
ROYAL BOROUGH DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PANEL 
 

WEDNESDAY, 18 NOVEMBER 2020 
 
PRESENT: Councillors Phil Haseler (Chairman), David Cannon (Vice-Chairman), 
John Bowden, Geoff Hill, David Hilton, Neil Knowles, Joshua Reynolds, Amy Tisi and 
Leo Walters 
 
Also in attendance:  
 
Officers: Neil Allen, Victoria Gibson, Shilpa Manek, Claire Pugh, Jo Richards, Sian 
Saadeh and Adrien Waite 
 
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
No apologies for absence were received. 
 
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
Councillor Haseler declared a prejudicial interest for item 4, Grove Park as he had sent a letter 
of objection to the application, before he became a councillor in 2018. Councillor Haseler 
would leave the meeting for Item 4 and the Vice Chairman, Councillor Cannon would sit as 
Chairman and then hand back to Councillor Haseler at the end of item 4. Councillor Haseler 
would take no part in any discussion or vote for item 4. 
 
Councillors Bowden, Cannon, Hilton, Knowles and Tisi had sat on previous planning panels 
when the application for item 6, Essex Lodge, was discussed at Windsor Area Development 
Management Panel. All members were attending the meeting with an open mind. 

 
MINUTES FROM 21 OCTOBER 2020  
 
RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: that the minutes of the meeting held on 21 October 2020 
were a true and accurate record after a small amendment in the DOI item, to change ‘he’ 
to ‘she’ for Councillor Tisi’s declaration. 

 
18/03348/OUT - GROVE PARK INDUSTRIAL ESTATE - WALTHAM ROAD - WHITE 

WALTHAM - MAIDENHEAD - SL6 3LW  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Hill to permit the application as per Officers 
recommendation. This was seconded by Councillor Bowden. 
 
A named vote was taken. 
 
 
 
RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: that the application be PERMITTED as per Officer’s 
recommendation. 

 
20/00839/FULL - STUDIO HOUSE - SCHOOL LANE - COOKHAM - MAIDENHEAD - 

SL6 9QJ  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Reynolds to permit the application as per Officers 
recommendation. This was seconded by Councillor Hilton. 
 



A named vote was taken. 
 
 
 
RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY: that the application be PERMITTED as per Officer’s 
recommendation. 

 
20/00935/FULL - ESSEX LODGE - 69 OSBORNE ROAD AND ANNEXE - ESSEX 

LODGE - 69 OSBORNE ROAD - WINDSOR  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Walters to refuse the application, contrary to Officers 
recommendation. This was seconded by Councillor Knowles. The reasons for refusal were 
that the proposed development by virtue of its layout, scale and mass and given that the 
building would intrude further forward along Osbourne Road the development would be 
harmful to the character and appearance of the area and the setting of the Conservation Area 
and the public benefits are not considered to outweigh this harm. The proposal fails to comply 
with Local Plan policies DG1, H10 and CA2 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 
Local Plan Incorporating Alterations adopted June 2003. 
 
A named vote was taken. 
 
 
 
RESOLVED: that the application be REFUSED, contrary to Officer’s recommendation, 
for the reasons above. 
 
 

 

 
20/01129/FULL - MOORBRIDGE COURT AND LIBERTY HOUSE AT 29 TO 53 

MOORBRIDGE ROAD - MAIDENHEAD  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Hilton to refuse the application, contrary to Officers 
recommendation. The reasons for refusal were the design was such that there was too little 
amenity space for the numbers of apartments that would be in the building, there was lack of 
community space in the building which would have adverse effect to health and wellbeing of 
people within that community. The harm was significant and would outweigh the benefits of 
having additional housing. The site was over-developed and would give rise to unacceptable 
traffic impact which would cause a significant detrimental effect. The policies that cover this 
included DG1, H10, H11, H14, Highways Policy T5 and NPPF policy’s 127, 127A, policy F 
within 127 and 130.  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Cannon to defer and delegate the application to Head 
of Planning as per Officers recommendation in the panel update. 
 
Councillor Hill seconded the first proposal for refusal, made by Councillor Hilton. Councillor Hill 
added that the proposed development was high density and the effect of people’s mental 
health, especially in the current times.  
 
Councillor Reynolds seconded the second proposal to defer and delegate the application to 
Head of Planning as per Officers recommendation in the panel update, made by Councillor 
Cannon. 
 
A named vote was taken on the first proposal that had been proposed and seconded. A 
named vote was taken on the motion put forward by Councillor Hilton and seconded by 
Councillor Hill to refuse the application. 
 



 
 
 
This motion fell. 
 
A second named vote was taken on the second proposal for approval as per Officers 
recommendation, proposed by Councillor Cannon and seconded by Councillor Reynolds. 
 
 
 
RESOLVED: that the application be DEFERRED AND DELEGATED to Head of Planning, 
as per Officer’s recommendation in the Panel Update. 
 
 
 
A named vote was taken to see if Panel Members wanted to continue with the meeting. 
 
RESOLVED: that the meeting carried on to complete the items on the agenda. 

 
20/01463/FULL - ST CLOUD GATE - ST CLOUD WAY - MAIDENHEAD - SL6 8XD  
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Reynolds to refuse the application, contrary to Officers 
recommendation. 
 
A motion was put forward by Councillor Hill to approve the application as per Officers 
recommendation. This was seconded by Councillor Hilton. 
 
Councillor Reynolds motion was not seconded. 
 
A named vote was taken on the second proposal which was for approval as per Officers 
recommendation, proposed by Councillor Hill and seconded by Councillor Hilton. 
 
 
 
 
RESOLVED: that the application be PERMITTED as per Officer’s recommendation. 

 
ESSENTIAL MONITORING REPORTS (MONITORING)  
 
Councillor Walters highlighted that out of 15 appeals, only two refusals were allowed. This was 
a good record. 

 
Councillor Walters informed the Panel and the Chairman that he was not happy that he was 
unable to participate in item 1. 

 
PANEL UPDATES  
 
 
The meeting, which began at 6.15 pm, finished at 11.00 pm 
 

CHAIRMAN………………………………. 
 

DATE……………………………….......... 
 


