject to conditions regarding compliance 
with the Flood Risk assessment and ecological buffer zone 
alongside the York Stream. 

Para 9.9.1- 
9.9.12

Highway 
Authority 

The proposed redevelopment of the site for residential use 
raises no highway concerns. Conditions recommended 
regarding consultants, access, parking, cycle stores and 
refuse. 

Section 9.8

Lead Local 
Flood 
Authority

Awaiting updated comments Para 9.9.1- 
9.9.12

Consultees

Consultee Comment
Where in the 
report this is 
considered

Ecology The proposed development is acceptable in terms of 
biodiversity, subject to a number pre-commencement 
conditions. 

Para 9.9.18- 
9.9.27

Independent  
Viability 
Consultants

Based on the below of the viability evidence submitted by 
the applicants the scheme can viable bear a contribution 
of  £400,000 towards affordable housing provision. 

Section 9.5

Berkshire 
Archaeology

Archaeological investigation nearby has identified that in 
this area, close to the river, the natural ground
levels have been heavily modified to the detriment of the 
survival of archaeological material. Do not believe there is 
any need for archaeological work in relation to these 
proposals.

Para 9.9.31- 
9.9.32

Environmental 
Protection (Air 
Quality)

The site is within Maidenhead Air Quality Management 
Area and has the potential to affect local air quality. An Air 
quality report has been submitted in support of the 
application, the conclusion of the assessment that the air 
quality impact of the development is not significant is 
acceptable. Conditions recommend regarding measures 
to control dust during construction are recommended. 

Para 9.9.30

Environmental 
Protection 
(noise and 
contamination)

No objections Para 9.9.33

Thames Water The proposed development is located within 15m of 
Thames Waters underground assets, as such the 
development could cause the assets to fail if appropriate 
measures are not taken.

Noted 

Maidenhead 
Waterways 

Comments made can be summarises as follows:
 This building provides poor quality landscaping

 Due to the steepness of the bank maintenance will be 
difficult.

 The proposal creates an unfriendly west bank for the 
public and the environment.

 This development does not embrace or interact with 

Para 9.9.13- 
9.9.17
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the waterway.

 Featureless car park surroundings detract from the 
waterway. 

 The 8m buffer strip required by the Environment 
Agency is not being observed.

9. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION

9.1 The key issues for consideration are:
i) Background 
ii) Principle of the development 
iii) Loss of community facilities 
iv) Design considerations 
v) Affordable Housing Considerations
vi) Impact on Neighbouring Amenity
vii) Provision of a Suitable Residential Environment
viii) Highway considerations and Parking Provision
ix) Environmental Considerations
x) Other considerations

Issue i) Background 

Policy context 

9.1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) and Housing Delivery Test are a 
material consideration. As the Council’s adopted Local Plan is more than five years old, the 
starting point for calculating the 5 year housing land supply, for the purposes of decision making, 
should be the ‘standard method’ as set out in the NPPF (2019). 

9.1.2 Paragraphs 11 of the NPPF (2019) states that:

For decision-taking this means: approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 
development plan without delay; or where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 
permission unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

9.1.3 Footnote 7 of the NPPF (2019) clarifies that, for decision-taking, policies which are most 
important for determining the application are out-of-date include, for applications involving the 
provision of housing, situations where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year 
supply of deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer).

9.1.4 For the purposes of this application and based on the revisions of the NPPF (2019)  the Council 
is currently unable to demonstrate the five year supply of deliverable housing sites that is 
required by the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). The so-called ‘tilted 
balance’ contained in paragraph 11(d)(ii) of the Framework is therefore engaged (this is 
discussed further in paragraphs 9.10.2 to 9.10.5). Moreover and in line with footnote 7 to 
paragraph 11(d) of the Framework, the development plan policies which are most important for 
determining the application are also therefore deemed to be out-of-date. These policies include 
those associated with the principle of the redevelopment of the site including the loss of the 
community facilities (notably those contained with the AAP (2011)) and policies associated with 
design considerations for the redevelopment of such site (policies DG1, H10, H11 and N6) 
contained in the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan 1999 (incorporating 
alterations made in 2003). The reasons why these are considered to be ‘most important for 
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determining the application’ are because matters regarding the principle of the development and 
ensuring good design form key considerations for the redevelopment.   

9.1.5 The below assessment is made having due regard to the above.

Issue ii) Principle of the Development

9.2.1 The Maidenhead Area Action Plan (AAP) (2011) identifies that the application site forms part of 
the wider Policy OA3, York Road Opportunity Area which is allocated for a residential and office 
led mixed use development. 

9.2.2 The allocation is split into land north and south of York Road:
 

Land North of York Road

1. 12,000 m2 of office floorspace (gross); 
2. 100 residential dwellings (gross); 
3. Public square capable of hosting events; Green space (e.g. pocket park) fronting York 

Stream; 
4. Café and restaurant uses at ground floor

Land South of York Road

 60 residential dwellings (gross);
 Up to 2,000 m2 of office floor space (gross);
 Community facilities;
 A multi-use community, cultural and leisure facility.

9.2.3 The AAP (2011) is clear that the redevelopment of this Opportunity Area may be achieved 
through a single or phased approach; with land either side of York Road coming forward at 
separate times. Any proposals for the area will however need to be planned in a comprehensive 
manner and ensure effective integration between land north and south of York Road. 

9.2.4 The AAP (2011) states the redevelopment of this area would be residential led with office as the 
other primary land use. The area also forms part of the town centre’s civic quarter which includes 
the council’s existing offices as well as the Town Hall and listed library building. The AAP (2011) 
seeks to maintain the civic function of this area and, therefore, where existing buildings are 
replaced, development proposals will be expected to re-provide accommodation for the Council.

9.2.5 The BLPSV, looks to direct a significant level of growth to Maidenhead Town Centre as the main 
urban core and sustainable location within the Borough. The York Road sites were allocated as 
site HA5 in the BLPSV and as allocation AL4 in the most recent proposed changes to the BLP. 
Policy HO1 initially proposed to provide approximately 320 residential units as part of a mixed 
use scheme on the site. This has now been revised to be a total of 450 units and takes into 
account this pending planning permission.  Policy ED2 of the BLPSV also identified York Road as 
a site for mixed use redevelopment however lacked further specifics regarding the quantum of 
development proposed as part of this allocation, reference to York Road delivering any mix use 
redevelopment has been omitted within the most recent changes. 

9.2.6 The BLPSV would almost triple the housing allocation for the area and would supersede the 
allocation set out in policy OA3 of the AAP (2011). At the time of writing this report less weight is 
being attributed to the Housing Allocations contained in the BLPSV as a material consideration 
due to the level of unresolved objections against the housing allocations. However what the 
above seeks to demonstrate is that there is a recognition that the York Road area has been 
subject to change and that developments are now coming forward at a height and scale not 
initially envisioned in the AAP (2011) and allocation in the AAP can be considered to be out of 
date in this regard. 
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9.2.7 The NPPF (2019) seeks to achieve appropriate densities. Paragraph 122 is clear the 
development should make efficient use of land, taking into account the identified need for 
different types of housing and other development, land availability, local market conditions and 
viability; infrastructure needed to support the development and the desirability of maintaining an 
area’s prevailing character and setting, or of promoting regeneration and change; and the 
importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places. Paragraph 123 continues 
that where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing 
needs, it is especially important that planning policies and decisions avoid homes being built at 
low densities, and ensure that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site.

9.2.8 Accordingly the principle of a residential led redevelopment, above the AAP (2011) nor that 
anticipated in the BLPSV need not be unacceptable, subject to other material considerations 
(notably impact on the character of the area and infrastructure needed to support the cumulative 
development.)

Prejudicing the wider redevelopment of the York Road Housing Allocation

9.2.9 Paragraph 3.29 of the AAP is clear that some sites could be developed independently of one 
another, it is preferable for landowners to work together to achieve a better solution which would 
unlock opportunities to make more substantial changes across the town centre. The 
Development Plan is clear that the redevelopment of this Opportunity Area may be achieved 
through a single or phased approach; with land either side of York Road coming forward at 
separate times. Any proposals for the area will, however, need to be planned in a comprehensive 
manner and ensure effective integration between land north and south of York Road. There is 
currently no one masterplan which underpins how the redevelopment of this site could come 
forward that would enable developers to undertake a consistent approach.

9.2.10 Nonetheless a number of schemes have and continue to be considered and determined within 
this area independently from each other. The potential impact on permitted schemes will be 
considered further below. The clear area in which this scheme could potentially prejudice part of 
the Opportunity Area to be redevelopment which does not benefit from planning permission, 
would be the south western corner, where the Maidenhead Spiritualised Church is currently 
based. This is located to the immediate south of this site.

9.2.11 Following the request from officers an indicative plan was provided on the 12.11.2019 which 
looks at how the site to the south could be delivered.  This information should not be seen as any 
prescriptive plans or even as an intent to develop a site currently used a place of worship. Rather 
it seeks to demonstrate that based on the scheme coming forward within the York Road area the 
redevelopment of the St John Ambulance site would not prevent the site to the south coming 
forward for development if the current occupiers considered it appropriate. 

Issue ii) Loss of community facilities 

9.3.1 Policy MTC13 of the AAP (2011) states that:

Proposals that result in the loss of land or buildings in community, cultural and leisure use will 
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that either: 
a. There is no longer a need for the building or land to be retained in community, cultural or 

leisure use; or 
b. Acceptable alternative provision is made.

9.3.2 Paragraph 92 of the NPPF (2018) states that in order to provide the social, recreational and 
cultural facilities and services the community needs LPA’s should plan positively for the provision 
and use of shared spaces, community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports 
venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and other local 
services to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments. It further 
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states that decisions should guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, 
particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs.

9.3.3 Policy IF7: Community Facilities of the BLPSV states that:

When a proposal will involve the loss of social and community facilities which are not being 
replaced, applicants will be required to provide evidence that they have consulted with an 
appropriate range of service providers and the community, to prove that there is no need for, or 
requirement for, the facility from any other service provider for an alternative social or community 
facility that could be met through change of use or redevelopment. In addition applicants are 
expected to provide evidence that: 
a. there is no significant local support for its retention 
b. there are alternative premises within easy walking distance 
c. any such alternative premises offer similar facilities and a similar community environment to 

the facility which is the subject of the application 

9.3.4 The applicants Planning Statement sets out that the site is no longer required by the St John 
Ambulance organisation. The LPA have sought to clarify this matter and the only response from 
the Applicants planning agent is that the building is surplus to St John Ambulance requirements. 
It has therefore not been demonstrated that there is no longer a need for the building to be 
retained in community, cultural or leisure use. The Applicants, have as part of the redevelopment 
of the adjoining Bowls Club provided a new bowls club facility along Green Lane (accessed via 
the Stafferton link) with additional meeting rooms and community provision. However no 
arguments have been put forward by the applicants regarding how this redevelopment forms part 
of a wider cohesive redevelopment being put forward by the Shanly Group.  Accordingly this 
application has to be considered based on the evidence submitted as part of this planning 
application.

9.3.5 The proposed development is therefore contrary to policy MTC13 of the AAP (2011) as it has not 
been demonstrate that the existing community facility is no longer needed to be retained in 
community, cultural or leisure use or acceptable alternative provision has been made. This loss of 
community facilities weighs against the scheme however as set out above in paragraph 9.1.1- 
9.1.5 as only limited weight can be attributed to policy MTC13 as the policy is considered to be 
out of date. 

9.3.6 In terms of NPPF (2019) greater weight is given to retaining facilities which meets the 
community’s day-to-day needs. Based on the limited information provided by the applicants there 
is no evidence to dispute there position that due to rationalisation the building has become 
surplus to St Johns Ambulances requirements. Therefore there is limited evidence to 
demonstrate that proposal would result in the loss of a facility needed to meet the day to day 
needs of the community 

 
Issue iii) Design considerations 

9.4.1 Policies DG1 and H10 of the Borough’s adopted Local Plan seek to ensure that residential 
development will be of a high standard of design and landscaping, compatible with the area and 
street scene. Policy H11 states that in established residential areas planning permission will not 
be granted for schemes which introduce a scale or density of new development which would be 
incompatible with or cause damage to the character and amenity of the area. 

9.4.2 Section 12 of the NPPF deals with achieving well designed places and delivery of developments 
that will function and contribute to the overall quality of the area in the long term. To achieve this, 
development should be visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate 
and effective landscaping; they should be sympathetic to local character and history, including 
the surrounding built environment and landscape setting. The NPPF is clear to emphasise that 
this should not prevent or discourage change (such as increased densities). 
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9.4.3 The NPPF further states that design quality should be considered throughout the evolution and 
assessment of individual proposals and encourages early discussion between applicants, the 
local planning authority and local community about design and style and that designs should 
evolve to take account of the views of the community. National policy guidance is clear that 
applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the community 
should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot. 

9.4.4 Whilst the developer did not engage in formal pre-application advice with the Council they did 
enlist the service of Design South East (DSE), an independent design review panel which RBWM 
encourage developers to utilise in forming their schemes at the pre-application stage. The 
comments from this design review panel can be summarised as follows: 
 York Road Area needs to be considered in a coordinated way, a design charrette should be 

utilised between stakeholders.
 The access strategy requires much more work. The vehicular turning head arrangement at 

the entrance space is uncomfortable and conflicts with pedestrian movement. An inherent 
problem is posed by having a large car park entrance at a prominent point in the site, 
doubling up as the main arrival space for pedestrians

 The team are encouraged to reflect on the introduction of a pedestrian bridge, which holds 
significant potential for placemaking.

 Further consideration is needed regarding how the building relates to the setting, from the 
amphitheatre and bridge by Maidenhead Library in the north, to the railway bridge further 
south. 

 The relationship with the stream edge needs further explanation. A daylight and sunlight 
assessment that clarifies the impact of mass of the building in relation to water’s edge would 
be helpful.(note this was requested during the consideration of the planning application)

 The proposal could better relate to the river to provide amenity for the residents
 Public realm design for the full length of the street, from York Road to the railway, considering 

the interface between the street and the spaces provided at ground-floor level within this 
building as a minimum.

 We would advise that the input of a landscape architect with ecological expertise would be 
very beneficial at this stage, in order to gain a better understanding of the design 
considerations for increasing the habitat potential of the ecological zone provided adjacent to 
the river.

 An animated ground floor will have vast benefits for both the street and riverside setting. The 
team are encouraged to include communal amenity and/or residential dwellings at ground 
floor.

 The height and mass feel reasonably comfortable, however the double-set back on the upper 
floors is not felt to be necessary.

 The provision of a large proportion of west-facing single aspect homes facing onto the rear of 
the football stand is a sub-standard proposal for the housing.

9.4.5 Section 4 of the applicant’s design and access statement sets out the proposed changes made to 
response to DSE. This can be summarises as follows:

a) Omission of the double set back of the top floors and set back top floor design amended to 
integrate more with the architectural language/wharf style.

b) Raising of the GF Level to omit the ramped access to the main entrance. 
c) The core has been re-designed within the set back element above the main entrance, 

resulting in revised unit layouts along the south-western edge of the building.
d) The bin store has been moved to the northern end of the site
e) Pedestrian crossing points demarkated by tactile paving have been incorporated in the 

design.
f) The bike store has been made accessible from the front of the building
g) The proposed landscaping along York Stream has been enhanced to provide opportunities 

for habitat creation and biodiversity enhancement.
h) The parking spaces at the north-eastern end of the site have been removed 
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Density 

9.4.6 In terms of achieving appropriate densities the NPPF (2019) is clear that planning decisions 
should support development that makes efficient use of land. This is subject to a number of 
factors including the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting 
(including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change. This is also subject to 
taking into account the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services, including the scope 
to promote sustainable travel modes that limit future car use.

9.4.7 With reference to the above planning history, the site forms part of the wider York Road 
opportunities area in which planning permissions for a height and scale ranging from 4- 8 storeys 
has been approved.

9.4.8 As set out above in paragraph 9.2.2 the initial York Road Housing allocations in the BLPSV 
suggest a density of 102 dwellings per hectare (dph) could be delivered on this site as part of 
mixed use scheme, this has now been amended to reflect the density of the schemes coming 
forward including this proposed development to proposed density of 180 dph across the wider 
redevelopment site. The proposed development would represent a residential scheme of 255 
dph, as a matter of comparison the scheme at the adjoining site for the York Road redevelopment 
is being developed at a density of 139 dph of the former Desborough Bowls Club was approved 
at a density of 286 dph, The site is previously developed land in the urban area, in a town centre 
location in walking distance to amenities, shops and services and less than 500m from 
Maidenhead Train Station. On this basis the application site can be considered to be within a 
highly sustainable in the context of this Borough. 

9.4.9 The prevailing density of the area is mixed and in principle the redevelopment of this site as a 
flatted development would likely respond to this mixed/ changing character. This is of course 
subject to other design consideration including layout, height and scale.  

Layout

9.4.10 Policy MTC 4: Quality Design of the AAP (2011) sets out that proposals will be required to be of 
high quality. A specific focus is creating buildings, streets and spaces that should have a clear 
image and be easy to understand. The NPPF (2018) sets out that need to establish or maintain a 
strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and materials to 
create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit. 

9.4.11 York Road is the busiest vehicular route located to the north of the site. This is also a key 
pedestrian route connecting resident from the east of the town with the station and to the High 
Street via Park Street to the north of the application site. 

9.4.12 This site is set back from York Road behind the site owned by the Council where recent planning 
permission was granted a 8-4 storey high building (Building A of planning permission 
18/01606/FULL). The layout effectively follows that of the building to the north forming a long 
block running parallel to the waterway. The proposed layout of the development does have its 
limitations but the site itself is limited; in accepting the principle for redeveloping the site and in 
the absence of a more comprehensive redevelopment by the respective site owners the layout 
can only be accommodated in one linear form. 

9.4.13 The proposed vehicle access is located to the north of the site and pedestrian access to the west. 
It remains unclear how the pedestrian vehicle routes have been designed in a considered 
manner.  It is clear that in the future the redevelopment of York Rad will result in the current 
access track forming a ‘street’ and this will work has not be fully considered by the landowner. 

9.4.14 The proposed building would also be located some 2.3m from the waterway bank and would 
have steep recessed bank from the proposed building (at 2.8m change of level between the 
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building and the top of the waterway). No ground floor interaction with the waterway is provided 
given the entire ground floor would be for parking and that there is limited space to create any 
form of interaction with it. The Environment Agency also require an undeveloped buffer void of 
development along the bank.  

9.4.15 The interaction and relationship with the proposed waterway and recommendations by Design 
South East have not been brought through into the proposed layout. A number of documents 
have been submitted during the course of the planning application, including a sunlight and 
daylight assessment and ecology evidence. Given these documents were submitted during the 
consideration of the application they have not informed the proposed layout of the development 
as recommended by Design South East. 

Scale and Massing and proposed architectural detailing

Policy MTC 4: Quality Design seeks development which should be appropriate in terms of site 
coverage, urban grain, layout, access, scale, proportion, mass and bulk, height, roof scape and 
landscape. Policy MTC 6: Tall Buildings of the AAP states that Tall Buildings Areas are focused 
around the railway station and south of Bad Godesberg Way. New tall buildings on sites outside 
the Tall Buildings Areas, which do not currently accommodate a tall building, will be resisted. The 
justification of policy MTC 6 clarifies that for the purposes of this AAP, tall buildings are those 
which are noticeably higher than 20 metres.

9.4.16 The existing community facility and garage at the site is a single storey modest building. Set back 
from the main road it has a neutral impact on the character and appearance of the area.  

9.4.17 The proposed development is for one large 7 storey block some 21.1m in height (with plant 
above). The upper for is marginally recessed back from the south floor. On this basis it is not 
considered that the proposed development would be noticeably higher than 20 metres. The 
western elevation is articulated back and broken up with varying window forms. The eastern 
elevation facing the waterway which is the most publicly visible of the elevations would be form of 
one full monotonous elevation, which is only broken up by the proposed projecting balconies. The 
height and scale of the building per say is not considered to be inappropriate,  however its lack of 
interaction or relationship of the principle elevation, that being the eastern elevation facing the 
waterway which is a visible from across the waterway results in a built form which looks detached 
and isolated and fails to relate or connect with the wider area. 

9.4.18 The proposed architectural appearance is one utilising a Warf/ warehouse design, not unseen on 
river frontages, however usually where there is a wider body of water than that of the 
Maidenhead waterways. It is unclear how this design approach has been considered to relate to 
the wider redevelopments coming forward in the area. It would have been expected for this to be 
considered as a ‘family’ of buildings forming the redevelopment the York Road area. Contrary to 
the assertions in the applicants Design and Access Statement (p56) no clear strategy has been 
shown how this reflects local context. In the event permission were coming it is recommended 
that consideration regarding samples of material are provided as well as detailed studies of the 
cornering and design details. The former of which should be informed and by the context of the 
area and clear justification provided regarding how the materiality responds to the other emerging 
developments adjoining it and no just considering the scheme in isolation.

Proposed landscaping including trees

9.4.19 Local Plan policies N6 and DG1 provide general design policies on the importance of high quality 
landscaping in delivering successful schemes. Policy N6 of the adopted Local Plan states that 
plans for new development should, wherever practicable, allow for the retention of existing 
suitable trees and include an appropriate tree planting and landscaping scheme. Where the 
amenity value of trees outweighs the justification for development, planning permission should be 
refused. 

9.4.20 The existing site if of limited landscape value, but similar the modest community building is set 
back from the waterway and there is space for a natural green buffer to the waterway. This are 
would be substantially eroded and replaced by a steep bank and a landscape buffer of less than 
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2.5m. Contrary to the assertions made in the application, such space would offer limited to 
opportunities  for any meaningful planting given the width of the space, the steepness of the bank 
and how the area would be overshadowed not only by the building but by the large projecting 
balconies on upper floors which largely over sail the depth of the bank. 

Other design considerations 

9.4.21 The AAP (2011) and the NPPF (2019) both seek opportunities to design out crime and create 
safe and accessible areas. Neither the applicants Planning Statement or the Design and Access 
Statement provides any discussion on measures to design out crime. In view of this it considered 
reasonable and necessary to attach condition regarding secured by design. 

Affordable Housing Considerations

9.5.1 Policy H3 Affordable Housing of the adopted Local Plan states that the Borough Council will seek 
to achieve a proportion of the total capacity of suitable residential schemes to be developed in the 
form of affordable housing to meet recognised need. The Council’s Affordable Housing Planning 
Guidance provides further guidance over developments meeting an on-site 30% requirement. It 
also sets out that where 30% provision cannot be provided an application should be supported by 
a financial viability appraisal. The adopted guidance on affordable housing rounds down to the 
nearest whole unit. 30% on site affordable housing would equate to 15 affordable housing units 
being provided on site as part of this application. The tenure mix is not specified in adopted 
policy; this is a consideration in the BLPSV.

9.5.2 The NPPF (2019) provides clarification on the definitions of various affordable housing tenures. 
Paragraph 65 of the NPPF sets an expectation that 10% of homes on major development sites 
should be available for affordable home ownership. 

9.5.3 Policy HO3 of the BLPSV sets out that residential developments of ten or more dwellings should 
provide 30% on site affordable housing. Given the number of unresolved objections limited 
weight is afforded to this policy as a material consideration. 

9.5.4 Kempton Carr Croft, on behalf of the applicants has submitted an Affordable Housing and 
Viability Assessment. The viability appraisal seeks to justify the development cannot viably bear 
any affordable housing contribution. This assessment has been independently reviewed by the 
bps Chartered Surveyors. Following the submission of additional information the final outcome of 
this review is that the scheme can viably make a contribution of £400,000 towards off site 
affordable housing provision. 

9.5.5 Additional information has subsequently been submitted by the Kempton Carr Croft on behalf of 
the applicant which maintains their position that this scheme cannot viably bear a contributions 
towards affordable housing. The applicants have nonetheless proposed to provide two on site 
affordable housing units as part of this application, these would be shared ownership and would 
are proposed to be the financial equivalent of approximately £320,000.

9.5.6 Therefore the proposed development makes a limited contribution towards affordable housing, 
within a Borough where within the last financial year only 23 affordable housing units were 
delivered Borough Wide (RBWM Annual Monitoring Report 2018). This needs to be considered in 
the context of the Council's need, which is intermediate housing) and contradictory evidence 
which suggests that a greater level of affordable housing could potentially be viable on this site. 
This is against the benefits of this provision of affordable housing, in a town centre, where most 
recent redevelopment have only secured limited contributions towards affordable housing (with 
the exception of the Council's own sites). The matter is considered further below as part of the 
planning balance. 

Impact on Neighbouring Amenity
9.6.1 There are no specific policies in the adopted Local Plan regarding protection of neighbour 

amenity. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF (2019) states that planning decisions should:
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“create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-being, 
with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and where crime and disorder, and 
the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience.”

9.6.2 The adjacent residential dwellings potentially affected by the proposed development are 58- 72 
(even numbers) and 101 Fotherby Court. These properties are located to the east of the 
application site, across the waterway and are formed of modest terraced properties; No. 58 and 
60 are located at ‘tandem’ from the application see and units 62- 72 (even) and 101 rear 
elevations faces the site and on the future redevelopments approved under application 
18/0177/OUT at the Maidenhead bowls club and 18/01608/FULL for the York Road 
redevelopment to the north.  

9.6.3 Following a request from the Case Officer a Sunlight and Daylight assessment was provided on 
the 25 July 2019, the report was prepared by Herrington Consulting Limited and looks at the 
potential impact of this development on sun and daylighting levels to the nearest residential 
properties, notably those across the waterway at Fotherby Court. 

9.6.4 It should first be highlighted that part of the above report makes reference to application 
18/01608/FULL which is for the scheme on Council land to the immediate north of this application 
site, where phase 1 is currently being built out by Countryside development and how this 
schemes performs better than that adjacent site. It is worth highlighting that the officer report for 
application 18/01608/FULL identified that this development would result in loss of light and 
overlooking to the adjacent residential dwellings. The relationship was not considered acceptable 
and the harm was then considered as part of the wider planning balance. It would therefore not 
be logical for this scheme to be considered in the context of a scheme which was considered to 
affect the amenities of neighbouring dwellings. 

9.6.5 In view of the above this application will be considered on its own merits having due regard for 
the evidence submitted in the context of this development. The most recognised guidance 
document is published by the Building Research Establishment (BRE) guidelines, which are used 
nationally as guidance and apply equally to rural and urban locations. BRE recommendations are 
guidelines rather than adopted policy. The Sunlight and Daylight Assessment provided by the 
applicants has been based on these guidelines. 

9.6.6 In relation to Fotherby Court, the above assessment identifies that all windows currently receive a 
good amount of daylighting. The above assessment indicates that the proposed development 
would result in a minor adverse loss of daylighting levels to the rear facing windows of 64-72 
Fotherby Court (even numbers).  The evidence provided by the applicants has then assessed 
(where known) the extent of glazing to individual rooms and the impact the proposed 
development would have on the levels of lighting received to each room.  All of the above units 
retains a suitable level of daylighting, with the exception of the ground floor rear facing window of 
Fotherby Court, which experiences some limitation to the level of daylighting due to the properties 
existing rear facing conservatory. 

9.6.7 In terms of sunlight assessment the proposed development would result in a loss of sunlight to 
No 62, 64 and 66 Fotherby Court’s rear facing windows. In terms of overshadowing assessment, 
the report demonstrates that the proposed development would have a notable impact on the level 
of sunlight to the rear amenity space to No. 60 Fotherby Court, a marginal impact to 62- 70 
Fotherby Court. 

9.6.8 In terms of potential overlooking the proposed development would be positioned around 20- 25m 
from properties across the waterway. The development would be up to 8 storeys in height and 
include balconies facing the units across the waterway. This would create a level of activity along 
the waterway and town centre location which is to be encouraged, however it would also create a 
degree of increased overlooking currently not experienced by occupiers of the adjacent 
residential properties. 

9.6.9 The impact the proposed development would have on the levels of sun lighting to No 62- 66 
Fotherby Court and the overshadowing impact the development would have on 60- 70 Fotherby 
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by is a material consideration that weighs against the proposed scheme. As does the increased 
overlooking and loss of privacy resulting from the development. However this needs to be 
considered in the context of Paragraph 123 of the NPPF (2018) which sets out that for those local 
authorities with a shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs, local planning authorities 
should refuse planning applications which they consider fail to make efficient use of land. 

9.6.10 The NPPF (2018) further state that authorities should therefore take a flexible approach in 
applying policies or guidance relating to daylight and sunlight, where it is consider they would 
inhibit making efficient use of a site (as long as the resulting scheme would provide acceptable 
living standards). The Council’s BLPSV set out how it will be the objectively assessed need for 
the Borough, which includes some green belt release to meet housing need. This demonstrates a 
shortage of urban land for meeting identified housing needs. It is therefore key for land in the 
urban area to make optimal use of the potential of each site. Further consideration needs to be 
given to the amount of privacy afforded to developments which are located in urban locations, 
particularly those in peripheral town centre locations where a greater degree of overlooking is 
expected. 

9.6.11 The proposed development is considered to have a significant impact on the amenities of the 
occupiers of the above properties, in view of the town centre location and the above policy 
context this is considered to weigh moderately against the proposed development. This will be 
considered further as part of the wider planning balance. 

9.6.12 The two committed schemes adjacent to this site are the Maidenhead Bowls Club 
Redevelopment (land by this developer) and the Council’s Joint Venture York Road 
redevelopment (full planning permissions set out above in paragraph 9.1.1- 9.1.5). Both schemes 
were required, as part of grant of planning permission, to demonstrate that they would not 
prejudice the wider York Road site from being redeveloped. 

9.6.13 The report does however show that it would not adversely affect the levels of sun/ daylighting to 
the proposed residential properties contained in the development approved at the Maidenhead 
Bowls Club (our ref: 18/01777/OUT). The proposed development would be located to the 
immediate south of ‘Block A’ of the Council JV redevelopment with Countryside (planning 
permission 18/01608/FULL). Block A to the south is four stories in height.  Any windows 
proposed in the southern elevation also benefit from additional windows (east or western) facing 
windows and as such the proposed development should not result in a significant reduction to the 
overall levels of light to these future units. The assessment also shows that the proposed 
development would not result in an unacceptable adverse impact on the levels of lighting to the 
units proposed terraces/ balconies. The report does not look at the impact on the spiritualised 
church to the south, however this is a place of worship where there is a greater requirement for 
certain level of sunlight, in any case the proposed development is due north of the church and 
therefore would not cause any significant overshadowing or loss of sunlight. 

Provision of a Suitable Residential Environment

9.7.1 There are no specific policies in the adopted Local Plan regarding provision of a suitable 
residential environment. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should 
ensure that developments:

“create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-being, 
with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and where crime and disorder, and 
the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience.”

9.7.2 The government has also published Technical Housing Standards- Nationally Prescribed Space 
Standards (2015) which sets out guidance on floor space requirements for new developments.

9.7.3 All of the proposed units are of a sufficient internal floor space to accord with the above space 
standards.

9.7.4 In relation to sunlight and daylight, the Daylight and Sunlight report prepared by Herrington 
Consulting Limited also looks at the relationship of the proposed new residential units. Having 



Page 18

good sunlight is key, particularly given the comments from the Design South East Panel which 
highlighted that units to the western elevation would have poor outlook overlooking the football 
club. DSE recommended that such a report informed the development of this scheme, however 
as this sunlight assessment was submitted post submission it has not informed the development 
of the proposal. 

9.7.5 Part of the above report makes reference to application 18/01608/FULL which is for the scheme 
on Council land to the immediate north of this application site for 229 units contained over various 
units and the acceptability of the sunlight and day light assessment for that scheme. The sunlight 
and daylight assessment supporting application 18/01608/FULL looks at specific units in a worst 
case scenario. Officers have given no weight to the conclusions reached in a different for a 
different layout and would urge the developer in future schemes to look at their own 
developments as proposed and consider if their scheme as proposed provides a suitable 
residential amenity for future occupiers. 

9.7.6 The sunlight and daylight assessment submitted by the applicant’s looks at the day and sunlight 
assessments looks at first and second floor units that most of the units, as the units with the likely 
‘worst case scenario.’ In terms of the information presented by Herrington Consulting it shows 
that the units which face east (i.e. onto the waterway) have suitable levels of sunlight/ daylight. It 
is the units which have north facing living areas and some units to the west (I.e. those which face 
the football club) which fall short of the recommended BRE criteria. In these cases the report sets 
out that this is attributed to the insert balconies which reduce the levels of lighting to the rooms. If 
this evidence had been developed at the pre-application stage it would have been an important 
tool in informing the design (i.e. it highlights that inset balconies on the western elevation may not 
be the more appropriate design solution) and/or that the north facing units could be better 
designed so that the main habitable space does not face north. 

9.7.7 Nonetheless the application as submitted needs to be considered. The proposed accommodation 
located to the western elevation would overlook the football club and the report provided shows 
that units on these elevations bedrooms would suitable levels of sunlight/ daylight levels in line 
with the recognised industry standards, but the main living areas would fall short of this guidance 
which is the area where future occupiers would spend most of the time. Whilst noting that the site 
is in a relatively urban location (in the contest of Maidenhead) this would equate to 1/3 of the 
living areas tested and is not considered to promote the ‘high standard of amenity for future 
users’ sought by the NPPF (2019). The potential harm from this is considered below as part of 
the overall balancing exercise. 

Noise

9.7.8 To the east of the application site is Maidenhead Football Club. A premises which has operated 
football matches at this site for a considerable years.

9.7.9 Paragraph 180 of the NPPF (2019) states that planning decisions should ensure that new 
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 
cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as 
the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the 
development. This includes avoiding noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health 
and the quality of life. 

9.7.10 The LPA would not support development proposals coming forward which could result in 
statutory noise complaints regarding the activities of the club which would require the Council to 
seek to control the way it functions. Accordingly it is considered both reasonable and necessary 
to attach conditions regarding details of sound and noise insulation, these are set out in 
recommended condition 11. This should ensure the development achieves mitigation which is 
acceptable. 

Open Space

9.7.11 Current Local Plan policies R3 and R4 require on site open space. This sets out that 15% of the 
application site should be provided as open space. The proposed development would offer 
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limited to no onsite amenity space. Whilst a landscape ‘buffer’ is proposed to the eastern side of 
development, much of this would be in the form of a bank towards the waterway. In order to 
provide some form of ecology mitigation and biodiversity enhancements (see paragraph XXX) 
much of this space will need to be retained for planting and not to be functional amenity space. 
The layout will however create a setting and amenity for future occupiers. Units facing the 
waterway will also benefit from private projecting balconies. Most of the units facing west having 
inset balconies, although it is unclear how much sunlight these balconies would have, one unit on 
each level faces north in which the proposed balconies and windows to the living area will receive 
minimal sunlight. 

9.7.12 This overall level of amenity provision is below that contained in the adopted development plan. It 
is also acknowledged that the site is well located, in close proximity to the new public open space 
being built as part of the wider York Road redevelopment as well as the network of open space 
forming part of the Maidenhead waterways redevelopment. Therefore and whilst the proposed 
development would fail to provide enmity space in line with the adopted standards this would still 
be a good level of open space in close proximity to this site. Therefore it is considered that whilst 
the proposed development would fail to comply with planning policy, this only results in limited 
harm. The matter will be considered further as part of the wider planning balance. 

Issue vi) Highway considerations and Parking Provision
9.8.1 Policy TF6 of the adopted Local Plan states that all development proposals will be expected to 

comply with the Council's adopted highway design standards.

9.8.2 The NPPF (2019) states that developments should promote opportunities for sustainable 
transport modes that can (suitable to the type of development and its location), provide safe and 
suitable access to the site for all users; and any significant impacts from the development on the 
transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost 
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.

9.8.3 The NPPF (2019) is clear that proposals should be designed to give priority to pedestrian and 
cycle movements having due regard for the wider areas and design access to high quality public 
transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus or other public transport 
services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public transport use.

9.8.4 The application site is in one of the most sustainable locations in the Borough. The application 
site is located within Maidenhead Town Centre, in walking distance to all local services and 
amenities. The Maidenhead Waterway also provides improved pedestrian and cycle links from 
the north of the town, through to the south and Bray beyond. This also provides strong links to 
the site where the new Braywick Leisure Centre is currently being built. A Transport Statement 
(TS) dated March 2019 has been submitted in connection with this application prepared by ADL 
Traffic and Highway Engineering Ltd. whilst section 3 of the TA identifies the site is in a location 
the site is in a sustainable location it is silent on measures to promote sustainable modes of 
transport. 

9.8.5 There are some areas where routes are poor and improved connections, signage and pathways 
are needed. The Council has prepared a ‘missing links’ document that seeks to complete the 
‘missing links’ between planned major development areas in and around Maidenhead and to 
improve their connectivity to the town centre and surrounding residential areas and local 
facilities. As part of this strategy a new ‘inner-ring’ is proposed for pedestrians and cyclists 
around the town centre. The Council has already been successful in being awarded funding 
towards these proposals and other town centre redevelopments have secured financial 
contributions towards this scheme. In view of this the Case Officer has negotiated a financial 
contribution of £1,542 towards this scheme. This will be secured by way of a legal agreement and 
goes to make the development acceptable in planning terms by assisting in creating a town 
centre environment which promotes less reliance on using private vehicles for transport. 

9.8.6 Paragraph 111 of the NPPF (2019) sates that all developments that will generate significant 
amounts of movement should be required to provide a travel plan. This site forms part of the 
wider York Road redevelopment which will, cumulatively, generate significant amounts of 
movement. The Case officer has also negotiated at travel plan to be submitted prior to the 
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development being brought into use to promote sustainable modes of transport. The 
implementation of the travel plan will be secured though the legal agreement. It is required to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms and to achieve mitigation as set out in the 
Transport Assessment. 

Access, egress and highway capacity 

9.8.7 The NPPF states at paragraph 109 that:

‘Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would be severe.’

9.8.8 The development will be served by the access from the north of the site, from York Road, as 
approved under application 18/01777/OUT which relate to the outline application for the adjoining 
site known at Maidenhead Bowls Club. The Highway Authority have reviewed the details and 
have considered that the proposed access would provide suitable access and egress for 
vehicles. In the event permission is granted, and given that a full planning permission at 
18/01777/OUT has yet to be approved it is considered both reasonable and necessary that a 
condition been attached that this scheme is not implemented until the access has been 
constructed. This is considered necessary to ensure suitable viability splays for not only future 
occupiers but also any vehicles associated with the construction process.

9.8.9 The TA also identified that the Bowls Club residential development would have a Master Bin 
Store located adjacent to the site access. All refuse for this scheme will be collected from the 
private access road from a loading bay. The development will be managed by a Management 
Company on collection day the bins would be moved from around the site to the Master Bin Store 
for removal by refuse operatives. It is considered necessary that this be secured as part of the 
legal agreement to ensure suitable accessible refuse collection. 

9.8.10 The Highway Authority has recommended the submission of a Construction Management Plan. 
Given the size of the site and its location it is considered reasonable and necessary for this 
condition to be attached if permission is forthcoming. 

9.8.11 In terms of highway capacity the TA looks at committed developments to assess the potential 
impact on the highway network. Specifically it is not considered that the proposed development 
would have a significant impact on the surrounding highway network. The concerns regarding the 
impact on capacity have been considered and whilst there may be a high number of vehicles 
coming to the adjoining place of worship at key days/ time, it is considered that the proposed 
development provides suitable space for vehicles to pass and safe access to and from adopted 
highway. 

Parking Provision

9.8.11 The Council’s Parking Strategy (2004) sets out the Council’s recommended parking provision for 
new developments and further advises that half of the relevant parking provision standards are 
required for sites within the ‘Areas of Good Accessibility’ which is defined as sites within 800 
metres distance from a rail station with regular (half hourly or better) train services. The site is 
within this location.

9.8.12 Therefore, and in accordance with the Council’s guidance, the parking standards for this 
development would be 53 spaces. In terms of parking provision the proposed development would 
provide a total of 27 spaces (contained in the proposed ground floor). The proposed parking 
provision for this scheme is therefore 26 spaces below the Council’s maximum guidance on these 
matters. 

9.8.13 The NPPF is clear that:

‘Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential development should only be set 
where there is a clear and compelling justification that they are necessary for managing the local 
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road network, or for optimising the density of development in city and town centres and other 
locations that are well served by public transport….’’

9.8.14 Given these competing material considerations it is considered that lesser weight should be given 
to the Parking Strategy (SPD) due to it not fully complying with the NPPF. However the emphasis 
of the NPPF is to ensure that parking provision on sites in less accessible locations is not 
artificially constrained. 

9.8.15 Census data shows that the borough has an average car ownership level of 1.5 cars per dwelling 
across the borough, with lower levels (0.5 to 0.6) in Maidenhead Town Centre and as part of 
other recent Maidenhead Town Centre planning applications the LPA have accepted that 
average car ownership for flats in the Town Centre is 0.48 car per flat. The proximity of public 
transport, retail, commercial and local facilities as well as on-street parking restrictions also has a 
bearing upon the levels of car ownership. The proposed development would result in a parking 
ratio of 0.5 cars per dwellings. This is a similar parking ratio to that approved on recent 
developments in the local area (including the redevelopment of Council Land within York Road) 
and this reflect local car ownership levels. On this basis the proposed parking provision is 
considered appropriate for a development of this nature, within this location and reflects the need 
to support developments in town centre locations which create less reliance on private vehicle 
ownership. 

Issue vii) Environmental Considerations

Flooding considerations and the sequential test

9.9.1 The east edge of the application site (running parallel to the Maidenhead Waterway) falls within 
flood zone 2 (and adjacent to flood zone 3 but not within). The proposed buildings falls within 
flood zone 2, the access from York Road is within flood zone 1. A Flood Risk Assessment and 
SuDs Assessment dated April 2019. 

9.9.2 In accordance with the NPPF (2018) and its associated guidance a sequential test for the 
development is required. The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer development to areas at the 
lowest risk of flooding. Development should not be permitted if there are reasonably available 
sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower probability of flooding. If the 
sequential test cannot be met the principle of the development in Flood Zone 2 is not acceptable. 
The above document does not include the sequential test. The Applicants considers that a 
Sequential Test is not required as the paragraph 162 of the NPPF states that:

“Where planning applications come forward on sites allocated in the development plan through 
the sequential test, applicants need not apply the sequential test again.”

9.9.3 The LPA disagree with this assessment as the Maidenhead Area Action Plan (2011) pre dates 
the NPPF (2012, now amended).  Whilst the Applicants do not necessary agree with this position 
following additional requests a sequential test has been submitted to the LPA on a ‘without 
prejudice’ basis prepared by Solve Planning dated September 2019. Paragraph 019 of the 
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) states that: 

‘Only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should the suitability of 
sites in Flood Zone 3 (areas with a high probability of river or sea flooding) be considered, taking 
into account the flood risk vulnerability of land uses and applying the Exception Test if required.’

9.9.4 The geographical search area of the Sequential Test is the Borough and the assessment utilises 
the Council’s most recent housing position in the Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA) (2016). This is an approach endorsed by the LPA. This sets out sites which 
are considered developable. 

9.9.5 The application site is considered to be deliverable. Therefore the sequential test has discounted 
alternative sites which have an anticipated delivery period of greater than 5 years as they are not 
considered to be a viable alternative for the purposes of this assessment. The applicant’s 
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sequential test has also discounted site which are not capable of providing a roughly equivalent 
number of dwellings as they are not ‘suitable’. Three site; Land at Ludlow Road, National Grid 
Gasholder Site and Land North of Hanover Way have been identified as sequentially preferable. 
The owners of the latter sites are currently in process of advancing their own planning 
applications and therefore it is not considered available.   

9.9.6 In addition to this the, the Council’s Borough Local Plan sets out how the Council will meet the 
Borough’s Objectively Assessed Needs. This includes looking to develop sites which fall partly 
fall within zone 2. In view of this and the need to look at sites which partly fall within  flood zone 2 
to meet the Borough’s objectively assessed need it is considered that the proposed development 
complies with the Sequential Test.

9.9.7 The applicants have also provided a ‘without prejudice’ Exceptions Test. The site does not fall 
within flood risk 3 and as such this is not required and has not been assessed as part of this 
application. 

Flood Protection

9.9.8 Policy MTC4 of the Maidenhead Town Centre Area Action Plan 2011 seeks high quality design to 
ensure flood risk is not increased and flood risk to be reduced where possible.  Policy F1 of the 
adopted Local Plan 2003 requires proposals to ensure flood storage capacity is not reduced and 
flood flow is not impeded. Paragraph 163, footnote 50 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) requires applicants for planning permission to submit a Flood Risk Assessment when 
development is proposed in such locations to demonstrate flood risk will not increase as a result 
of the proposal. The NPPF requires developments to demonstrate that the most vulnerable 
development is located in areas of lowest flood risk; the development is appropriately flood 
resistant and resilient; incorporates sustainable drainage systems; any residual risk can be safely 
managed; and safe access and escape routes are included where appropriate.

9.9.9 The site is primarily in flood zone 2, however the access from York Road is flood zone 1 and thus 
is considered to be located in an area of lowest risk of flooding. It was confirmed that no 
development was proposed +-+below the 1 in 100 year + climate change level and there will not 
be a loss in floodplain storage which is considered to be appropriately flood resistant and 
resilient. Sustainable drainage is considered more comprehensively below and it is not 
considered that there is any residential risk which requires this development which requires to be 
managed. 

9.9.10 Following the submission of additional information the Environment Agency have withdrawn the 
objection to this application and have raised no objections to conditions. These conditions include 
compliance with the flood mitigation measures, as set out in the aforementioned document. This 
is considered reasonable and necessary. Further conditions were for the provision and 
management of an ecological buffer zone alongside the York Stream as the development 
encroaches on watercourses and has the potential to have a severe impact on their ecological 
value. It is considered that in such situations where a ‘severe’ impact is likely that mitigation 
should be demonstrated upfront as part of this application. These matters cannot be considered 
as conditions. These recommended conditions, proposed by the EA would not usually be 
considered reasonable as such information should be provided up front as part of the application. 
In this instance given landscaping remains a reserved matter it is considered appropriate for such 
details to be submitted as part of such application. 

Sustainable Drainage

9.9.11 In terms of Sustainable Urban Drainage and as introduced from 6 April 2015 the Government 
strengthened planning policy on the provision of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) for ‘major’ 
planning applications. Paragraph 165 of National Planning Policy Framework states that all 
‘major’ planning applications must incorporates sustainable drainage systems unless there is 
clear evidence that this would be inappropriate. SuDS must be properly designed to ensure that 
the maintenance and operation costs are proportionate and sustainable for the lifetime of the 
development. In accordance with The Flood and Water Management Act 2010 the Royal 
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Borough in its role as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), is a statutory consultee for all major 
applications.

9.9.12 The LLFA has considered the proposal and the applicants Sustainable Urban Drainage 
information submitted as part of this planning application (including the additional information 
submitted during the course of the application). Much of the areas of contention relates to the 
benefits of the proposed Green Roof and to what extent it should be utilised as part of a SuD’s 
scheme. The view of the LLFA is to ensure that the green roof performs well during times of 
severe rainfall.  The view of the developers Environmental Engineer from Water Environment 
Limited is that the key driver for installing green roofs is to mimic natural processes in slowing 
runoff compared with a traditional impermeable surface and that if this position is ignored that on 
sites where there are no biodiversity or other requirements, there is no reason to include an 
intensive green roof system if the runoff benefits are ignored. It is first worth highlighting that all 
site are required by the NPPF (2019) to provide biodiversity net gains. On a site like this which is 
bring the development closer to the waterway, how this is provided is key. The matter for 
consideration is that this site demonstrates a workable Sustainable Urban Drainage System to 
the statutory consultee, the LLFA.  The additional information provided by the applicants is 
currently being considered by the LLFA and Panel Members will be advised on an update on this 
matter at the meeting. 

Impact on Maidenhead Waterways

9.9.13 The Maidenhead Waterways runs along the eastern boundary to the site and forms an integral 
part of the master planning, layout and wider open space and public enhancements proposed as 
part of this application. There are significant changes of levels (4 metres approx.) from St Ives 
Road to the waterway. Due to the change of levels from the street level, full views of the water 
waterways are not possible from St Ives Road.

9.9.14 Policy MTC3: Waterways of the AAP (2011) states that:  

The improvement and integration of the waterways to create a high quality, safe, green corridor 
through the town centre will be encouraged. 
Developments adjacent to the waterway will be expected to: 
1. Embrace their waterside setting through design and landscaping. 
2. Conserve or enhance biodiversity. 
3. Allow for continuous pedestrian and cycle access along the waterside. 
4. Improve access to the waterside. 

Development which prejudices the improvement and integration of the waterways, including the 
potential implementation of the Maidenhead Waterway Project, will be resisted.

9.9.15 The above policy is clear that an appropriate balance is needed between providing access to the 
waterway whilst also conserving and enhancing biodiversity. The justification for the above policy 
is that the design of developments should embrace their waterside setting by incorporating 
landscape and biodiversity improvements, through presenting an active frontage to the waterway 
and making the area feel more open and safe rather than enclosed. Developments should 
enhance waterside setting and improve the town’s integration with the waterway. Further 
guidance is set out in the Maidenhead Waterways Framework (2009).

9.9.16 This planning application would result in a built form located less than 2.5m from the water’s edge 
forming a steep embankment. There is no interaction at ground level between the development 
and the waterway. This provides limited areas for landscaping as discussed above. The 
proposed Warf design and large balconies do to an extent embrace the ‘waterfront’ setting but 
have no clear connection to the wider context.  Matters regarding biodiversity are discussed 
below. 

9.9.17 The scheme does not in provide improved access to the waterway.  Overall the proposed 
development is not considered to improve or integrate the waterway with town centre and does 
not positively contribute to providing a high-quality safe and green corridor. The proposed 
development is therefore considered contrary to policy MTC 3 of the AAP (2011). The impact on 
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the Maidenhead Waterways in terms of design is considered above and ecology impact below is 
not be double counted as separate harm. 

Impact on Biodiversity 

9.9.18 Policy MTC 3 of the AAP (2011) seek to conserve and enhance biodiversity and policy OA3 also 
looks for development within the application site to embracing the waterside setting and also 
protecting the integrity, quality and biodiversity of York Stream  whilst improving access to the 
waterside and allowing for pedestrian and cycle access.  Paragraph 170 of the NPPF (2019) 
states that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment. The emphasis is on minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity. 
Paragraph 175 of the NPPF (2018) states that:

“When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following 
principles: 

 if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 
locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last 
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused…

development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 
supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure measurable net gains for 
biodiversity.”

9.9.19 The most notable area of ecology is the York Stream Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and may also be 
classified as a habitat of principal importance (Rivers) as per Section 41 of the NERC Act (2006).  

9.9.20 In response to this a Water Framework Directive Assessment has been provided by the applicant 
and in support of this application, prepared by Ethos Environment and Planning and dated Nov 
2019. This sets out that York Stream is heavily modified with metal sheet-piled banks where it 
borders the York Road site. 

9.9.21 The documents show a green roof will be installed on the building closest to the stream and 
permeable paving around the building. Such details would be required as part of any reserved 
matter application regarding landscaping. The ecologists have stated that the development will 
not result in any increase in run-off and that the development has the potential to dramatically 
reduce rates of run off and associated pollutant through these features. 

9.9.22 Shading calculations have also been provided and show the new building will result in an 
increase in partial shadowing of York Stream. However, given the stream is designated as 
heavily modified and the shading will only occur over a short stretch of waterbody, the ecologists 
have concluded that the small increase in shading would not have a significant impact or 
deterioration of the stream. 

9.9.23 In addition, a buffer zone will be planted between the stream and the development reducing the 
effects of pollution and reduce the shading. With regards to recreational pressure the steepness 
of the bank will prevent any access to the bank edge other than for maintenance and therefore 
mitigate any adverse impact on ecology from increased use. 

9.9.24 The details of the protection of the stream during and after construction, sensitive lighting and the 
control of non-native species can be secured as part of the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP: Biodiversity). 

9.9.25 Following the submission of a Water Framework Directive Assessment the Council’s Ecologist 
has confirmed that the proposed development is acceptable in terms of biodiversity, subject to a 
number pre-commencement conditions. Some of these conditions regarding details of the 
biodiversity enhances and the management plan can be sought as part of the reserved matters 
regarding landscaping and it is unnecessary for these details to be secured at this stage. 
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9.9.26 All the buildings on site were assessed for their potential to support roosting bats. All the building 
were assessed as having negligible potential to support roosting bats and therefore no further 
survey is required as part of the application. The applicants ecologist has provided 
recommendations for adopting a precautionary approach to demolition of the buildings including 
further inspection of buildings prior to demolition, toolbox talks for all site personnel and a soft 
strip of the roof, all which will be undertaken under the supervision of a suitably qualified 
ecologist. If permission were forthcoming this can be secured by conditions.  

9.9.27 Reference has been made in the applications SuDs strategies/ WFDA to green roofs however 
none are shown on the proposed plans and/or indicative landscaping plan contained in the 
Design and Access Statement, similarly no reference has been made to them within the planning 
statement. It is assumed that full details would be provided as part of any reserved matters 
application regrading landscaping and details regarding this 
Impact on Air Quality

9.9.30 In terms of Air Quality there are no specific Development Plan policies regarding air quality. The 
NPPF states that planning decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with 
relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air 
Quality Management Areas. Redmore Environmental Ltd has prepared an Air Quality 
Assessment (dated 13 March 2019) in support of the planning application. The conclusion of the 
assessment that the air quality impact of the development is not significant. This has been 
reviewed by the Council's Environmental protection Officer who has agreed with the findings. It is 
further recommended that during construction and demolition work dust control measures to 
reduce the risk of dust complaints and exposure, this is considered reasonable and forms part of 
recommended condition 9 regarding Environmental Method of Construction.  

Archaeological matters 

9.9.31 Paragraph 189 of the NPPF states that:

‘Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, 
heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers 
to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.’.

9.9.32 An archaeological desktop assessment has not been submitted in connection with this 
application. Berkshire Archaeology has been consulted on this planning application and has 
advised that there is limited evidence to demonstrate that this site is worthy of further 
archaeological investigation. On this basis the proposed development would not affect a likely 
area of archaeological interest. 
Ground contamination 

9.9.33 Policy NAP4 of the Borough Local Plan seeks to ensure that development will not pose an 
unacceptable risk to the quality of groundwater. The contaminated land database has been 
reviewed by the Council’s Environmental Protection Team whom has confirmed there is limited 
evidence to demonstrate the site has any historic uses in which would result in ground 
contamination. IN view of this it is not considered that the proposed development would raise any 
issues in this regard. There is separate legislation which covers such matters, in the event 
contamination is found during construction. 

Sustainability and Energy 

9.9.34 New development is expected to demonstrate how it has incorporated sustainable principles into 
the development including, construction techniques, renewable energy, green infrastructure and 
carbon reduction technologies. The Council’s adopted Sustainable Design and Construction SPD 
(2009) provides further guidance on this. However, Sustainable development techniques have 
move on since the adoption of this application, notably Code for Sustainable Homes is no longer 
a national standard. Therefore less weight should be attributed to this document in this regard. 
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The NPPF (2019) para 153 states that in determining planning applications developments should 
comply with any development plan policies on local requirements for decentralised energy supply 
unless it can be demonstrated by the applicant, having regard to the type of development 
involved and its design, that this is not feasible or viable.

9.9.35 A Sustainability and Energy Statement prepared by Bluesky Unlimited in support of this planning 
application. Whilst Renewable energy sources were assessed it is unclear why these are not 
proposed to be utilised. On this basis and having due regard for the relevant policy context the 
limited sustainability measures proposed are considered to be acceptable. However the 
measures proposed would fall significantly short of the sustainability criteria of paragraph 131 of 
the NPPF (2018) which states that great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative 
designs which promote high levels of sustainability. 

Other Material Considerations

Right of access 

9.10.1 With reference to the objections. A number of concerns have been expressed regarding the rights 
of access over the access road, impact shared drains and shared water supply. Such matters for 
consideration regarding such access are not within the remit of the Local Planning Authority. 

Housing Land Supply

9.10.2 Paragraphs 10 and 11 of the NPPF set out that there will be a presumption in favour of 
Sustainable Development.  The latter paragraph states that:

For decision-taking this means: approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 
development plan without delay; or where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting 
permission unless: 

iii. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or

iv. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

9.10.3 Footnote 7 of the NPPF (2019) clarifies that:

‘out-of-date policies include, for applications involving the provision of housing, situations 
where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable 
housing sites (with the appropriate buffer..).’

9.10.4 The BLPSV is not yet adopted planning policy and the Council’s adopted Local Plan is more than 
five years old. Therefore, for the purposes of decision making, currently the starting point for 
calculating the 5 year housing land supply (5hyr hls) is the ‘standard method’ as set out in the 
NPPF (2019). At the time of writing, the LPA currently cannot demonstrate a five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer). 

9.10.5 The LPA therefore accepts, for the purpose of this application and in the context of 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF (2019), including footnote 7, the so-called ‘tilted balance’ is 
engaged. The LPA further acknowledge that there are no ‘restrictive’ policies relevant to the 
consideration of this planning application which would engage section d(i) of paragraph 11 of 
the NPPF (2019). The assessment of this and the wider balancing exercise is set out below 
in the conclusion. 

10. INFRASTRUCTURE AND LOCAL FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

10.1 The initial BLPSV proposed to allocate the whole of the York Road Opportunity Area to deliver 
320 residential units.  The Council published an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) in Oct 2019 
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which took into account that BLPSV (proposed changes) housing allocations and sets out the 
infrastructure needed to support the development coming forward in the Borough over the Plan 
period (including social infrastructure) and how this will be funded.  This would assume that that 
site would come forward as part of the wider York Road opportunities area. The development of 
the York Road area has largely come forward in advance of the BLP being adopted and has 
been progressed by the two main landowners (i.e. this applicant and the Council). 
Redevelopments including Maidenhead Bowls Club (application ref: 18/01777/OUT) and the 
redevelopment of the Council land (application ref: 18/01608/FULL) have all been brought 
forward at a density greater than initially anticipated. This scheme is no different. 

10.2 In respect of economic benefits, it is acknowledged that future residents of the development 
would make use of local services and spend in local shops. However, as the scheme is for 53 
units the impact of this additional spend in the local economy would be limited. The scheme 
would also result in direct and indirect employment and create a demand for building supplies 
during the construction phase. Due to the short-term nature of these benefits, this can only be 
given limited weight.

10.3 The development, along with various part of the redevelopment of York would therefore create 
additional pressures on the infrastructure needed to support residential development. A Social 
Infrastructure Assessment has not been submitted as part of this application to justify the 
proposed impact.  

10.4 The Council’s IDP does state that the existing provision of GPs in Maidenhead is better than the 
Department of Health’s target patient ratio. However, as set out in IDP, the Borough has a high 
concentration of residential and nursing homes which places pressure on existing facilities due to 
the higher dependency of elderly patients in primary care facilities.. The IDP identifies how the 
Council, working in connection with the CCG and the NHS, can look to accommodate the future 
growth in demand.  

10.5 Whilst the development is liable for CIL, located within the town centre the liability rate is £0 per 
sqm. The increase in housing delivery above that anticipated has sought to be addressed in the 
recent updated to the BLP, which at the time for writing is currently been consulted on.  However, 
in the intervening period the Council will need to consider how to mitigate the cumulative impact 
of these developments. 

10.6 As discussed above a Section 106 legal agreement will be required to provide the following:
a) Affordable housing
b) Financial contribution towards cycle improvements
c) Travel Plan
d) At the time of writing the legal agreement was in draft and Members will be update at the 

Panel meeting on the status of this document. 

11. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

11.1 Paragraph 11 of the Framework explains how the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development applies. As set out in paragraph 9.5 it is considered that in this instance the tilted 
balance should be applied 

11.2 The above assessment concludes that the principle of redeveloping the site and making efficient 
use of previously developed land is consistent with both existing and emerging Development Plan 
policy and the NPPF (2019). Whilst the proposed scale of development is above that envisioned 
in Policy OA3 of AAP (2011) the allocation is out of date and superseded by a number of 
planning decisions. In the context of the NPPF (2019) the principle of the redevelopment is 
considered appropriate. The scheme is also not considered to prejudice the redevelopment of the 
wider area. Substantial weight as a benefit is given to the redevelopment of this site and 
making efficient use of previously developed land. 

11.3 The proposed development would result in the loss of existing community building and the 
applicants claim the building is surplus to the former occupier’s requirements. No evidence has 
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been provided to demonstrate that the building cannot be used by an alternative provider as 
required by policy MTC13 of the AAP (2011). The NPPF (2019) gives ‘greater weight’ to retaining 
facilities which meets the communities day-to-day needs. There is no evidence to dispute the 
applicants position that due to rationalisation the building has become surplus to St Johns 
Ambulances requirements. Therefore there is limited evidence to demonstrate that proposal 
would result in the loss of a facility needed to meet the day to day needs of the community. In 
view of the above policy context only limited harm can be given to the loss of the existing 
community facility. 

11.4 The proposed development is for one large 7 storey block the height and scale of the building per 
say is not considered to be inappropriate, however its lack of interaction or relationship of the 
principle elevation, that being the eastern elevation facing the waterway which is a highly visible 
results in a built from which looks detached and isolated and fails to relate or connect with the 
wider area. Given the sites position to the waterway limited area of soft landscaping is available 
as part of this scheme. This is considered to be contrary to paragraph 127 of the NPPF (2011) 
which looks for developments to function well and to be visually attractive based on a numbers of 
criteria including layout. It is also unclear how the scheme responds to the local character and 
history. However, and given the wider nature of the schemes being proposed within the local area 
and the site being in a lesser prominent position in the context of the York Road redevelopment 
area (I.e. only be visible from public views across the waterway) moderate harm is given to the 
poor design.  

11.5 In terms of affordable housing, the independent viability review has concluded that the scheme 
could viable bear a financial contribution of £400,000 towards affordable housing. The developer 
maintains that the scheme cannot viably bear any form of contributions, but nonetheless 
proposed to provide two on site affordable housing units as part of this application, these would 
be shared ownership and would are proposed to be the financial equivalent of approximately 
£320,000. Therefore the proposed development makes a limited contribution towards affordable 
housing, within a Borough where within the last financial year only 23 affordable housing units 
were delivered Borough Wide. Moderate weight is given to the affordable housing provision 
as a benefit given the viability of this scheme remains one were some dispute still 
remains. 

11.6 In terms of the impact on neighbouring amenities the proposed development is considered to 
have a significant impact on the amenities of the occupiers of 60- 70 Fotherby Court. In view of 
the town centre location and the above policy context, this impact to neighbouring amenity 
would have moderate harm which weighs against the scheme. 

11.7 The proposed accommodation located to the western elevation would overlook the football club 
and the report provided shows that units on these elevations bedrooms would suitable levels of 
sunlight/ daylight levels in line with the recognised industry standards, but the main living areas 
would fall short of this guidance which is the area where future occupiers would spend most of 
the time. Whilst noting that the site is in a relatively urban location, this would equate to 1/3 of the 
living areas tested and is not considered to promote the ‘high standard of amenity for future 
users’ sought by the NPPF (2019). In view of the policy context and the wider scheme and as this 
short fall is attributed to the design of the scheme opting for inset balconies on this elevation this 
impact to the provision of a suitable residential amenity would have moderate harm which 
weighs against the scheme

11.8 The proposed development is not considered to raise any highway issues in terms of highway 
safety or capacity grounds. It is also considered that appropriate levels of parking are proposed 
for a scheme of this nature, in this location. The applicants have agreed to provide a residential 
travel plan through the S106 legal agreement and makes a modest financial contribution of 
£1,542 towards improved cycle links around the town centre. The contributions towards 
sustainable modes of transport is considered to be benefit of this scheme given limited 
weight as a as it is considered necessary requirements of planning policy to support sustainable 
modes of transport. 

11.9 In terms of flooding the proposed development is considered to pass the sequential test and the 
development is appropriately flood resistant and resilient with dry access being provided via the 
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access onto the York Road. Subject to conditions the proposed development has also 
demonstrated a workable Sustainable Urban Drainage scheme. These are required to make the 
scheme acceptable in planning terms and are regarded as having a neutral impact on the 
relevant balancing exercise. 

11.10 In terms of ecology the Council’s Ecologist has confirmed that the proposed development is 
acceptable in terms of biodiversity, subject to a number pre-commencement conditions. Based on 
the comments from the EA and the Council's ecology it is considered that the principle of the 
proposed buffer between the eastern edge of the building and the waterway of circa 2-3m in 
appropriate. Officers consider that the details of the biodiversity enhancements and providing an 
appropriate buffers are most appropriately considered at the reserved matters stage regarding  
landscaping.  This buffers and mitigation on the waterway are required to make the scheme 
acceptable in planning terms and are regarded as having a neutral impact on the relevant 
balancing exercise. 

11.11 The proposed development would provide 53 new homes in a sustainable location which is given 
significant weight as benefit of this scheme. 

11.12 The economic benefits of this scheme, given the short-term nature of these benefits, this can only 
be given limited weight.

11.13 Overall and having due regard for the identified harm associated with this scheme it is not 
considered that the adverse impacts of the proposed development when taken as a whole would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 
NPPF (2019). 

11.14 In view of the above and the status of the relevant Development Plan policies on this basis the 
application is recommended for approval. 

12. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT

 Appendix A - Site location plan and site layout
 Appendix B – plan and elevation drawings
 Appendix C – indicative streetscenes

13. CONDITIONS RECOMMENDED FOR INCLUSION IF PERMISSION IS GRANTED 

1 The Development shall commence within two years from the date of approval of the last of the 
reserved matters.
Reason: In accordance with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 (as amended).

2 An application for the approval of the Landscape reserved matters shall be made to the Local 
Planning Authority within three years of the date of this permission
Reason: To accord with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 (as amended).

3 No development above ground floor slab level (as shown on the approved site section drawing) 
shall take place until samples of the materials to be used on the external surfaces of the 
development hereby approved have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. This should accord with the details submitted in the Design and Access 
Statement. The development shall be carried out and maintained in accordance with the 
approved details. The development shall only be carried out in accordance with the approved 
materials or such other details as agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. Relevant Policies - Royal Borough of 
Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan Local Plan DG1; Area Action Plan MTC4, MTC6, OA3.

4 No part of the development shall be occupied until the access has been constructed in 
accordance with the approved drawing. The access shall thereafter be retained.
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic. Relevant Policies - Local 
Plan T5, DG1, AAP MTC4, MTC14

5 No part of the development shall be occupied until cycle parking facilities have been provided in 
accordance with the details set out in the approved plans. These facilities shall thereafter be kept 
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available for the parking of cycles in association with the development at all times.
Reason: To ensure that the development is provided with adequate parking facilities in order to 
encourage the use of alternative modes of transport. Relevant Policies - Local Plan T7, DG1, 
AAP MTC4, MTC14

6 No part of the development shall be occupied until vehicle parking spaces have been provided 
and laid out in accordance with the approved plans. The space approved shall be retained for 
parking in association with the development.  
Reason: To ensure that the development is provided with adequate parking facilities in order to 
reduce the likelihood of roadside parking which could be detrimental to the free flow of traffic and 
to highway safety, and to facilitate vehicles entering and leaving the highway in forward gear. 
Relevant Policies - Local Plan P4, DG1, AAP MTC4, OA3.

7 Prior to the commencement of the development above ground floor slab level (as shown on the 
approved site section drawing) a copy of the application for the secured by design award scheme 
and the written response from the Designing Out Crime Officer setting out the schemes 
compliance shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority. Prior to occupation of the 
development hereby approved the applicant shall submit a copy of the Secured by Design 
certificate for compliance to the Local Planning Authority.   
Reason:  To ensure that the development achieves the secured by design award scheme to 
create safe and secure environments and reduce opportunities for crime in accordance with the 
NPPF (2018) and policy MTC4 of the Maidenhead Area Action Plan (2011).

8 Prior to occupation an external lighting scheme shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, 
the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented before any of the external 
lighting is brought into use and thereafter the lighting shall be operated in accordance with the 
approved scheme and maintained as operational. The scheme shall include the following:
i) The proposed design level of maintained average horizontal illuminance for the site.
ii) The proposed vertical illumination that will be caused by lighting when measured at windows of 
any properties in the vicinity.
iii) The proposals to minimise or eliminate glare from the use of the lighting installation.
iv) The proposed hours of operation of the light.

Reason: To ensure the development contributes to the visual amenities of the area and in 
the interests of the amenity of future, and adjoining, occupiers of land and buildings. Relevant 
Policies - AAP MTC4, MTC6, OA3.

9 Prior to the commencement of any development, including demolition, a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan to control the environmental effects of all demolition and 
construction activities for that part of the development, and containing all relevant Codes of 
Construction Practice, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning 
Authority. This shall include measures to protect the Maidenhead water way.
Reason:  To protect the environmental interests (noise, air quality, waste, ground water, ecology, 
water quality) and amenity of the area and for highway safety and convenience. Relevant Policies 
- Local Plan CA2, LB2, DG1, NAP3, NAP4, T5, T7, ARCH2, AAP MTC4, MTC13, MTC1

10 No development other than demolition of existing buildings on site to ground level shall take 
place until a surface water drainage scheme for the development based on sustainable drainage 
principles set out in the submitted >>>>insert final approved details<<<. Details shall include:
i) Full details of all components of the proposed surface water drainage system including 
dimensions, locations, gradients, invert levels, cover levels and relevant construction details.
ii) Supporting calculations confirming compliance with the Non-statutory Standards for 
Sustainable Drainage, proposed discharge rates and attenuation volumes to be provided
iii) Details of the maintenance arrangements relating to the proposed surface water drainage 
system, confirming who will be responsible for its maintenance and the maintenance regime to be 
implemented

The surface water drainage system shall be implemented and maintained in accordance with the 
approved details thereafter.
Reason: To ensure the proposed development is safe from flooding and does not increase flood 
risk elsewhere in accordance with National Planning Policy Framework, its associated guidance 
and the Non-Statutory Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems.

11 Prior to the commencement of any works above slab level (as shown on the approved site 
section drawing) details of measures to incorporate sustainable design and construction shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority, this should be based on the 
Sustainability and Energy Statement prepared by Bluesky Unlimited dated 12 February 2019 or 



Page 31

such other details as agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
Reason: The aforementioned document provides no clear indication of what measures will be 
incorporated into the proposal and as such it is necessary to ensure that the development is 
sustainable and makes efficient use of energy, water and materials and to comply with 
Requirement 1 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 'Sustainable Design and 
Construction Supplementary Planning Document' (June 2009), along with the National Planning 
Policy Framework. Relevant Policy - AAP MTC4.

12 No development above slab level (as shown on the approved long section drawing) shall 
commence until a noise study has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. This shall include:
i) Details of all the measures to be taken to acoustically insulate all habitable rooms against 
environmental and operational noise (including the operation of the adjoining Football Club), 
together with details of the methods of providing acoustic ventilation
ii) Details of how the proposed development is designed so that cumulative noise from 
surrounding uses (including the adjacent football club) does not impact on residential amenity. 
This shall include any appropriate mitigation measures.
iii) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and retained as 
such thereafter.
Reason: In the interests of the mutual amenity of future, and adjoining, occupiers of land and 
buildings. Relevant Policies - Local Plan NAP3, AAP MTC4

13 No part of the development shall be occupied until the access has been constructed in 
accordance with the access drawings approved under application 18/01777/OUT for the 
development site known as Desborough Bowls Club. The access shall thereafter be retained. 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and of the amenities of the area. Relevant Policies - 
Local Plan T5, DG1, AAP MTC4, MTC14

14 No part of the development shall be occupied until the refuse bin storage area and recycling 
facilities have been provided in accordance with the approved drawing. These facilities shall be 
kept available for use in association with the development at all times.
Reason:  To enable satisfactory refuse collection to take place in the interests of highway safety 
and convenience, to ensure effective waste collection services and to maximise recycling. 
Relevant Policies - Local Plan DG1, AAP MTC4

15 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted flood risk and SuDS 
Assessment, project number 19007, by Water Environment dated April 2019 and the following 
mitigation measures it details:

The footprint of the proposed development shall be located outside of the 1% annual 
probability (1 in 100) flood extent with an appropriate allowance for climate change as 
listed in section 5.19 

Finished floor levels shall be set no lower than 25.29 m above Ordnance Datum (AOD) 
There shall be no raising of existing ground levels within the 1% annual probability (1 in 

100) flood extent with an appropriate allowance for climate change as shown in drawing number 
200 revision 3 entitled "proposed ground floor plan" and drawing number 01A entitled "site survey 
as existing". 
These mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently in 
accordance with the scheme's timing/phasing arrangements. The measures detailed above shall 
be retained and maintained thereafter throughout the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To reduce the risk of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants and 
prevent flooding elsewhere by ensuring that the flow of flood water is not impeded and ensure the 
channel cross-section is not reduced as a result of the proposed development as required by the 
NPPF (2019) and its associated guidance on flooding

16 The demolition of the existing building shall be undertaken in accordance with the 
Recommendations (section 5) of the Bat Survey Report prepared by Ethos Environmental 
Planning dated September 2019 and received by the Local Planning Authority on the 09.10.2019. 
Reason: The site hosts a bat roost which will be affected by the proposals. This condition will 
ensure that bats, a material consideration, are not adversely impacted upon by the proposed 
development as required by policy NE1 of the Local Plan and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2019).

17 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plans 
listed below.
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved 
particulars and plans.
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Informatives 

 1 Members resolved to grant planning permission for this application on the >>>insert date<<<. In 
doing so they also have delegated authority to the Head of Planning Services to deal with any 
reserved matters regarding landscaping. This is in the interest of effective decision making.

 2 With reference to condition 3 (sample of materials) in all instance the materials provided shall 
include the following: a) Brickwork Panel(s), Sample panel(s) of brickwork showing the typical 
facing brick(s), method(s) of bonding and colour of pointing to be used for external surfaces of 
the  development. The sample panel shall be erected on site and maintained there during the 
course of construction. Details submitted shall broadly accord with the details set out in the 
Design and Access Statement

 3 As York Stream is a main river watercourse a separate Environment Agency consent will be 
required for the proposed discharge to the watercourse

 4 As part of the reserved matters regarding landscape a scheme for the provision and 
management of an ecological buffer zone alongside the York Stream of the dimensions shown 
as green space in the approved plans should be provided. The scheme shall include: plans 
showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone in relation to the bank top of the river details of 
enhancements to the York Stream and the ecological buffer zone. This should include the 
softening of hard banks, reprofiling of the banks where possible and the incorporation of 
marginal shelves for planting details of any proposed planting scheme, that must be native 
species of UK provenance details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during 
development a landscape and ecological management plan for the river corridor, including long-
term design objectives, management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for all 
landscaped areas. 

 5 As part of any reserved matters application regarding Landscaping full details of the green roofs 
(including irrigation and any rainwater harvesting) to be incorporated within the scheme and a 
programme for their implementation should be provided

 6  The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 require a permit to be 
obtained for any activities which will take place: on or within 8 metres of a main river (16 metres 
if tidal) on or within 8 metres of a flood defence structure or culvert (16 metres if tidal) on or 
within 16 metres of a sea defence, involving quarrying or excavation within 16 metres of any 
main river, flood defence (including a remote defence) or culvert in a floodplain more than 8 
metres from the river bank, culvert or flood defence structure (16 metres if it's a tidal main river). 
This planning permission does not negate nor override this requirement.

 7 The applicant's attention is drawn to the consultation of Natural England which states that:   
Demolition and construction activities adjacent to a watercourse which flows directly into the 

SSSI could cause pollution, dust, disturbance and other impacts upon the site. The following 
measures must be assured to ensure the impact is minimised:  All those involved should be 
informed of the status and legal obligations attached to the designation and where the boundary 
of the protected area is;  No pollution from demolition or construction of the development 
must adversely affect the SSSI and a the Construction Method Statement demonstrating how 
best practise will be used to minimise dust etc. must be submitted to, and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. All works must then proceed in accordance with the approved 
statement with any amendments agreed in writing.   )

 8 With reference to condition 9 on Construction Environmental Management Plan, the plan should 
include, but not be limited to:  /par Procedures for maintaining good public relations including 
complaint management, public consultation and liaison  /par Arrangements for liaison with the 
Environmental Protection Team  /par All works and ancillary operations which are audible at the 
site boundary, or at such other place as may be agreed with the Local Planning Authority, shall 
be carried out only between the following hours:  08 00 Hours and 18 00 Hours on Mondays to 
Fridays and 08 00 and 13 00 Hours on Saturdays and; at no time on Sundays and Bank 
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Holidays. Deliveries to and removal of plant, equipment, machinery and waste from the site must 
only take place within the permitted hours detailed above.  Mitigation measures as defined in BS 
5528: Parts 1 and 2: 2009 Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and Open Sites shall be 
used to minimise noise disturbance from construction works. Procedures for emergency 
deviation of the agreed working hours. Control measures for dust and other air-borne pollutants. 
This must also take into account the need to protect any local resident who may have a 
particular susceptibility to air-borne pollutants. Measures for controlling the use of site lighting 
whether required for safe working or for security purposes. a) Risk assessment of potentially 
damaging construction activities. /par Identification of "biodiversity protection zones". /Practical 
measures (both physical measures and sensitive working practices) to avoid or reduce impacts 
during construction, including precautionary measures for nesting birds, otter and water vole. 
The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversity features. /par The times 
during construction when specialist ecologists need to be present on site to oversee works. /par 
Responsible persons and lines of communication. /par Use of protective fences, exclusion 
barriers and warning sign

 9 With reference to condition X the lighting scheme will include detail of how this will not adversely 
impact upon wildlife. The report should include the following figures and appendices: 
A layout plan with beam orientation  
A schedule of equipment  
Measures to avoid glare  
An isolux contour map showing light spillage to 1 lux both vertically and horizontally and areas 
identified as being ecologically sensitive.   

10 The proposed development is located within 15m of our underground waste water assets and as 
such we would like the following informative attached to any approval granted. The proposed 
development is located within 15m of Thames Waters underground assets, as such the 
development could cause the assets to fail if appropriate measures are not taken. Please read 
our guide 'working near our assets' to ensure your workings are in line with the necessary 
processes you need to follow if you're considering working above or near our pipes or other 
structures.https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-
development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes. Should you require further information please 
contact Thames Water. Email: developer.services@thameswater.co.uk Phone: 0800 0093921 
(Monday to Friday, 8am to 5pm) Write to: Thames Water Developer Services, Clearwater Court, 
Vastern Road, Reading, Berkshire RG1 8DB
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water would advise that if the developer follows 
the sequential approach to the disposal of surface water we would have no objection. Where the 
developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water 
Developer Services will be required. Should you require further information please refer to our 
website.https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Apply-and-pay-for-
services/Wastewaterservices


