
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Planning Appeals Received 

 
26 November 2019 - 20 December 2019 

 
WINDSOR 
 
The appeals listed below have been received by the Council and will be considered by the Planning Inspectorate.  
Should you wish to make additional/new comments in connection with an appeal you can do so on the Planning 
Inspectorate website at https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ please use the PIns reference number.  If you do 
not have access to the Internet please write to the relevant address, shown below. 
 
 
Enforcement appeals:  The Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, 

BS1 6PN  
 
Other appeals:  The Planning Inspectorate Temple Quay House, 2 The Square Bristol BS1 6PN  

 
 
 
Ward:  
Parish: Sunningdale Parish 
Appeal Ref.: 19/60118/REF Planning Ref.: 18/03524/FULL PIns Ref.: APP/T0355/W/19/

3238418 
Date Received: 27 November 2019 Comments Due: 1 January 2020 
Type: Refusal Appeal Type: Written Representation 
Description: Detached 4 bedroom dwelling 
Location: Land Adjacent Cherry Tree Cottage Bedford Lane Sunningdale Ascot   
Appellant: Mr Derek Lamb c/o Agent: Mr Christian Leigh Leigh & Glennie Ltd 6 All Souls Road Ascot 

SL5 9EA 
 
 
Ward:  
Parish: Windsor Unparished 
Appeal Ref.: 19/60120/ENF Enforcement 

Ref.: 
17/50230/ENF PIns Ref.: APP/T0355/C/19/

3234518 
Date Received: 2 December 2019 Comments Due: 27 January 2020 
Type: Enforcement Appeal Appeal Type: Written Representation 
Description: Appeal against the Enforcement notice:  Without planning permission, the erection of a 

single storey rear extension and attached lean to. 
Location: 91 Kentons Lane Windsor SL4 4JH  
Appellant: Dajinder  Pal Singh Goraya c/o Agent: Mr Syed Naqvi DOTS Architectural Services Ltd 45 

New Road Uxbridge UB8 3DY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://acp.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/


 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appeal Decision Report 
 

26 November 2019 - 20 December 2019 
 

WINDSOR 
 
 
 

Appeal Ref.: 18/60136/REF Planning Ref.: 18/02492/TPO PIns Ref.: APP/TPO/T0355/
7066 

Appellant: Mr Steve Wood - SMW (Tree) Consultancy Ltd c/o Agent: Mr Stephen M Wood SMW (Tree) 
Consultancy Ltd 3 Orchard Close Blackwater Camberley GU17 9EX 

Decision Type: Delegated Officer Recommendation: Refuse 

Description: (T7) Oak T7 - Extra Over mature - Air Spade Root investigation and root analysis of soil area 
within the proposed foundation area to establish what root activity is present and its species. 
(TPO 50 of 2006)    

Location: Land Adjacent Wellington House Rise Road Ascot   

Appeal Decision: Dismissed Decision Date: 28 November 2019 

 
Main Issue: 

 
The Inspector concluded that the appeal trees as a whole have a significant impact on the 
local environment and it’s enjoyment by the public.  As such, any works, which disturb the 
rooting medium of any of the vegetation, leading to the loss of saplings and seedlings, would 
significantly diminish the character and appearance of the area. 

 

Appeal Ref.: 19/60033/REF Planning Ref.: 18/03079/TPO PIns Ref.: APP/TPO/T0355/
7297 

Appellant: G McShane c/o Agent: Mr Paul Warrener Branch Management 110 Bagshot Green Bagshot 
Surrey GU19 5JT 

Decision Type:  Officer Recommendation: Partial 
Refusal/Partial 
Approval 

Description: (T1) - Turkey Oak - Remove selected lower branches to raise canopy up to 6 - 8 metres from 
ground level and reduce over extending branches in length throughout the remainder of the 
canopy by 2 - 3 metres. (T2,4,5) - Oak - Reduce in length by 2 - 3 metres the branches that 
are growing toward the house. (T3) - Sweet Chestnut - Reduce in length by 2 - 3 metres the 
branches that are growing toward the house.. (TPO 16 of 1985). 

Location: 6 Martingales Close Ascot SL5 9FQ  

Appeal Decision: Dismissed Decision Date: 29 November 2019 

 
Main Issue: 

 
The Inspector concluded that the Council has taken account of the shading to the rear 
garden complained of and they have granted consent for reasonable reduction works which 
would be in accord with best practice.  There is no justification for the pruning works 
proposed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 

Appeal Ref.: 19/60073/REF Planning Ref.: 18/02651/LBC PIns Ref.: APP/T0355/Y/19/
3229172 

Appellant: Mr John Clark c/o Agent: Mr Robert Wilson Granit Chartered Architects Unit 18 - 19 16 
Porteus Place London SW4 0AS 

Decision Type: Delegated Officer Recommendation: Refuse 

Description: Consent to undertake internal alterations to the lower ground floor comprising; replacement 
floor, close and fix shut the opening from WC to kitchen, reinstate basement/sink et al, 
drainage to a below-ground connector, reconnect waste pipes, wall removal, enlarge existing 
openings to stair, alterations to existing joinery/and existing spindles. 

Location: 6 Queens Terrace  Kings Road Windsor SL4 2AR 

Appeal Decision: Dismissed Decision Date: 27 November 2019 



 
 

 
 

 
Main Issue: 

 
6 Queens Terrace forms part of a terrace of 9 dwellings. The buildings are 3 storey and set 
back from the road by a forecourt. The group is Jacobean in design and constructed in brick 
of varying colours, with prominent gabled fronts to each dwelling. The windows have stone 
mullions and distinctive honeycomb glazing. The building is believed to have been designed 
by Samuel Teulon and is Grade II listed. Whilst the listing does not provide details of the 
interior, it is understood that some of the properties in the terrace have been reconfigured 
internally. The significance in the asset lies in the fact that it forms part of a well-preserved 
wider group, and as an attractive surviving example of a building of its type by a prominent 
architect.  7. The proposal comprises the removal of the internal walls between the existing 
internal hallway, and the adjoining dining room and kitchen. It is acknowledged that the 
internal hierarchy of the building would have attributed less importance to the basement and 
attic, as servants’ quarters. The floorplan has likely already been altered, with the inclusion of 
a WC underneath the stairs, and the likely removal of at least one partition wall within the 
space inhabited by the existing kitchen. Nevertheless, the cellular layout is an important 
characteristic of the space. The further alteration of the space would remove the kitchen wall 
almost entirely, and whilst the original line of the wall would be discernible in the remaining 
"nibs", the absence of separation would nonetheless erode the plan form and with it, some of 
the historic character of this part of the house. It would also lead to a loss of historic fabric. 
Both these factors would cause harm to the significance of the heritage asset.  8. With 
regard to the removal of the dining room wall, the submitted plans show the partial removal 
of this structure with the retention of the internal window by means of a steel support. As a 
result, the window would "float" above an empty space, allowing views of the staircase and 
open kitchen behind. The retention of the window in this manner would appear contrived and 
the steel support would introduce an incongruous element. This would fail to preserve the 
character of this part of the building, or its architectural interest, and would also involve the 
loss of historic fabric.  9. The Inspector advised that other properties in the terrace have had 
the walls identified above removed at basement level. For this reason, the Council did not 
object to the removal of the kitchen wall.  The Inspector is not aware of the circumstances, 
which led to these or other approvals for such works along the terrace. As each proposal 
must be treated on its own merits, and having regard to the statutory duty under the Act, she 
does not consider the precedent to be justification in itself.    The erosion of the original plan 
form of the other basements adds some weight to the need to preserve remaining examples 
of the original plan where appropriate.  10. The works are internal and so would have only 
limited impact on the external appearance of the building. Due to the level of the front 
basement window, the front façade would be unaffected and although the greater openness 
of the ground floor would be evident in views into the basement at the rear, the position of 
the existing garden extension limits the extent of such views. This matter does not therefore 
add to the harm identified.  11. The harm identified would amount to "less than substantial 
harm" which the Framework advises must be weighed against the public benefits of the 
scheme. The works are intended to improve the existing accommodation and so secure its 
optimum viable use.  The Inspector had no convincing evidence that the existing 
accommodation is deficient, or that the existing layout prohibits the effective or comfortable 
use of the asset as a family home.   The Inspector therefore gives no weight to this matter as 
a public benefit. It has also been put to her that the removal of the walls is also intended to 
allow more light into the central area of the floorplan. Having regard to the depth of the 
relevant rooms, any increase in light is likely to be very low, if any, and so attributes this 
matter no weight.  12. The appellant has identified a number of heritage benefits, which 
would arise if the scheme was implemented in its entirety. These include the removal of 
inappropriate cornicing and radiators, removal of ceiling speakers and MDF cupboards, the 
reinstatement of a door to the sitting room and the reuse of part of the floorplan for storage, 
in line with its probable historical use. Most of these changes could be carried out without 
also removing the walls as proposed and in any case, whilst the cumulative effect of these 
minor alterations may be positive, they would not, taken together, outweigh the harm arising 
from the removal of historic fabric and erosion of plan form that would arise from the scheme.  
13. The Framework is clear that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and that in 
considering the impact of development on the significance of heritage assets, great weight 
should be given to the asset's conservation. The Inspector therefore attributes great weight 
to the harm, which would arise to the significance of the asset and conclude that the limited 
public benefits identified would not outweigh this harm. It follows that the proposal fails to 
comply with national policy outlined in the Framework and with policy LB2 of the Local Plan.  
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

Appeal Ref.: 19/60095/REF Planning Ref.: 19/00596/CPD PIns Ref.: APP/T0355/X/19/
3227351 

Appellant: Mr & Mrs Dimbylow c/o Agent: Mr Cameron Lloyd CAD UP Ltd Landmark House Station 
Road Hook RG27 9HA 

Decision Type: Delegated Officer Recommendation: Refuse 

Description: Certificate of lawfulness to determine whether the proposed L-shaped rear dormer and 2no. 
front rooflights following the removal of existing 2no. rear dormer windows and 1no. front 
rooflight is lawful. 

Location: 307 St Leonards Road Windsor SL4 3DR 

Appeal Decision: Allowed Decision Date: 5 December 2019 

 
Main Issue: 

 
The Inspector considers that the proposed L-shaped former is one discrete operation, not 
separate out its constituent parts. The proposed L-shaped dormer would be a single 
structure, and so as a matter of fact and degree, it would be an enlargement which joins the 
main roof to the roof of the outrigger and conditions B.2 (b)(i)(aa) and B2(b)(ii) do not apply. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 


