
   

ROYAL BOROUGH OF WINDSOR & MAIDENHEAD 
PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
MAIDENHEAD DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL 

 
17 November 2021          Item:  1 

Application 
No.: 

20/00714/FULL 

Location: Land To The South West of Howe Lane Farm Howe Lane Paley Street Maidenhead   
Proposal: Development of a gas fired electricity generating facility, incorporating engine house, 

ammonia tank, four 15m high flues, office, gas pressure reduction and electricity sub-
station buildings, 2.5m high security fencing, entrance gates, vehicular access, parking 
and associated landscaping. 

Applicant: Miss Cassie 
Agent: Not Applicable 
Parish/Ward: Shottesbrooke Parish/Hurley And Walthams 
  

If you have a question about this report, please contact:  Antonia Liu on 01628 796034 or at 
antonia.liu@rbwm.gov.uk 

 
1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 Through the use of fossil fuels, the proposed development would result in carbon emissions 

which contributes towards climate change. However, this does not automatically render the 
scheme unacceptable as national policy for energy is that to ensure security of supply, a diverse 
mix of all types of power generation, including fossil fuel generation is required. Furthermore, the 
proposal is for a flexible peaking plant to ensure resilience in energy supply when there is high 
demand as renewable energy can be intermittent and fossil fuel generation can be brought 
online quickly and shut down when demand is low. Therefore, national policy confirms that that 
fossil fuel power stations play and will continue to play an important role in providing reliable 
electricity supplies, and policy is that they must be constructed and operated in line with climate 
change goals. With the intention to operate using a 20% volume weighted blend of hydrogen as 
a fuel gas, which would lower emissions in comparison to no blend of hydrogen by approximately 
8%, there is policy support for the proposed development in this respect.  

 
1.2 The proposed development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, would cause harm to 

the openness of the Green Belt and be contrary to one of the purposes of the Green Belt, 
namely safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. There is also other harm in respect of 
its unsustainable location and highway safety, harm to the character of the site and its locality, 
the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land.   
 

1.3 The proposed development is put forward a case for Very Special Circumstances based on the 
public benefit in respect of energy security and support of the use renewable energy and 
decarbonisation in the transition period, and support of the use and deployment of renewable 
energy; the lack of other reasonably available alternative sites; and economic benefits. However, 
the in the overall balancing exercise for establishing VSC, it is not considered that the identified 
harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations, and therefore VSC has not been 
demonstrated to justify the development in the Green Belt.  

 

It is recommended the Panel refuses planning permission for the following summarised 
reasons (the full reasons are identified in Section 13 of this report): 

1. The proposal represents inappropriate development in Green Belt, which is by definition 
harmful to the Green Belt, and would harm actual openness of the Green Belt and conflict 
with one of the purposes of the Green Belt, namely 'to assist in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment'. No Very Special Circumstances have been demonstrated 
that clearly outweighs the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm. 

2. Due to its siting, scale, form, mass, design, features and materials, the proposed 
development would be a substantial and prominent development which would be urban 



   

and industrial in appearance, contrary to the rural and open character of the site and 
surrounds.  

 

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 site is an irregular in shape, measuring approximately 4.4ha, and comprises of an arable 

field.  
 
3.2 The M4, which runs approximately north-south, forms the western boundary of the western-

section of the application site while to the north lies Great Wood. Great Wood is a semi-natural 
woodland which is dissected by the M4. The main woodland extent is situated on the western 
side of the motorway. To the south the arable field continues, while to the east is a native 
hedgerow and beyond the hedgerow is another arable field.  

 
3.3 A strip of land, which forms part of the application site, links the western-section with Howe Lane, 

while another strip of land runs parallel to Howe Lane to an area to the south. This southern 
section of the application site measures approximately 0.4ha and is sited approximately 35m to 
the north of the roundabout intersection between Howe Lane and Drift Road. To the south of this 
section of the application site is a high pressure gas pipe.  

 
3.4 In between the western and southern section of the application site is another area of land 

measuring approximately 0.25ha, to the north of The Cut. An overhead electricity line runs 
through the northern section this part of the application site. The Cut and overhead electricity line 
run approximately southwest-northeast. This central area is linked to the western section of the 
application site and Howe Lane by strips of land.  

 
3.5 The wider area is predominately arable fields and woodland with intermittent farmsteads and 

settlements. Paley Street lies approximately 500m to the north, White Waltham lies approximately 
1.2km to the northwest of the site, Shurlock Row lies approximately 2.5km to the southwest.   

 
4. KEY CONSTRAINTS   
 
4.1  The entire site lies within Green Belt. Except for the north-west corner, the site lies in Flood Zone 

2. Great Wood is designated as ancient woodland and a local wildlife site.   
 
5. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
 The Proposed Development  
 
5.1 The proposed development is for a gas fired electricity generating facility with associated 

infrastructure and landscaping. It is intended to operate as a peaking plant for the purposes of 
supplying electricity to the National Grid as and when required. 

 
5.2 The proposed development includes four 12.5MW gas reciprocating engines enclosed in a mono 

pitch roof building (the engine house). The engine house measures approximately 13m in height 
which slopes down to 9.5m in height and on the roof slope are 4 air outlets modules. The engine 
house is frame-clad with sound insulating green corrugated cladding on the walls and insulated 
light grey panels on the roof. The gas reciprocating engines are connected to a radiator and 4 x 
15m high exhaust stacks, which are external to the engine house. To the west of the engine 
house, radiator and exhaust stacks are 2x hydrogen production containers and control kiosk, and 
a heat recovery water tank and kiosk. To the east of the engine house, radiator and exhaust 
stacks are an ammonia / urea tank, two engine oil tanks and water thank. To the south-west is a 
site office measuring approximately 3.5m in height at the roof ridge, 18.3m in length x 9.7m in 
width containing an office, lockers and storage area, break out room, WC and shower. Around 



   

this main compound is a perimeter fence comprising of a 2.5m high weld mesh fence with steel 
posts finished in mid-dark green colour and cranked top supporting three strands of barbed wire 
being the maximum height of the perimeter fence to 3m. A concrete crash barrier around 1m in 
height is proposed along the west (M4) side of the compound.  

 
5.3 To the south of the engine house, radiator and exhaust stacks, a gas pressure reduction and 

metering station is proposed. A new underground gas connection would connect the gas 
pressure reduction and metering station and a detached gas compound which is proposed 
approximately 290m south-east of the main compound, adjacent to Howe Lane and to the north 
of roundabout junction with Drift Road. At the gas compound the new underground pipe will 
connect into the existing high-pressure gas main, enclosed within the compound. The above 
ground pipework will have a maximum height of 2.1m, while the telemetry kiosk measures 
approximately 2.6m in height x 2.5m in width x 3m in length. A satellite dish sits on top of the 
telemetry kiosk, which is approximately 1.6m in height. A 2.5m high weldmesh fence and hedge 
made up of Field Maple, Hawthorne, Hazel and Blackthorn is proposed around the gas 
compound, and as a detached compound it would have a separate access from Howe Lane.  

 
5.4 Also, to the south of the engine house radiator and exhaust stacks, to the west of the gas 

pressure reduction and metering station, is an electricity substation. A new underground electrical 
connection is proposed which would connect the electricity substation to an electric point of 
connection compound which provides a connection to an existing overhead distribution line. The 
electric compound is sited approximately 63m to the south-east of the main compound. The 
electric compound includes a control room measuring approximately 5m in height x 4.5m in width 
x 10m in length, a metering kiosk measuring approximately do 5m in height x 2.5m in width and 
2.5m in length, and a Point of Contact (POC) Mast which is approximately 29m in height. 
Surrounding the electric point of connection compound is a 2.4m high palisade fence.  

 
5.5 Storm water attenuation ponds, which are approximately 500mm deep is proposed to the south of 

the main compound. Enclosing the main compound, gas pressure reduction and metering station, 
electricity substation, and attenuation pond, is woodland planting along the northern, eastern and 
southern boundary while along the western boundary is hedge and specimen tree planting.  

 
5.6 Access to the main compound, gas pressure reduction and metering station, and electricity 

substation is proposed from Howe Lane. 
 
5.7 The life-span of the development and lease term of the land is 30 years and following 

decommissioning of the development the intention to restore the site back to agricultural land.  
 
5.8 There is a planning application ref: 20/00715/FULL which is pending decision for a further engine 

house containing four 12.5MW gas reciprocating engines, gas pressure reduction and metering 
station, electricity substation and storm water attenuation pond to the east of engine house, gas 
pressure reduction and metering station, and electricity substation proposed under this 
application. For clarity, the fencing along the boundaries of the main compound, enclosing 
planting, the access and detached electric point of connection compound and gas compound 
form part of both proposals.  

 
5.9 The applicant has set out the following reasons for two applications:  
 

 Two units rather than one larger unit provides flexibility in funding, capital, market bidding 
and divestment, and a two plant option creates competitive tension at the design and 
procurement stage.  

 Smaller generating stations compared to a single generating station of greater than 
100MW do not require compliance with the Balancing and Settlement Code (concerning 
the financial settlement of power entering and existing the National Electricity 
Transmission System); the Connection and Use of System Code (concerning the 
contractual arrangements for connection to and use of the transmission system); and the 
Grid Code (concerning the technical requirements for the planning and use of the 
National Electricity Transmission System).  

 Each generating station would operate independently of each other. 



   

 Each generating station would be owned and operated by separate Special Purpose 
Vehicle, which has in place separate leases from the relevant landowner, and separate 
planning applications to include the necessary connection arrangements that allows each 
generating station to operate independently, make connections to the existing gas and 
electrical infrastructure and for access.  

 
 Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) 
 
5.10 A NSIP is defined in the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and includes the construction or 

extension of a generating station if it is in England, does not generate electricity from wind, is not 
an offshore generating station and its capacity is more than 50MW. The question falls to whether 
the proposed development submitted under 20/00714/FULL, in conjunction with the proposed 
submitted under 20/00715/FULL, would trigger the NSPI definition.  

 
5.11 For a NSIP, the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) sets out a streamlined decision-making process 

for such development, with applications submitted to the Planning Inspectorate who determines, 
whether the application meets the standard to be excepted for examination. The Planning 
Inspectorate then has up to 6 months to carry out the examination before preparing a report to 
the Secretary of State, including a recommendation. The Secretary of State then makes a 
decision on whether to grant or refuse a development consent order (DCO). It would be a criminal 
offence under section 160 of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) to carry out the development 
of an NSIP without a DCO.  

 
5.12 The construction or extension of energy generation station that does not meet the criteria of a 

NSIP can be assessed and determined under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended).   

 
5.13 The issue turns on whether the 50MW threshold set out in the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) is 

exceeded or not, which would be the case if the two energy generating stations were treated as 
constituting one generating station.  

 
5.14 In this case, each unit is unable to generate more than 50MW, and the functional independence 

of each generating station is a key factor in determining whether or not the proposed 
development can be properly regarded as separate developments, and therefore below the 
threshold set by the Planning Act 2008. Each generating station can and would operate 
independently of each other as there is no functional dependency between the two units other 
than sharing an access, point of connection at the electricity substation and entry point to the Gas 
National Transmission System. There would be some overlap between the development 
proposed in each application, as set out above, but each application is self-contained and 
therefore capable of being implemented and brought into operation independently (whilst also 
allowing both of the energy generating stations to be development and operated alongside one 
another). The fact that two proposed schemes are near to each other, driven by the same 
locational considerations (the grid capacity and the National Transmission Systems) or 
submission by the same developer does not indicate that they ought to be regarded as one 
generating station.  

 
5.15 On this basis, the view is that each generating station ought to be regarded as separate 

generating station and so the proposed development should be regarded as falling below the 
threshold set by the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and therefore can be registered and 
determined under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

 
 Planning History   
 
5.16 Relevant planning history is as follows:  
 

Reference Description of Works Decision and Date 

01/37285/OUT Motorway Service Area to serve the 
west bound carriageway of the M4 
Motorway 

Appealed for non-determination, 
called in by Secretary of State - 
31.08.2001 
 



   

Appeal dismissed – 06.10.2005 

 
6. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
6.1 Adopted Royal Borough Local Plan (2003) 
 
 The main Development Plan policies applying to the site are: 
  

Issue Adopted Local Plan Policy 

Green Belt  GB1, GB2 

Archaeology  ARCH3, ARCH4 

Environmental Protection  NAP3, NAP4 

Character and Appearance of Area DG1 

Highways P4, T5 

Trees N6 

Flood Risk  F1 

 
6.2 Adopted Hurley and the Waltham’s Neighbourhood Plan (HWNP) (2015-2030) 
 

Issue Neighbourhood Plan Policy 

Sustainable Development  Env1 

Climate Change, Flood and Water Management  Env2 

Character and Appearance  Gen2 

Good Vehicle Traffic  T1, T2 

  
7. MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  
 
7.1 National Planning Policy Framework Sections (NPPF) (2021) 
 
 Section 2 – Achieving Sustainable Development  
 Section 4 – Decision Making  
 Section 9 – Promoting Sustainable Transport 
 Section 12 – Achieving Well Designed Places 
 Section 13 – Protecting the Green Belt  
 Section 14 – Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change, Flooding and Coastal Change 
 Section 15 – Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment 
 Section 16 – Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment 
 
 National Policy Statement (NPS) for Energy 
 
7.2 NPS EN-1: Overarching National Policy Statement 
 NPS EN-2: Fossil fuel electricity generation  
 NPS EN-3: Renewable electricity generation (both onshore and offshore)  

NPS EN-4: Gas supply infrastructure and gas and oil pipelines  
NPS EN-5: The electricity transmission and distribution network  
NPS EN-6: Nuclear electricity generation  

 
7.3 The NPS documents sets out Government policy for delivery of major energy projects, which is 

defined in the Planning Act 2008 as a generating station with a capacity of more than 50MW. 
However, the NPS documents states that they likely to be a material consideration in decision 
making on applications that fall under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), 
the extent of which will be on a case by case basis.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
National Design Guide 



   

 
7.4 This document was published in October 2019 and seeks to illustrate 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 on 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. 

 
7.5 Borough Local Plan: Submission Version (BLPSV) (2017) and Borough Local Plan: 

Submission Version Proposed Changes (BLPSVPC) (2019) 
 

Issue BLPSV BLPSVPC Policy 

Climate Change   N/A SP2 

Green Belt  SP1, SP5 SP1, QP5 

Character and Appearance  SP2, SP3 QP1, QP3 

Sustainable Transport   IF2 IF2 

Ecology  NR3 NR2 

Trees NR2 NR3 

Flood risk and Waterways NR1 NR1 

Environmental Protection  EP1, EP2, EP3, EP4, EP5 EP1, EP2, EP3, EP4, EP5 

 
Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out that decision-makers may give weight to relevant policies in 
emerging plans according to: 

 
a)  the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, 

the greater the weight that may be given);  
b)  the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 

significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); 
and  

c)  the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

 
The Borough Local Plan Submission Document was published in June 2017. Public consultation 
ran from 30 June to 27 September 2017. The plan and its supporting documents, including all 
representations received, was submitted to the Secretary of State for independent examination in 
January 2018. 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. Public consultation ran from 1 November to 15 December 2019. All representations 
received were reviewed by the Council before the Proposed Changes were submitted to the 
Inspector. The Examination was resumed in late 2020 and the Inspector’s post hearings advice 
letter was received in March 2021. The consultation on the main modification to the BLPSV ran 
from 19 July to 5 September 2021.  
 
The BLPSV together with the Proposed Changes are material considerations for decision-
making.  The weight to be given to each of the emerging policies and allocations will depend on 
an assessment against the criteria set out in paragraph 48 of the NPPF. This assessment is set 
out in detail, where relevant, in Section 9 of this report. 

 
7.6 Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

 Interpretation of Policy F1 

 Interpretation of Policy NAP4 

 Landscape Character Assessment  

 Borough Wide Design Guide  
 
7.7 Other Local Strategies or Publications 



   

 

 RBWM Parking Strategy 

 RBWM Environment and Climate Strategy  
 
7.8 Bracknell Forest Council Core Strategy  
 

Issue Core Strategy Policies  

Transport  CS23 

Transport and New Development  CS24 

 
8. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 
 
 Comments from interested parties 
 

6 neighbours were notified directly of the application. A notice advertising the application was 
erected at the site on 16.04.2020. The application was advertised in a local paper distributed in 
the borough on 02.04.2020. Re-consultation was undertaken on 21.09.2021 with the consultation 
period closing on the 19.10.2021.  

 
 1 letter supporting the application has been received, summarised as:  
 

Comment Where in the report this is 
considered 

Flexible power generation need as back up to wind and 
solar.  

Section 9(i) 

VSC for Green Belt location exists as site needs to be 
close to the National Gas Transmission System for the 
input of gas, and close to the High Voltage national grid 
system into which power will be fed. 

Section 9(xii) 

Emission of CO2 and other pollutants are much lower that 
other methods utilising hydrocarbon, and air emissions 
are controlled via scrubber systems technology and will 
be kept below current legal limits. 

Section 9(v) 

M4 would must much of the noise, and plant will be 
insulated for noise  

Section 9(v) 

Plant is automated with only maintenance crew required, 
so keeping vehicle numbers to single digits  

Section 9(viii) 

Similar plants like this have been built and in safe 
operation in other parts of the UK 

Each application is determined on 
its own merits.  

 
A petition of 1400 signatures objecting to the proposal based on impact on openness, landscape, 
noise, lighting, air pollution and local wildlife was received, and 144 letters were received 
objecting to the application (multiple representations from same author has been counted as 1 
representation), summarised as:  

 

Comment Where in the report this is 
considered 

Development is not for a renewable scheme, resulting in 
harm to the climate and contributing to climate change. 
No justification in terms of the national strategy, which is 
to move away from fossil fuels. There are better 
alternatives to peaking plant to support intermittent 
renewable. 

Section 9(i)  
 
The Local Planning Authority has a 
duty to assess and determine the 
application put before us.  



   

Inappropriate development in the Green Belt; harm to its 
openness; conflict with purposes of including land within 
Green Belt, including safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment and loss of gap between Bracknell and 
Maidenhead; no very special circumstances 
demonstrated. 

Section 9(ii) 

Need comes from London / Southampton area, energy 
will serve London / Southampton, not Maidenhead or 
surrounds and so all harm but no benefit to the Borough. 
Alternative sites where demand is are available.  

Section 9(xii) 

Criteria used in sequential site search not robust as 
proximity to gas line and grid are commercially attractive, 
not essential.  

Section 9(xii) 

Due to scale, form, height, design, massing, layout and 
materials the proposal would appear as a large-scale, 
industrial development which is obtrusive and out of 
character with open, semi-rural / rural landscape and 
character of the site and wider area. Landscape and 
Visual Appraisal inadequate / misrepresentative.  

Section 9(ix) 

Visual impact exacerbated as sited on flat open area of 
countryside, increasing prominence and existing / 
additional planning would not adequately screen 
development and species chosen are not robust and so 
would not survive for the life-time of development.   

Section 9(ix) 

Increase in traffic movements from the operation and 
construction of the development, in particular on Howe 
Lane, would result in increase in congestion and air 
pollution, and would be detrimental to highway safety.  

Section 9(v) (viii) 

Harm to Great Wood, which is ancient woodland and 
SSSI, including impact of ammonia and nitrogen dioxide 
deposits.  

With reference to DEFRA ‘Magic 
Map’, Great Wood is not 
designated as an SSSI.  
 
Section 9(vi) (vii) 

Risk from ammonia leaks into groundwater and The Cut, 
which is harmful to aquatic wildlife. 

Section 9(iv)  

Risk of ammonia to human health. Section 9(v) 

Increase in noise, added to existing noise from M4 and air 
traffic from Heathrow, would be harmful to residential 
amenity. Noise survey inadequate / misrepresentative. 

Section 9(v) 
 
Noise Assessment has been 
reviewed by technical 
Environmental Protection officers 
who have not raised issues with 
adequacy or misrepresentation. 

Increase in light pollution.  Section 9(v) 

Increase in smells.  No specific cause of smell given, 
and application has been reviewed 
by technical Environmental 
Protection officers who do not 
raise smell as an issue / concern.   

Visual overbearing. Section 9(v) 

Increase in flood risk. Section 9(iii) 

Loss of agricultural land. Section 9(ix) 



   

Harm to archaeology and nearby heritage assets 
including nearby listed buildings.   

Section 9(x) 
 
The nearest Listed Building 
(Littlefield House) is over 270m 
away with Great Wood in between. 
Due to this separation distance 
and siting of Great Wood, the 
proposed development is not 
considered to harm the heritage 
asset including its setting.  

Harm to ecology, inadequate biodiversity enhancements. Section 9(vii) 

No need for two large offices.  Section 9(ii) 

Risks from explosion / malfunction.  Not a material planning 
consideration, but in respect of risk 
while the development would not 
come under the Control of Major 
Accident Hazards 2015 it would be 
subject to other Health and Safety 
legislation and Environmental 
Permit for its the operation. 

No details of decommissioning and removal, and 
restoration after 30 year life-time of development, lack of 
mechanism for ensuring restoration.  

Details of decommissioning, 
removal and restoration, including 
schedule for works, can be 
secured by condition.  

Incorrect insufficient consultation of neighbours.  Statutory neighbour / public 
notification undertaken.  

Devaluation of nearby property values. Not a material planning 
consideration. 

 
 Consultees 
 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the report this is 
considered 

Arboriculture 
Officer 

Objects to the scheme for the following 
reasons:  

 Most of the facilities and 
infrastructure are too close to the 
existing ancient woodland, trees and 
hedgerows, and root protection 
areas are likely to be breached by 
the proposed access and gas pipe.   

 Buffer zones may be considered for 
ancient woodland (minimum of 15m 
to avoid root damage) but air 
pollution is likely to extend beyond 
this distance. Ammonia and nitrogen 
deposits are one of the greatest 
threats to ancient woodland in the 
UK and new development should not 
lead to further degradation of ancient 
woodland sites which would be 
unacceptable.  

 There would direct loss of some 
trees along with an approximate 
85m section of hedgerow. The 
hedgerows may meet the criteria as 
‘important’ under the Hedgerows 
Regulations 1997 and therefore 
desirable to be retained.  

Section 9(vi), (vii) 



   

 Proposed woodland planting would 
need to be allowed to regenerate 
into woodland naturally. 
Recommends direct seeding of 
seeds collected from the adjacent 
woodland, but to maintain local 
genetic diversity, new stock must be 
brought in from elsewhere.  

 Willow and poplar tree planting to 
screen the facility are fast growing 
but have a heightened propensity for 
branches to fail and so should not be 
planted within falling distance of 
critical structures, otherwise there 
will be pressure to detrimentally 
prune or fell these trees in future.  

 Populus Canadensis ‘Robusta’ is 
non-native and therefore 
inappropriate.  

 
Should a satisfactory scheme be submitted, 
then conditions and a S.106 management 
agreement would be required to ensure the 
appropriate management of the planted and 
soft ground areas for the lifetime of the 
development. 

Bracknell 
Forest Council  

Objects to the scheme as the Highway 
Authority for a the majority of the route over 
which construction traffic is proposed to be 
routed due to lack of consultation by the 
applicant with Bracknell Forest Council; 
illogical routing, particularly through 
northern sections of the route directing 
construction traffic through residential roads 
and winding rural roads with poor accident 
records; timing of deliveries which does not 
appear to respect defined traffic sensitive 
time periods; and how vehicles will be 
marked / labelled as associated with this 
development in order that vehicles deviating 
from the agreed routing / timing can be 
identified. In relation to abnormal loads, 
these should be borough to the site using 
temporary construction access from the M4.   

Section 9(viii) 

Ecology Officer No comments received.  Section 9(vii) 

Emergency 
Planner  

Objects to the scheme as a major incident 
at the site would be of significant concern 
due to location adjacent to M4 and under 
the flightpath of Heathrow Airport. The Fire 
and Rescue Service would also require 
further details including access during the 
building phase plus any roads or areas with 
restricted room / weight tolerances.  
 
However, if minded to approve recommends 
conditions relating to the submission and 
approval of an Emergency Plan for both the 
construction and operation phase.  

Not a material planning issue, 
but in respect of risk while the 
development would not come 
under the Control of Major 
Accident Hazards 2015 but 
would be subject to other 
Health and Safety legislation 
and Environmental Permit for 
its the operation.  

Environment 
Agency  

No objection subject to conditions relating to 
the development being carried out in 

Section 9(iii). Conditions 
considered to meet the 6 



   

accordance with the submitted flood risk 
assessment; submission and approval of 
details of the disposal of foul drainage and a 
construction and operations environmental 
management plan. Informatives 
recommended relating to a flood risk activity 
permit and environmental permit under the 
Environmental Permitted Regulations 
(England and Wales) 2016.  

statutory tests and if minded to 
approve the conditions are 
recommended.  

Environmental 
Protection  

No objection subject to conditions relating to 
scheme for the noise insulation of the plant; 
hours limited works of repair or 
maintenance of the plant, machinery or 
equipment; a site specific Construction 
Environmental Management Plan; and 
bunding of tanks. Informatives 
recommended relating to requirement of 
relevant permits under Pollution Prevention 
and Control Regulations and contaminated 
land.  

Section 9(v). Conditions 
considered to meet the 6 
statutory tests and if minded to 
approve the conditions is 
recommended. 

Berkshire 
Archaeology  

No objection subject to a condition to secure 
a programme of archaeological works, 
including a written scheme of investigation.   

Section 9(x). Condition 
considered to meet the 6 
statutory tests and if minded to 
approve the condition is 
recommended.  

Health and 
Safety 
Executive  

No comments received.  N/A 

Highways 
Consultant and 
RBWM 
Highways 

No objection subject to condition relating to 
access constructed as approved, a 
construction management plan, parking and 
turning as approved, provision of visibility 
splays as approved, any gates to be set 
back at least 18m from the nearside of the 
edge of the carriageway of the adjoining 
highway, and the submission of the Special 
Order or STGO to secure an abnormal load 
routing plan and agreed actions in relation 
to the abnormal loads. 
 
Recommended informatives relating to 
highway licence, damage to footway and 
verges, damage to the highway and no 
storage of equipment on the public highway.   

Section 9(viii). With the 
exception of the Condition 
considered to meet the 6 
statutory tests and if minded to 
approve the conditions are 
recommended. 
 
 

Highways 
England  

No objection subject to notification of 
commencement and conditions relating to 
the submission and approval of a 
comprehensive emergency plan; a 
construction environmental management 
plan; full details of drainage and its location; 
full details and location of external lighting; 
and full details and location of external 
fencing.  

Section 9(viii). Conditions 
considered to meet the 6 
statutory tests and if minded to 
approve the conditions are 
recommended.  

Lead Local 
Flood Authority 

No objection subject to a condition relating 
to submission and approval of full details of 
a surface water drainage scheme based on 
the approved sustainable drainage strategy.   

Section 9(iii) 

National Grid  No comments received.  N/A 

Natural 
England  

No comment. Lack of comments does not 
imply that there are no impacts on the 

Section 9(vii) 



   

natural environment, but only that the 
application is not likely to result in significant 
impact on statutory designated nature 
conservation sites or landscape. Advises 
that Natural England have published 
standing advice, or the Council may wish to 
consult own ecology services for advice.  

Bray Parish 
Council  

Objects to the scheme due to the following 
reasons:  

- Inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt  

- Even if there is need to ensure 
electricity supplies, no evidence that 
the development must take place on 
this Green Belt site as part of the 
case for Very Special Circumstances 

- Non-Green power station, contrary 
to RBWM’s commitment to green 
energy  

- Due to scale, density, massing, 
height, landscape design, layout and 
materials, harm to the rural 
character of the area 

- Harm to Ancient Woodland, which is 
irreplaceable habitat for wildlife, in 
particular from Nitrogen Dioxide and 
Ammonia  

- Light pollution 

Section 9(i), (ii), (v), (vi) (vii), 
(ix), (xii).  

Shottesbrooke 
Parish Council  

Objects to the scheme due to the following 
reasons:  

- Location in Green Belt and 
insufficient evidence to support a 
case of Very Special Circumstances  

- Harm from air pollution, including to 
Ancient Woodland from pollution  

- Harm from noise pollution   

Section 9(ii), (v), (vi), (vii), (xii)  

Waltham St 
Lawrence 
Parish Council  

Objects to the scheme due to the following 
reasons:  

- Intrusion into the Green Belt  
- Impact on ancient woodland with 

protected wildlife  
- Flood risk  
- If allowed in the national interest 

then height should lowered to 14m 
and special attention paid to emitting 
noise and external lighting, and tree 
screening  

Section 9(ii), (iii), (v), (vi), (vii), 
(ix) 

White Waltham 
Parish Council  

Objects to the scheme due to the following 
reasons:  

- Inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt  

- Even if there is need to ensure 
electricity supplies, no evidence that 
the development must take place on 
this Green Belt site as part of the 
case for Very Special Circumstances 

- Non-Green power station, contrary 
to RBWM’s commitment to green 
energy  

- Due to scale, density, massing, 

Section 9(i), (ii), (iii), (v), (vi), 
(vii), (ix) 



   

height, landscape design, layout and 
materials, harm to the rural 
character of the area 

- Harm to Ancient Woodland, which is 
irreplaceable habitat for wildlife, in 
particular from Nitrogen Dioxide and 
Ammonia  

- Light pollution  
- Notes objections from Environment 

Agency and the standing advice 
given by Natural England  

 
Note: The Lead Local Flood Authority are responsible for the quality of the surface water 
drainage in typical rainfall events and any pollutants which may typically enter the discharge in 
those events (e.g. hydrocarbons from cars in car parks). Pollutants reaching water bodies as a 
by-product (or accidental spill) of commercial / industrial process, such as ammonia, are within 
the remit of the Environment Agency. 

 
 Others 
 

Group Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Binfield Badger 
Group  

There is an extensive badger set complex including the 
main sett and annexes in the woodland adjacent to the 
site and the most recent survey (July 2019) recorded 
badger activity. In the absence of a bait marking survey, it 
is anticipated that the site is also used for foraging.  
 
Raises objections due to disruption to foraging. If minded 
to approve, recommends all-round badger-proof fencing 
during the operation phase to prevent badgers who may 
be accustomed to visiting this are from gaining access, 
and between the setts and the M4 to reduce badger road 
deaths as badgers may head in a different direction to 
compensate. Also raises objections to increase in air, light 
and noise pollution levels, and underground vibrations.  
 
Also requests group be contracted if approve is given to 
make recommendations on best practice during the 
construction phase.  

Section 9(vii) 

Woodland Trust Raises objections due to potential damage and 
deterioration to ancient woodlands, including Great Wood 
as a result on ammonia air pollution emissions and 
nitrogen deposition and harm to semi-natural eco-
systems. There should be a buffer of at least 30 between 
development and Great Wood.   

Section 9(vi), (vii) 

CPRE: 
Berkshire  

Rises objection as inappropriate development in Green 
Belt and very special circumstances has not been 
demonstrated.  
 
Development is adjacent to Great Wood, ancient 
woodland, which is an irreplaceable habitat for wildlife and 
of historic and landscape value, and nitrogen dioxide and 
ammonia threats have not been adequately addressed.   
 
Unacceptable and visually intrusive impact on local rural 
environment.  
 
Rural roads are unsuitable and unable to sustain large 

Section 9(ii), (vi), 
(vii), (viii), (ix), (xii) 



   

volumes of construction traffic.  

 
 
9. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
9.1 The key issues for consideration are: 
 

i Green House Gas Emissions (GHG) and Climate Change 
 
ii Green Belt  
 
iii Flood Risk  
 
iv Water Quality  
 
v Environmental Protection  
 
vi Trees 
 
vii Ecology  
 
viii Highway Safety and Parking 
 
ix Character and Appearance  
 
x Archaeology  
 
xi Loss of Agricultural Land  
 
xii The Case for Very Special Circumstances  

 
 i Green House Gas Emissions (GHG) and Climate Change  
 
9.1 The Paris Agreement demonstrates global agreement that anthropogenic Green House Gas 

(GHG) emissions are resulting in climate change with damaging consequences for the 
environment, along with a global responsibility to address climate change. To meet the UK’s 
obligations under the Paris Agreement, the Climate Change Act 2008 (as amended) imposes a 
duty to ensure that the UK will bring all GHG emissions to net zero by 2050, and to provide a 
system of carbon budgeting. In terms of local commitments, RBWM declared an environment and 
climate emergency in June 2019 with aims to ensure the Borough will achieve net zero carbon 
emissions by 2050. In December 2020 the Council approved the Borough’s Environment and 
Climate Strategy. These are material considerations of significant weight in determining this 
planning application.  

 
9.2 This is balanced against the role of the planning system to consider the construction of energy 

infrastructure projects, which the Government has identified as the type of infrastructure needed, 
against the principles of sustainable development.  

 
9.3 Underpinned by the target to cut GHG emissions by 2050, the overarching National Policy 

Statement for Energy (EN-1) sets out that the Government needs to ensure that sufficient 
electricity generating capacity is available to meet maximum peak demand (with safety margin) 
and to mitigate risks. This objective is a material consideration of significant weight, as resilience 
in energy provision is important to protect consumer from interruptions to supplies and volatile 
prices, including vulnerable households and those providing essential services. EN-1 goes on to 
state that a diverse mix of all types of power generation, including fossil fuel generation, means 
the UK is not dependent on any one type of generation or one source of fuel or power, ensuring 
security and thereby resilience of supply. In addition to contributing to diversity of supply, EN-1 
acknowledges that fossil fuel generation is particularly suited as a flexible peaking plant to 
support generation from renewable which can be intermittent, such as the proposed 
development. The proposed development is intended to only run when there is high demand for 



   

electricity to balance the grid, as fossil fuel generation can be brought online quickly when there 
is high demand and shut down when demand is low. In this context, EN-1 confirms that fossil fuel 
power stations play and will continue to play an important role in providing reliable electricity 
supplies.  

 
9.4 Therefore, while EN-1 recognises that carbon emissions from the proposed development can 

have a significant adverse impact, CO2 emissions does not automatically render the scheme 
unacceptable. EN-1 goes so far as to state that individual applications do not need to be assess 
in terms of carbon emissions against carbon budgets, and carbon emissions are not a reason to 
prohibit the consenting of projects. Government policy is that they must be constructed and 
operated in line with climate change goals. In this respect, in addition to minimising vulnerability 
and improving resilience, paragraph 152 of the NPPF states that the planning system should 
support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate by shaping places that 
contribute to a radical reduction in GHG emissions.    

 
9.5 Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is an emerging technology that has the potential to remove 

carbon emissions of fossil fuel generating stations that would otherwise be released to the 
atmosphere by up to 90%, which offers the opportunity for fossil fuels to continue to be an 
important element of diverse and secure energy mix while meeting the Government’s 
decarbonising goals. However, the development of CCS technologies and the necessary 
supporting chain (capture of carbon, transport, storage) is not yet at a stage for commercial 
deployment, and the conditions to be carbon capture ready set out in EN-1 and EN-2 only applies 
to new coal-fired plants which are of a generating capacity at or over 300MW. However, to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions the applicant has proposed to ensure the facility is capable of 
operating using a 20% volume weighted blend of hydrogen as a fuel gas. Hydrogen acts as a 
chemical energy carrier that can store three times as much energy per units of mass as 
conventional petrol and when it ‘burns’ in air, releasing that stored energy, it combines with 
oxygen to produce water and thereby producing virtually no greenhouse gas emissions. This 
would lower emissions in comparison to no blend of hydrogen by approximately 8%. There is a 
20% limit in the volume weighted blend as full hydrogen turbines are still in development. 
However, gas turbines are technically capable of burning up to 20% hydrogen without any 
significant conversion technology or changes to risk associated with natural gas delivery. In 
addition to full hydrogen turbine technology not yet being available, there are also current 
limitations in low-carbon hydrogen production; transport and storage with a fully functional GB 
hydrogen network unlikely to materialise before 2040. As such, due to available and practical 
approaches, it is considered that the proposed 8% reduction in emissions is a realistic and 
reasonable commitment to decarbonisation in line with sustainable development, and if minded to 
approve the use of 20% volume weighted blend of hydrogen as a fuel gas and certification can be 
secured by condition. 

 
9.6 As such, there is policy supports for the proposal. Whether it would do so would be dependent on 

how the facility would operate, including accordance with the ‘rules’ referred to in EN-1, but it is 
reasonable to assume that the proposed facility will be effective in achieving the Government’s 
objectives for energy security and decarbonisation.  

 
9.7 In terms of need, the Future Energy Scenarios, which is produced by the National Grid, sets out 

how much energy is needed and where it would come from for future but credible scenarios. For 
the gas reciprocating engines, based on all scenarios and taking into account existing and 
pipeline facilities, the system is predicted to be short of the predicted levels of flexible generation 
requirement of between 300MW and 22,100MW. In relation to the impact of Covid-19, the 
National Grid reports that since the first Covid-19 lockdown, average daily electricity demands 
reduced by around 5-10% compared to ‘normal levels’, the reasons being less travel, reduced 
economic activity and change in balance of residential, industrial and commercial demand. 
However, analysis by the National Grid suggest that the long-term impact on need is likely to be 
small. 

 
 ii Green Belt  
 
  
 



   

Whether the Proposals are Appropriate Development in the Green Belt 
 
9.8 The entire site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt and the fundamental aim of Green Belt 

policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Local Plan policy GB1 sets 
out forms of appropriate development in the Green Belt but was prepared in accordance with the 
cancelled PPG2: Green Belts which has since been replaced by the NPPF. While broadly 
reflective of current national Green Belt policy at a strategic level, it is more proscriptive and 
therefore policy GB1 is given less weight. The NPPF is a material consideration of greater weight 
and it sets out what comprises appropriate development in the Green Belt in paragraph 149 and 
paragraph 150. As a further material consideration of significant weight, BLPSVPC policy SP1 
states that the Green Belt would be protected from inappropriate development in line with 
Government Policy. 

 
9.9 BLPSVPC policy QP5 also states that states that permission will not be given for inappropriate 

development, as defined in the NPPF, unless very special circumstances are demonstrated, but 
due to unresolved objections this policy is currently given limited weight for the purposes of this 
assessment. 

 
9.10 With reference to Local Plan Policy GB1 and BLPSVPC policy SP1, paragraph 149 and 150, the 

proposal does not fall under any of the exceptions to inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt. Paragraph 147 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful 
to the Green Belt and such development should not be approved expect in Very Special 
Circumstances (VSC). The applicant has put forward a case for VSC, which is considered in 
section 9(xii) of this report.  

 
 The Effect on Openness and Purposes of the Green Belt  
 
9.11  Local Plan policy GB2(a) states that permission will not be granted for new development within 

the Green Belt which would have a greater impact on openness of the Green Belt or the 
purposes of including land within it than existing development on the site. Insofar as assessing 
the impact of development on the openness of the Green Belt, Local Plan policy GB2(a) is more 
prescriptive than the NPPF and therefore not given full weight. However, the objective of GB2(a) 
is consistent with paragraph 137 of the NPPF which makes it clear that the fundamental aim of 
Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; and the essential 
characteristics of Green Belt are their openness and their permanence. Paragraph 138 of the 
NPPF goes on to state that the Green Belt serves 5 purposes: to check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built-up areas; to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns; and to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. The NPPPF is a material consideration of significant weight. 

 
9.12 As inappropriate development in the Green Belt the proposal is, by definition, harmful to 

openness. In terms of actual openness, the NPPG advises that when considering the potential 
impact of development on actual openness of the Green Belt, openness is capable of having both 
a spatial and visual aspect, and the permanence and degree of activity likely to be generated 
should be taken into account.  

 
9.13 Located on a site comprising of an open agricultural field where there are currently no buildings 

within the site, the siting, layout, height, scale, form and amount of the proposed development, as 
described in section of 5 of this report, would unavoidably result in an adverse effect on spatial 
and visual openness in comparison with the existing situation. The loss of openness would also 
be experienced from public vantage points from the M4, Howe Lane and at the junction between 
Howe Lane and Drift Road, although it is acknowledged that views are partly screened by 
existing trees, hedgerows and other vegetation and thereby localised.  

 
9.14 The Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) submitted by the applicant suggests that the visual 

impact of the proposed development on the Green Belt would be limited due to the existing level 
of enclosures and it is proposed to undertake woodland planting to increase screening and the 
reduce visibility of the development. However, it is considered that such mitigation could only 
reduce the extent to which the decrease in the site’s openness can be seen and experienced 



   

from, it cannot increase openness, and there is a limited to what can realistically be screened by 
planting and there is a point where an increase in planting to increase screening would have an 
impact on openness in itself. Therefore, it is considered that the harm to openness remains. 

 
9.15 The life-span of the proposal is intended to be 30 years. Therefore, the proposal is not 

permanent, and the site would be restored to agricultural land after this time, which can be 
conditioned. This would limit the harm but the period of 30 years is not considered to be short-
term and, together with the siting, layout, height, scale, form and amount, it is considered that the 
detrimental impact of the proposed development would still be material.  

 
9.16 Turning to the purposes of the Green Belt, objections have been raised on the loss of the gap 

between Bracknell and Maidenhead, and therefore conflict with the purpose of the Green Belt to 
prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. However, due to the scale of development 
and the distance between the two settlements it is not considered that the proposal would have 
significant impact on the integrity of the Green Belt in respect of this purpose. However, as the 
site is open and rural in character despite the urbanising influence of the M4, it is considered that 
it makes a strong contribution to the countryside. Therefore, its loss as a result of the 
development would conflict with the purpose of the Green Belt in safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment.  

 
9.17  With reference to its inappropriateness, harm to openness and conflict with one of the purposes, 

this harm to the Green Belt is considered further in the case for VSC (section 9(xii)) and the 
Planning Balance (section 11)  

 
 iii Flood Risk  
 
9.18 Local Plan policy F1 states that within areas liable to flood, development will not be permitted 

unless it can be demonstrated that the proposal would not of itself or cumulatively in conjunction 
with other development impede the flow of flood water, reduce the capacity of the floodplain to 
store flood water or increase the number of people or properties at risk from flooding. HWNP 
policy Env2 states that development must not increase flood risk elsewhere. As a material 
consideration, paragraph 159 of the NPPF requires development to be safe for its lifetime without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere, however, in the first instance paragraphs 159 of the NPPF 
requires development to be steered away from areas at highest risk. To accord, the NPPG sets 
out that a sequential approach (the Sequential Test) is applied. BLPSVPC policy NR1 also 
requires development to pass the Sequential Test, and development in flood Zone 2 and 3 will 
only be supported where it has been demonstrated that the development Is located and designed 
to ensure that flood risk from all sources of flooding is acceptable in planning terms, but this 
policy is currently given limited weight.  

 
 Sequential Test 
 
9.19 In accordance with the Environment Agency flood maps for planning, the application site lies 

within Flood Zone 2 (medium probably of flooding) with the exception of the north-west corner 
which lies in Flood Zone 1.  Therefore, only where are there no reasonably available sites wholly 
in Flood Zone 1 should the suitability of sites that comprise of Flood Zone 2 be considered.  

 
9.20 The submitted site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA) acknowledges that most of the site lies in 

Flood Zone 2 and that acceptability in Flood Zone 2 is subject to passing the sequential test. No 
sequential assessment was submitted by the applicant to support the application. However, a 
sequential assessment has been submitted in respect of the Green Belt. Although this does not 
address flooding specifically, it concludes that there is no other suitable site of the required size in 
proximity to the high-pressure transmission gas network. In applying the Sequential Test, the 
NPPG states that a pragmatic approach on identifying alternative sites should be taken and 
where it would be illogical to suggest alternative site (i.e., which do not reasonably meet the 
requirements of the development) then it might be impractical to suggest that that the alternative 
site is suitable. As there are no other suitable sites in terms of size and proximity to the high-
pressure transmission gas network, this suggests that an alternative site with a lower flood risk is 
also not available. As such, the proposal is considered to demonstrate that there are no 
reasonably available sites wholly in Flood Zone 1, and thereby passes the Sequential Test.  



   

 
 Exception Test  
 
9.21 Paragraph 163 of the NPPF states that if is not possible for development to be located in areas 

with a lower risk of flooding, the exception test may have to be applied depending on the flood 
risk vulnerability of the proposed development and flood zone compatibility. In accordance with 
Table 2: Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification in the NPPG, as power generating facility the 
proposed development is classed as ‘essential infrastructure’. With reference to Table 3: Flood 
Risk Vulnerability and Flood Zone Compatibility in the NPPG, essential infrastructure in Flood 
Zone 1 and 2 is deemed to be appropriate development and therefore the exception test is not 
required.  

 
 Other Tests for Flood Risk  
 
9.22 In addition to the requirement set out in Local Plan policy F1 and HWNP policy Env2, when 

determining any planning application paragraph 167 of the NPPF states that Local Planning 
Authorities should ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere, and development should 
only be allowed in areas at risk of flooding where it can be demonstrated that within the site the 
most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest flood risk; the development is 
appropriately flood resistant and resilient in the event of a flood; it incorporates sustainable 
drainage systems; any residential risk can be safely managed; and safe access and escape 
routes are included where appropriate.  

 
9.23 The site specific FRA includes hydraulic modelling which shows maximum floodplain levels on 

the proposed development site and tabulated results from modelling scenarios with the baseline 
and proposed development, which have been reviewed and approved by the Environment 
Agency. The modelling indicates that there will be negligible loss of floodplain storage as a result 
of the development, and therefore it is not considered that the proposed development will impede 
the flow of flood water, reduce the capacity of the floodplain to store flood water and increase 
flood risk elsewhere.  

 
9.24 Turning to locating the most vulnerable development in area of lowest flood risk, as the majority 

of the site lies in Flood Zone 2 is it not possible for the development to be wholly or for the most 
part sited in the section of land in Flood Zone 1 within the site.  

 
9.25 In terms of resistance and resilience measures, the model outputs show that the during a 1 in 100 

year event plus climate change allowance, the southern extent is at risk of flooding. Therefore, it 
is proposed that the engine house door cills, floor levels and internal equipment is raised to a 
minimum of around 41.2m AOD above the worst case scenario. Model outputs for the worst case 
event also indicates that the transformer unit is at risk to flood depths of approximately 0.8m, 
therefore a bund is proposed as an appropriate resistance and resilience measure. These 
measures are considered to be acceptable.  

 
9.26 In terms of safe access and egress, as the occupation of the development would be limited, it is 

not considered that securing safe access and egress would be necessary and appropriate in this 
instance. To address residual risk, it is considered that a Flood Warning Evacuation Plan to be 
submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority can be secured by condition if minded to 
approve.  

 
 Sustainable Drainage 
 
9.27 HWNP policy Env2 states the inclusion of sustainable drainage systems as part of new 

development will be supported. In addition to the requirements for sustainable drainage systems 
set out in paragraph 167 of the NPPF, paragraph 169 of the NPPF sets out similar requirements 
for sustainable drainage for major development such as this.  Paragraph 169 of the NPPF goes 
on to state that systems should take into account advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority; 
have appropriate minimum operational standards; have maintenance arrangements in place for 
the lifetime of the development; and where possible provide multifunctional benefits. BLPSVPC 
policy NR1 also requires development to incorporate sustainable drainage systems, but this 
policy is currently given limited weight.  



   

 
9.28 Undeveloped sites generally rely on natural drainage to absorb and convey rainfall into 

watercourses, and the effect of development is to generally reduce the permeability of the site. 
Therefore, a surface water drainage strategy has been submitted to mitigate the impact of the 
development, which comprises permeable gravel areas, unbound stone access roads and 
hardstanding, which allows runoff to infiltrate naturally into the underlying geology, and for 
impermeable buildings surface water runoff would be channelled by gravity gutters and 
downpipes to an attenuation pond. The pond has been designed to store approximately 148 
cubic metres to prevent uncontrolled flooding of the site in extreme rainfall events, and the 
discharge of surface water from will be controlled to 2.0l/s runoff rates by use of a vortex flow 
control device fitted to the first upstream manhole from the surface water drainage outfall. The 
downstream outlet of the pond will include a sump / catchpit for removal of silt and debris. The 
discharge point will be to the Cut to the south of the development.  

 
 9.29 The proposed sustainable drainage strategy is acceptable in principle. If minded to approve, full 

details of the surface water drainage system based on the above strategy to ensure compliance 
with the non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems and to ensure that 
proposed development does is safe from flooding and does not increase flood risk can be 
secured by condition.   

 
 iv Water Quality  
 
9.30 Local Plan policy NAP4 states that the Council will not grant planning permission for development 

which poses an unacceptable risk to the quality of groundwater and/or which would have a 
detrimental effect on the quality of surface water, and of a material consideration of significant 
weight, paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that the planning decisions should prevent new 
development from contributing to unacceptable levels of water pollution. BLPSVPC policy EP5 
also states that development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated that 
proposals will not cause unacceptable harm to the quality of groundwater and surface water, and 
where it can be demonstrated that adequate and effective remedial measures to remove the 
potential harm to human health and the environment are successfully mitigated, but this policy is 
currently given limited weight.   

 
9.31 The site is located within a greenfield site over London Clay and so there are no concerns in 

respect of groundwater quality. In terms of surface water, the Environment Agency originally 
objected to the proposal on the basis that the applicant had not supplied adequate information to 
demonstrate that the risks of pollution posed to the surface water quality of the River Cut have 
been assessed and can be safely managed. The applicant subsequently confirmed that the 
primary safeguard for surface water quality from any ammonia spillage, which is soluble and toxic 
to aquatic organisms, or other pollution would be the temporary isolation of the drainage system. 
The drainage pond will function as a temporary collection of any spillage that might occur and 
effectively sealing the site in a similar manner to a collection bund. The valve that controls the 
outflow will be manually shut during any activities involving un-bunded hazardous materials, and 
the pond will be fully cleaned and reinstated before any drainage recommences. This method to 
manage pollution risk to surface water quality to the River Cut is considered acceptable in 
principle.  

 
9.32 The applicant also confirmed that an Environmental Management Plan would be prepared and 

submitted as part of their application to the Environment Agency for an Environmental Permit, 
which regulates plants that could pollute the air, water or land and a statutory requirement under 
the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016. For a Permit, the 
Environment Agency would customarily require the Environmental Management Plan to set out 
full details of the alarm system and procedures for how to seal the surface water drainage pond 
to prevent outflow and how a contaminated pond is suitably reinstated following a pollution 
incident, and the development to be carried out as approved. In the event that the proposal is 
approved, planning permission does not override the statutory obligation for an Environmental 
Permit or the requirements of any permit issued. If minded to approve planning permission, a 
condition is recommended to ensure a copy of the Permit is provided to the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 



   

 v Environmental Protection   
 
9.33 Local Plan Policy NAP3 states that the Council will not grant planning permission for proposals 

likely to emit unacceptable levels of smell, fumes or noise beyond the site boundaries, while 
HWNP policy T2 states that development generating additional LGV and HGV traffic movements 
should ensure that any harm arising from noise and dust is satisfactorily mitigated. As a material 
consideration of significant weight, paragraph 185 of the NPPF requires planning decisions to 
take into account the likely effects of pollution on health and living conditions, as well as the 
potential sensitive of the site or the wider areas to impacts that could arise from the development, 
while paragraph 186 states that planning decision should sustain or contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants. As a further material 
consideration of significant weight, BLPSVPC policy EP1 states that development proposals will 
only be supported if it can be shown that individually or cumulatively that they do not have an 
unacceptable effect on environmental quality during the construction or operational phases of the 
development, and residential amenity should not be harmed by reason of noise, smell or other 
nuisances. Specifically relating to air pollution, BLPSVPC policy EP2 states that development 
proposals should aim to contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural and local 
environment, and avoid putting new or existing occupiers at risk of harm from unacceptable level 
of air quality. Development proposals should show how they have considered air quality impacts 
through an air quality assessment. Specifically relating to noise pollution, BLPSVPC policy EP4 
state that development proposals that generate unacceptable levels of noise and affect quality of 
life will not be permitted. Effective mitigation measures will be required where development 
proposals generate significant levels of noise that may cause or have an adverse impact on 
neighbouring residents, the rural character of the area or biodiversity. The Council will require the 
submission of a noise assessment. 

 
Air Quality 

 
9.34 For the construction phase of the development, the submitted Construction Traffic Management 

Plan sets out there would be between 4 to 10 LGVs a day and 15 to 20 HGVs a day, and circa 5 
abnormal loads. Given the predicted number of vehicles trips, the proposed dust mitigation 
measures that includes damping, wheel cleaning facilities and road cleaning, and the temporary 
nature of construction, it is not considered that dust arising during this phase would not result in 
undue harm to air quality that would warrant refusal. Details of and adherence to dust mitigation 
measures can be secured by a condition for a site-specific Construction Environmental 
Management Plan.   

 
9.35 For the operation phase of the development, an Air Quality Assessment was submitted to support 

the proposal. The Air Quality Assessment was originally based on 14m high stacks which was 
increase in height to 15m during the course of the application, therefore an addendum to the Air 
Quality Assessment was subsequently submitted. Overall, the methodology of the Air Quality 
Assessment and addendum complies with industry best practice approaches and therefore the 
conclusions are considered to be robust. 

 
9.36 The Air Quality Assessment evaluates the emissions of nitric oxides, which oxidises in the 

atmosphere to form Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), from the proposed stacks of the proposal and 
together with the proposed scheme under 20/00715/FULL for the cumulative impact to 12 
receptors, which were selected where the public is regularly present and likely to be exposed 
over the averaging period of the objective. In line with EN-2, it is acknowledged that sulphur 
oxides (SOX) from gas-fired generating stations are likely to be negligible and therefore not 
assessed. The results indicate that the predicted concentrations of emissions from the stacks of 
NO2 at all sensitive receptors meet the relevant air quality standards. Therefore, the conclusion 
of the Air Quality Assessment that the effect of the proposed development on air quality as ‘not 
significant’ is accepted.  

 
9.37 As with groundwater and surface water pollution, air emissions from the operation of the 

development would be regulated by the Environmental Permitted regime. The Environment 
Agency would be the regulatory body, beaches of the approved Environmental Permit would be 
illegal, and planning permission does not override the statutory obligation for an Environmental 
Permit or the requirements of any permit issued. If minded to approve planning permission, a 



   

condition is recommended ensure a copy of the Permit is provided to the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
9.38 The Air Quality Assessment does not include the impact of additional traffic. However, the Access 

Technical Note sets out 6 two-way vehicle movements per day. There would also be 34 deliveries 
by a 22,000L road tanker and 12 general deliveries / servicing vehicles per year, and there would 
be an annual shut down for full maintenance which requires an additional 4 specialist staff, split 
into 2 shifts over 12 hours on site for 5 weeks. Given the modest number of trips in absolute 
terms, it is not considered that impact on air quality from additional vehicles would be significant.  

 
9.39 The above assessment is on human health receptors. The predicted air quality impact on trees 

and ecology are assessed in sections 9(vi) and 9(vii).  
 
 Noise Pollution  
 
9.40 In terms of noise from construction traffic, due to the predicted number of LGV and HGV vehicle 

movements and the proposed route, in additional to the temporary nature of the construction 
phase, it is considered that noise from LGV and HGV traffic would not result in undue harm to 
amenity that would warrant refusal. 

 
9.41 A Noise Assessment for the combined operation of the proposed development and the 

development under 20/00715/FULL has been submitted to support the application. The 
methodology is in line with British Standards 4142:2014 + A1:2019 (Methods for Rating and 
Assessing Industrial and Commercial Sound) and therefore the assessment and conclusions are 
considered to be robust. 

 
9.42 The assessment considered the noise impact of development during its operation on residential 

properties that are closest in proximity to the site (Noise Sensitive Receptors: NSRs). It 
establishes that the baseline ambient sound levels already exceed the guidance level for the 
onset of annoyance during the day and evening. The main source of noise is traffic travelling on 
the M4. The proposal would add to baseline ambient sound levels, but the predicted change as a 
result of the proposed development would be below the minimum that is perceptible to most 
during all periods at the NSRs nor. As such, in accordance with BS: 4142:2014 + A1:2019, the 
proposed development would not result in an adverse impact in this respect. 

 
9.43 The proposal incorporates various mitigation measures within its design, including enclosures the 

surrounding gas engines with acoustic absorptive cladding, exhaust silencers fitted to the gas 
engine exhausts, acoustically lagged external ductwork, acoustic louvers to the air inlet and 
outlets on the building facades, and low noise transformers. If minded to approve, a condition is 
recommended to secure the submission and approval of full details of the proposed insulation of 
the plant which accords with British Standards 4142: 2014+A1:2019. As mitigation for noise that 
may occur outside of the building, a condition to limit the hours of works of maintenance on the 
plant, machinery or equipment outside the building between 08:00 and 18:00 hours Mondays to 
Fridays, 08:00 and 13:00 on Saturdays and at no time on Sundays, or Bank Holidays or Public 
Holidays is recommended. It is considered that there would be less background noise in the 
evening, at night and at the weekend, and the NPPG notes that the adverse effect can be greater 
simply because there is less background noise. This condition excludes repair works in the 
interest of immediate safety risk or operational malfunction. This resultant harm is not considered 
to reduce amenity to an unacceptable level to warrant refusal but would still represent limited 
harm. This harm should be weighed against the development and is considered in the case for 
VSC (section 9(xii) and overall Planning Balance (section 11) 

 
 Light Pollution  
 
9.44 There were inconsistencies in supporting documents on the lighting proposed for the 

development. It was subsequently confirmed that there would be 7 lights poles mounted around 
the perimeter of the site, 4 lights mounted onto the corner of the engine housing building, and 1 
lighting column between the exhaust system but, with the exception of instances where repair is 
required for immediate safety, lighting would not be used overnight. As the site is considered to 
be in an area with low district brightness (relatively dark outer suburban locations) with a material 



   

influence from vehicle lights from the M4 from, there is no objection in principle. However, in the 
interest of minimising additional impact on amenity, character and wildlife in this location, and 
making the development more energy efficient and sustainable, a condition is recommended to 
secure submission and approval of a detailed lighting scheme. 

 
 Visual Overbearing  
 
9.45 Local residents have raised concerns over visual bearing of the flues and development on 

general to their properties. The nearest neighbour is sited over 270m away from the application 
site. Given the siting, height and mass of the flues, together with the separation distance, it is not 
considered that the proposed flues would result in any undue visual overbearing to the nearest 
neighbouring resident to the detriment of their amenity. Visual amenity is assessed in section 
9(x).  

 
 vi Trees  
 
9.46  To the north of the site is Great Wood. Great Wood is dissected by the M4 with the main extent 

situated on the western (opposite) side of the motorway, covering approximately 59ha. The 
extent to the north of the application site is smaller, measuring approximately 1.6ha. Both extents 
are ancient woodland, which is defined in the NPPF has an area that has been wooded 
continuously since at least 1600AD. Natural England’s Magic Map system indicates that Great 
Wood is semi-natural woodland mainly made up of trees and shrubs native to the site, usually 
arising from natural regeneration.  

 
9.47 Local Plan policy N6 requires new development to allow for the retention of existing suitable trees 

wherever practicable, should include protection measures necessary to protect trees during 
development, and where the amenity value of trees outweigh the justification for development 
then planning permission may be refused. As a material consideration of significant weight, 
paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should recognise the intrinsic 
character and benefits of natural capital including trees and woodland, while paragraph 180 of the 
NPPF goes on to state that development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats such as ancient woodland should be refused unless there are wholly exceptional 
reasons, and a suitable compensation strategy exists. Natural England and the Forestry 
Commission have also published ‘standing advice’, which Government Guidance has identified 
as a material consideration. The standing advice states that that planning permissions should be 
refused if the development loss or deterioration of ancient woodland unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons and there is a suitable compensation strategy in place, and decision makers 
should take into account the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity, and any mitigation 
that reduces the impact of the proposed development on ancient woodland.  

 
9.48 BLPSVPC policy NR3 also sets out that ancient woodland sites are to be safeguarded from harm 

or loss, but this policy is currently given limited weight.  
 
 Air Pollution  
 
9.49 Further to the An Air Quality Assessment on human health, a supplementary memo on the 

predicted air quality impacts on Great Wood has been submitted. A second supplementary memo 
was submitted to address the change in stack heights from 14m to 15m.  

 
9.50 In assessing the potential on ecological receptors, it is acknowledged that ammonia in the air 

may exert direct effects on vegetation or indirectly affect the eco-system through depositions 
which cause excessive nitrogen enrichment. Nitrogen in plants is vital in the health of all plants as 
it is a component in the production of chlorophyll, but excess nitrogen results in disproportionate 
foliage growth, and energy is diverted from flower / berry production and root growth to the 
detriment of the health and longevity of the plant, and thereby the floristic composition of Great 
Wood and habitats.  

 
9.51 The Air Quality Assessment concludes that the process contributions of Nitrogen (N) and 

Nitrogen Oxide (NOX) at Great Wood would be less than the 100% of the critical level / load for 
each pollutant. Critical levels are maximum atmospheric concentrations of pollutants for the 



   

protection of vegetation and ecosystems and are specified within relevant UK regulations, while 
critical loads refer to the quantity of pollutants deposited, below which significant harmful effects 
on sensitive elements of the environment do not occur, according to present knowledge. Current 
Environment Agency guidance states that for ancient wood within 2km of the site, if the predicted 
process contributions are less than 100% of the critical level / load than the impact is not 
considered to be significant. Therefore, on this basis the impact of N and NOX process 
contributions on Great Wood is not considered to be significant. 

 
9.52 Ammonia can also result in acidification of the soil, which may curb propagation of non-acid 

tolerant species and varieties. Acid soil, particularly in the subsurface, may also restrict root 
growth effecting uptake of water and nutrients. However, the habitats in Great Wood, identified by 
a walk-over survey by the applicant’s ecologist, are not sensitive to acid deposition, so not 
considered further.  

 
 Buffer Zone  
 
9.53 The purpose of a buffer zone is to protect ancient woodland, and to avoid root damage the 

standing advice is that there should be a buffer of at least 15m. Where assessment shows other 
impacts likely to extent beyond this distance, there may be requirement for a larger buffer zone. 
The buffer should also consist of a semi-natural habitat.  

 
9.54 In this case, the proposed buffer zone falls short of the minimum buffer zone recommended to 

protect root damage by around 1m-1.5m. However, the Tree Impact Plan, drawing ref: AEL-
18195-TIP rev. C, shows that the proposed development would not intrude through the Root 
Protection Area (RPA), the minimum area around the tree that holds enough roots and rooting 
volume suggested by British Standards (BS) 5837: 2012 to maintain the tree’s viability, of existing 
individual trees along the southern boundary of the ancient woodland. Therefore, the proposed 
buffer is acceptable in this respect. Other identified impacts, such as air pollution dispersal with 
the proposed buffer is assessed above and considered acceptable. Woodland planting is 
proposed in between the development and Great Wood, comprises common oak, hazel and birch 
amongst other species as shown on the Planning Plan, drawing ref: 307_PP_E05 rev, A, which 
are typical of the florist composition of Great Wood, and therefore acceptable. Full details and 
approval of the proposed woodland planting, and their management, can be secured by 
condition.  

 
 Tree Removal  
 
9.55 Part of the group of trees identified as G30, and 4 individual trees identified as T4, T5, T6 and T7 

are proposed to be removed. In the submitted Arboricultural Impact Assessment, G30 (mixed 
species), T5, T6 and T7 (Acer Campestre) are categorised as C1 grade trees which, in terms of 
their arboriculture qualities, BS 5837: 2012 classes as unremarkable or of limited merit. Category 
grade C trees should be retained where possible, but where removal is necessary to 
accommodate development these trees should not pose a significant constraint. Therefore, as 
their removal is necessary to accommodate the proposed development, the partial loss of G30, 
and loss of T5, T6 and T7 is acceptable. T4 (Quercus Robur) is categorise as a B1 grade tree, 
which BS 5837: 2012 classes as having arboricultural qualities of moderate quality, capable of 
making a significant contribution for 20 or more years, and generally category grade B trees 
should be retained. Therefore, the loss of T4 would result in harm. However, the amenity value of 
T4 is not considered to be so significant to warrant refusal and the harm would be mitigated 
through the planting of new trees as indicated on the Planting Plan, drawing ref: 307_PP_E05 
rev, A. Objections from the Council’s Arboriculture Officers have been raised over the proposed 
specimen tree Populus Canadensis ‘Robusta’ as mitigation as it is not a native species. However, 
full details and approval of the species can be secured by condition. Therefore, the loss of T4 is 
also acceptable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 Root Protection  
 
9.56 The Tree Impact Plan shows that proposed layout of the main plant would also intrude through 

the RPA of the T8 while the proposed access track would intrude through the RPA of T1, T2 and 
T3. T8 (Acer Campestre) is categorised as grade C1, while T1, T2 (Quercus Robur) and T3 (Acer 
Campestre) are categorised as grade B1 trees. The default position set out in BS 5837: 2012 is 
that structures should be located outside of the RPAs of retained trees but goes on to state that 
new hard surfacing should not exceed 20% of any existing unsurfaced ground within the RPA. 
The intrusion is below 20% of the RPA of T8, T1, T2 and T3, and the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment proposes measure to protect the trees during construction such as ‘no dig’ 
specification, and mitigation to ensure the health and longevity of the trees such as the use of 
permeable material to ensure soil moisture and the addition of soil nutrients to aid root 
development in the viable areas. As such, the impact on T1 and T2 is acceptable.  

 
9.57 The Aboricultural Impact Assessment acknowledges that there is potential for intrusion into the 

RPA of T28 and T29 (as referred to in the Aboricultural Impact Assessment but labelled as T25 
and T26 on plan ref: Tree Impact Plan, drawing ref: AEL-18195-TIP rev. C.) due to proposed 
tunnelling under The Cut for cables and pipework. T28 and T29 are both Quercus Robur and 
categorised as B1 grade trees. However, the Arboriculture Impact Assessment goes on to state 
that there is around 15m of easement, so cables and pipework can be located away from any 
underground structures such as tree roots, and details can be secured through a Arboricultural 
Method Statement.  

 
9.58 If minded to approve, it is recommended that the submission and approval of a Arboricultural 

Method and Mitigation Statement to include details of the replacement tree planning and within 
the buffer zone, and tree protection measures, is secured by condition.  

 
vii Ecology  

 
Special Area of Conservation  

 
9.59  The site lines within 10k of Chiltern Beechwood and Windsor Forest and Great Park, both a 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC), which is a European Designated site. Where any proposal 
is likely to have a significant effect on a European site either alone or in combination with other 
plans or projects, the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 requires an 
appropriate assessment to be made in view of that site’s conservation objectives. Paragraph 180 
of the NPPF states that development resulting in the loss of deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats, including Special Areas of Conservation, should be refused unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons, and a suitable compensation strategy exists.  

 
 Chiltern Beechwood 
 
9.60 The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC), which is the public body that advises the UK 

Government on UK-wide conservation advises that the primary reason for designation of Chiltern 
Beechwoods SAC is the extensive tract of beech forest which is an important part of a grassland-
scrub-woodland mosaic, which support important orchid sites and stag beetles.  

 
9.61 A memo report has been submitted on the impact of the proposed development together with the 

proposed development under 20/00715/FULL on the impact on Bisham Woods Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI), which overlaps with Chilterns Beechwood SAC, from ammonia (NH3), 
nitrogen (N) and acid depositions. As set out in section 9(vi), ammonia in the air can result in 
depositions which cause excessive nitrogen enrichment and acidification to the detriment of the 
health and longevity of the plants and floristic composition of woods.  

 
9.62 Current Environment Agency and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs guidance 

(2021) states that or SSSIs and SACs within 10km of the site, if the process contributions are 
less than 1% of the critical level / load than the impact is not considered to be significant. In this 
case, the report concludes that the process contributions of ammonia (NH3), nitrogen oxide 
(NOX), nitrogen (N) deposition and acid deposition are below 1% of the critical level / load. 



   

Therefore, in this respect the impact on Chiltern Beechwoods SAC is not considered to be 
significant. 

 
9.63  In terms of other threats and pressures, the JNCC states identifies issues with management and 

use, problematic native species and invasive non-native species, and interspecies flora relations. 
The proposed development is not considered to have a significant effect on Chilterns 
Beechwoods due to its use and distance. Therefore, overall, an Appropriate Assessment for 
Chilterns Beechwoods is not required. 

 
 Windsor Forest and Great Park  
 
9.64 The JNCC advises that the primary reason for designation of Windsor Forest and Great Park 

SAC is the significance of the old acidophilous oak woods, range and diversity of saprxylic 
invertebrates, and fungal assemblages. The JNCC has identified air pollution as an identified 
threat to Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC.  

 
9.65 A memo report has been submitted on the impact of the proposed development together with the 

proposed development under 20/00714/FULL on the impact on Windsor Forest and Great Park 
SAC, from ammonia (NH3), nitrogen (N) and acid depositions. It concludes that the process 
contributions of ammonia (NH3), nitrogen oxide (NOX), nitrogen (N) deposition and acid 
deposition are below 1% of the critical level / load. Therefore, in accordance with current 
Environment Agency and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs guidance (2021), 
the process contributions from the proposal are not considered to be significant. Therefore, 
overall, an Appropriate Assessment for Windsor Forest and Great Park is not required. 

 
9.66 In terms of other identified threats and pressures, which includes forest and plantation 

management and use, invasive non-native species and interspecific floral relations, the proposed 
development is not considered to have a significant effect on Windsor Forest Great Park due to 
its use and distance.  

 
 Other Designations 
 
9.67  In terms of biodiversity in general, HWNP policy Env1 states that development proposals should 

maintain and where practicable and appropriate, enhance biodiversity. As a material 
consideration of significant weight, paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that planning decisions 
should recognise the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services and minimise 
impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity. Paragraph 180(a) states that if significant harm 
to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated or as a last 
resort compensated for then planning permission should be refused. As further material 
considerations of significant weight, BLPSVPC policy QP1 requires larger development, such as 
this, to foster biodiversity; policy QP3 requires new development to respect and enhance 
biodiversity; policy EP3 requires development proposals avoid generating artificial light pollution 
that would have a detrimental impact on biodiversity; and EP4 states that development would 
generate unacceptable levels of noise that adversely impacts biodiversity would not be permitted. 
BLPSVPC NR2, which expects development proposals to demonstrate how they maintain, 
protect and enhance the biodiversity of sites, is currently given limited weight. 

 
9.68 An Ecology Assessment was submitted to support the application, which included a field survey, 

habitat assessment and protected species impact assessment.  
 
 Badgers  
 
9.69 Badgers are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 (as amended). The submitted 

Ecology Assessment confirms that within the section of Great Wood to the north of the 
application site, there is a large main sett, two annex setts and one subsidiary sett, and evidence 
of use by badgers. Furthermore, there are locations across land adjacent to the site which are 
suitable for badger sett creation. Given the separation distance, the proposal would not directly 
impact existing or potential badger setts. However, as a result of the removal of around 60m of 
hedgerow within the site there would be harm to badgers through the loss of commuting and 
foraging habitat. As mitigation, the Planting Plan, drawing ref: 307_PP_E05 rev, A, shows 



   

proposed woodland and hedgerow planting which would take time to fully establish but overall 
would maintain the commuting line from the retained section of hedgerow and would increase 
and enhance foraging opportunities for badgers. Fencing which could potentially block small 
mammals passing through, but badger / small mammal gates to be installed every 100m is 
proposed. If minded to approve, can be secured by condition along with the planting as 
mitigation. Therefore, the impact on badgers are considered to be acceptable.  

 
 Bats 
 
9.70 All British bats and their roosts are afforded full protection under the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2017 and Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). There was no 
evidence of roosting bats on the site. However, in terms of potential roosting features on and 
directly around the site, one mature field maple was deemed to be of high value, 5 oak trees were 
deemed to be of moderate value, and 53 oak trees were deemed to be of low value for roosting 
bats. Great Wood, The Cut and hedgerow were also deemed to be of high value for foraging and 
commuting bats.  

 
9.71 The loss from removal or potential loss from the impact of the development of 6 low value trees, 

and removal of around 60m of hedgerow within the site would result in moderate negative impact 
on roosting bat and minor negative impact on commuting and foraging bats. As set out in this 
report, the proposed development is not considered to result in undue harm to the health and 
longevity of retained trees but, for the purposes of assessing proposed mitigation, the assumption 
of a worst case is reasonable. The Planting Plan, drawing ref: 307_PP_E05 rev, A, shows 
proposed woodland planting which, together with the installation of bat boxes, would satisfactorily 
compensate roosting bats for the loss of the 6 trees. The compensatory planting would take time 
to fully establish, but would maintain a commuting and foraging line from the retained section of 
the hedgerow to Great Wood. The range of species proposed, which supports invertebrates, 
would also improve foraging opportunities for bats. Therefore, the impact on bats is considered to 
be acceptable. If minded to approve, details and implementation of the planting as mitigation can 
be secured by condition.  

 
 Great Crested Newts 
 
9.72 Great Crested Newts are a Priority Species and afforded protection under the under the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). There are a number of 
water bodies within 500m of the site at Pond Wood and Pondwood Farm where Great Crested 
Newts have been recorded but given the distance and as these ponds are physically separated 
from the site by the M4, any Great Crested Newts that may be present in these water bodies are 
unlikely to access and utilise the site. There are no ponds within 250m of the site and, while the 
field edges and hedgerow have potential for shelter and foraging opportunities, managed arable 
land comprises of sub-optimal vegetation as terrestrial habitat for Great Crested Newts. 
Therefore, the site is considered to be of low suitability for Great Crested Newts. As such, no 
specific mitigation measures are required in respect of this species. However, it is recommended 
that all attenuation ponds are designed to have at least one shallow / gradual side or has a 
wildlife-accessible escape ladders / netting installed. If minded to approve, details and 
implementation of this can be secured by condition.  

 
Reptiles  

 
9.73 All six species of British reptiles are Priority Species under the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2017 (as amended), and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended) protects all six species of British reptile against intentional killing or injury. There was 
no evidence of reptiles recorded during the survey, and while there is low potential within the 
grassy field margins to support reptiles, the site is considered to be of negligible to low value has 
habitat due to the sub-optimal vegetations structure within the managed arable land. As such, no 
specific mitigation measures are required in respect of this species.  

 
  
 
 



   

Dormice  
 
9.74 Dormice are a Priority Species under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 

(as amended) and are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 
No evidence of dormice was recorded during the survey, and so it is considered that dormice are 
absent from the site. Thames Valley Environmental Record Centre (TVERC) data also records no 
dormice within 1km of the site. The hedgerow is suitable for commuting between local 
woodlands, but within Great Wood there is a lack of understorey for dormice to utilise and limited 
quantities of plant species which dormice forage on (hazel) or nest in (bramble) and therefore has 
low suitability as habitat. As such, no specific mitigation measures are required in respect of this 
species.  

 
 Water Voles 
 
9.75 Water voles are fully protected under the under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 

amended). The survey recorded no evidence of water voles on the, however there is potential for 
water voles to be found in The Cut. Therefore, if minded to approve it is recommended that an 
updated survey for water voles prior to the start of relevant works to ensure that presence of 
otters and no holts or burrows have been established subsequent to the survey undertaken as 
part of the submitted Ecology Assessment. If the survey finds evidence of water voles then 
further survey works should be secured to determine impacts and appropriate mitigation, which is 
likely to be required to accord with licensing requirements overseen by Natural England. The 
updated survey and where necessary a copy of the licence to be provided to the Local Planning 
Authority can be secured by condition. 

 
Otters 

 
9.76 The European Otter, which the only native UK otter species, is a protected species under the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). No evidence of otters was recorded during the 
survey, however there is potential for otters to be found in The Cut. Therefore, if minded to 
approve it is recommended that an updated survey for otters prior to the start of relevant works to 
ensure that presence of otters and no holts or burrows have been established subsequent to the 
survey undertaken as part of the submitted Ecology Assessment. If the survey finds evidence of 
otters then further survey works should be secured to determine impacts and appropriate 
mitigation, which is likely to be required to accord with licensing requirements overseen by 
Natural England. The updated survey and where necessary a copy of the licence to be provided 
to the Local Planning Authority can be secured by condition.  

 
 Nesting Birds 
 
9.77 Great Wood is of high value to nesting birds, while single trees and the hedgerow on site is of 

moderate value. Breeding birds, their eggs and active nests are protected under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). To avoid potential office under the relevant legislation, an 
informative is recommended to advice the agent that there should be no clearance of suitable 
vegetation during bird-nesting season (1 March to 31 August, inclusive). 

 
 The River Cut  
 
9.78 The proposal includes a new crossing beneath the riverbed of The Cut. Further details were 

submitted during the course of the application confirming that the proposed new crossing under 
the River Cut will be constructed using directional drilling. This is a method of installing pipes and 
involves opening a trench on either side of the entity that is intended to be left unchanged, in this 
case the River Cut. The drill then cuts a hole from one trench, an acceptable distance below the 
riverbed, emerging at the other trench. The trenches are then backfilled. As a result, the impact 
on the river will remain hydrogeomophologically neutral. This method is an established method 
used by the gas, electricity, water and telecoms industry to avoid interference with water features, 
and thereby considered to be effective and feasible. As such, this is acceptable in principle and 
the Environment Agency has withdrawn their initial objection.  

 



   

9.79 As with groundwater and surface water pollution, and air pollution, the risks to nature 
conservation and fisheries as a result of these works, and details of how the risks can be 
managed, would be subject to the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulation. 
Therefore, if minded to approve planning permission, a condition is recommended ensure a copy 
of the Permit is provided to the Local Planning Authority. 

 
 viii Highway Safety 
 
9.80 Local Plan policy T5 requires all development proposals to comply with adopted highway design 

standards. HWNP policy T1 states that development proposals requiring access must 
demonstrate safe and suitable access, and development proposals that would have a severe 
residual cumulative impact on highway safety will be refused. As a material consideration, 
paragraph 110 of the NPPF states that safe and suitable access to the site should be achieved 
for all users; and any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms 
of capacity and congestion) or on highway safety should be cost effectively mitigated to an 
acceptable degree. Paragraph 111 of the NPPF goes on to state 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. As a 
material consideration of significant weight, BLPSV policy IF2 states that development should be 
located in sustainable locations, and proposals should be designed to optimise traffic flows and 
circulation to minimise negative environmental impacts of travel and provide car and cycle 
parking in accordance with the current Parking Strategy.  

 
Sustainable Location  

 
9.81 Located in a rural location, the site is not close to homes, services and facilities nor near 

convenient and sustainable modes of public transport and therefore not in a sustainable location. 
It is acknowledged that the development is proposed to be largely unmanned, and so the harm is 
limited. This harm should be weighed against the development, which is considered further in the 
case for VSC (section 9(xii)) and the Planning Balance (section 11).  

 
 Trip Generation  
 
9.82 In terms of construction traffic, the construction period is envisaged to last 12 months and the 

applicant has submitted a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) which provides 
information on the types and frequency of construction vehicles and equipment which will need to 
be delivered to the site. The plan envisages there would be between 4 to 10 LGVs a day and 15 
to 20 HGVs a day. The development will also need to accommodate circa 5 abnormal loads 
which comprise of the transformer, four engines and large crane. 

 
9.83 The Council’s Highway Consultants has confirmed no issues with the route and number of 

constriction vehicles and impact on the local highway network, while the Council’s Abnormal 
Loads Team has considered the Oakley Green Road/ Fifield Lane 7.5T Weight Restriction 
Scheme and the width of RBWM structures that the abnormal load vehicles will pass through and 
have also raised no objections. However, Bracknell Forest Council as the Local Highway 
Authority for the majority of the identified route for construction traffic from its starting point to the 
destination has raised objections as the route directs construction traffic through rural roads with 
poor accidents records including Forest Road/Warfield Street/A3095 and residential areas, and 
they note that the timing of deliveries do not appear to respect defined traffic sensitive time 
periods. Therefore, during the construction period it is considered to result in a detrimental impact 
on highway safety on Bracknell Forest Council’s roads and network, contrary to Bracknell Forest 
Council Core Strategy policies CS23 and CS24. Given the temporary nature of construction traffic 
and given that any undue adverse impact from construction vehicles can be controlled and / or 
mitigated by existing highway legislation, the resultant harm is considered to be limited. This 
harm should be weighed against the development and is considered further in the case for VSC 
(section 9(xii)) and overall Planning Balance (section 11) 

 
 
 



   

9.84 Once the site is operational, the Access Technical Note states it will produce approximately 6 
two-way vehicle movements per day (3 arrivals / 3 departures). It was also confirmed there would 
be 25 deliveries of ammonia solution, 6 deliveries of lubricating oil, and 3 deliveries of waste oil 
removal per year by a 22,000L road tanker (34 in total) and 12 general deliveries / servicing 
vehicles, and there would be an annual shut down for full maintenance which requires an 
additional 4 specialist staff, split into 2 shifts over 12 hours on site for 5 weeks. Given the number 
of trips for normal operation and the annual shut down maintenance, and the frequency of trips by 
more impactful types of vehicles to and from the site, it is not considered that impact on the local 
highway network would be severe, and therefore acceptable.  

 
 Access 
 
9.85  Vehicular access to the site is proposed from Howe Lane via a new private access priority 

junction. The proposed access arrangements, drawing ref: 19109-GA01 rev. C (appendix C of the 
Access Technical Note, dated 16 March 2020) demonstrates that the required visibility splays of 
2.4m x 140m to the left and right can be achieved, and that a turning HGV can manoeuvre to and 
from the site access and onto Howe Lane. A gate is proposed which is set back approximately 
18m beyond the back edge of the Howe Lane Carriageway to enable all vehicles to safely pull off 
the highway before the gates are opened.  

 
9.86  The proposal also includes an access from Howe Lane, which is associated with the gas 

compound to the south of the site. The Access Technical note states that the access will only 
need to be used 2 to 3 times per year. Drawing number 19109-GA02 shows that the access will 
provide visibility splays of 2.4m x 55m to the right to the roundabout junction by 2.4m x 120m to 
the left. As vehicle speeds will be lower as vehicles would be braking for the roundabout the 
proposed visibility splays for this access are acceptable. 

 
 Parking  
 
9.87 Local Plan policy P4 requires development to meet adopted parking standards while as a 

material consideration of significant weight, BLPSVPC policy IF2 states that development should 
provide vehicle parking in accordance with current parking strategy. The proposed master plan 
reference: SL203LXMP301 Revision C indicates 8 parking spaces on site, which is considered 
acceptable. There is sufficient turning for these spaces to enable cars to enter / exit in forward 
gear. If minded to approve condition is recommended to ensure that parking is provided in 
accordance with these details.  

 
ix Character and Appearance   

 
9.88 Local Plan policy DG1 resists development which is cramped or which results in the loss of 

important features which contributes local character. As a material consideration, paragraph 126 
of the NPPF advises that high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning 
and development process should achieve, and good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development. To achieve this, paragraph 130 of the NPPF advises that planning decisions 
should ensure that developments function well and add to the overall quality of the area for the 
lifetime of the development; is visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and 
appropriate landscaping; are sympathetic to the local character and history of the surrounding 
environment while not preventing appropriate change; and create places that are safe and 
inclusive. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that development that is not well designed should 
be refused. As a further material consideration of significant weight, BLPSVPC policy QP1 states 
that all new development should positively contribute to the place in which they are located, and 
larger developments will be expected to contribute to the provision of social, natural, transport 
and utility infrastructure to support communities and be of high quality that fosters a sense of 
place, while QP3 states that new development will be expected to contribute towards achieving 
sustainable high quality design in the Borough and sets out design principle for new development 
to achieve this. The principles include respecting and enhancing the local character of the 
environment.  

 



   

9.89 A Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) has been submitted by the applicant, which includes an 
assessment on the baseline landscape character of the site and surrounds, landscape value, 
sensitivity and potential landscape and visual effects when operational. 

 
9.90 In terms of baseline character, the LVA refers to the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment 

(LCA) Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG). The LCA SPG identifies the area as an Open 
Clay Farmland (6A – Braywoodside). The key characteristics is a generally flat to undulating rural 
landscape with large rectilinear fields of arable crops defined by native hedgerows of varying age 
and conditions but with modern day practices, earlier field divisions have been lost and therefore 
the landscape is sometimes vast. The horizontal farmland landscape is punctuated by woodlands 
and copses, some of ancient origin (fragments of the medieval Royal hunting forest that extends 
from Windsor), drainage ditches and ponds, and isolated or small groups of farmsteads and 
cottages of vernacular style. It is considered that the application site and surrounds largely 
confirms to this character.  

 
9.91 Turning to a site specific landscape assessment, the LVA does not identify key characteristics but 

notes that the site is rural although influenced by the M4, and the rural character of the landscape 
east of Howe Lane is weakened by the conversion of plots of land to small commercial units, 
offices, ad hoc storage and fishing lakes although these are all visually contained. The influence 
of the M4 is agreed, but it is considered that the influence of the identified commercial units to the 
character of the site or setting is very low given the separation distance (over 340m), number of 
units, building sizes and containment. The fishing lakes is not considered to weaken the 
character of the site, its setting or wider surrounds as drainage ditches and ponds are 
superficially identified as a key character of the landscape in the LCA SPG which the LVA refers 
to in the establishing the baseline character of the area. 

 
9.92 In terms of quality and value, the LVA takes into account the proximity an influence of the M4 and 

nearby overhead transmission lines and therefore concludes the quality to be medium to low and 
the landscape value to be medium. This generally agreed. The LCA SPG states that based on its 
contribution towards consistent patterns in the landscape, occurrence and condition the 
landscape character of open chalk farmland is of moderate strength. In relation to value, the LCA 
SPG notes that in terms of rarity the Open Chalk Farmland character type is only found at one 
location within the Borough, roughly contained between settlement along Bath Road to the north 
and the settlements of White Waltham and Waltham St Lawrence to the south. There are 
overhead transmission lines, roadways, signage, and an indication that traditional land 
management practices are declining, but the overall condition is considered to be good to 
declining. 

 
9.93 In terms of sensitivity, the LVA notes that the site is adjacent to the M4 and afforded some visual 

enclosure but the susceptibility to the landscape to change is considered to be medium. This is 
not agreed. The landscape and site itself is generally large scale, flat and open in character, and 
therefore considered to be highly sensitive to change, and therefore capacity for change is low.   

 
9.94 Nevertheless, despite the differences on the capacity for change, the LVA concludes that the 

impact on visual amenity as a result of the proposed development on viewpoint 1 (from Howe 
Lane, southeast) and viewpoint 2 (from Howe Lane, east) would be adverse of moderate to major 
significance, while the impact on viewpoint 3 (from Howe Lane, northeast, viewpoint 7(M4) and 
viewpoint 10 (east of Howe Lane) would be adverse of moderate significance. The LVA states 
that moderate to major adverse effect is defined as ‘an easily noticeable degradation of the 
landscape character/elements/existing views.’ In relation to moderate adverse, this is defined as 
‘a noticeable degradation of the landscape character/elements/existing views.’ A map of the 
location of these viewpoints, which were identified to provide a representation of the visual 
environment within which the site is set can be found at Figure 7: Viewpoint Location Plan in the 
LVA.  

 
9.95 The proposal as described in section 5 would be a substantial development, and due to the siting, 

scale, form, mass, design, features and materials would be urban and industrial in appearance, 
which would be clearly distinct and unduly detract from the character of the site and surrounds. It 
would be locally prominent from Howe Lane and the M4.  

 



   

9.96 A native hedge measuring 2-3m in height, once established, along Howe Lane, and woodland 
planting in the intervening fields is proposed as mitigation for the impact on viewpoint 1, 2 and 3, 
while hedge planting is proposed along the boundary to mitigate the impact on viewpoint 10.The 
LVA puts forward that this would effectively screen the development and so would reduce the 
adverse impact to negligible in the summer, but as there would be filtered viewed following leave 
fall, during winter the adverse impact would still be of minor significance. Woodland planting is 
also proposed as screening to mitigate the impact on viewpoint 7, although given the scale of 
development this would only screen the low level infrastructure while the upper sections of the 
engine house and flues will be clearly visible. Therefore, taking this into account together with 
seasonal leave fall, the LVA concludes that with mitigation the adverse impact for viewpoint 7 
would still be of minor significance in the summer and moderate in the winter. On the basis of this 
assessment in the applicant’s LVA, there would still be harm on visual amenity of the landscape 
as a result of development.   

 
9.97 However, it is considered that these mitigation measures would not protect, reinforce or enhance 

identified features of the landscape character area, such as ruralness and openness that would 
be lost as a result of the development. There is also a limit to what can realistically be screened 
by planting as acknowledged by the assessment in the LVA. Furthermore, there is a point and 
there is a point where an increase in planting to increase screening would have an impact on an 
identified characteristic, such as openness. Therefore, it is not agreed that the proposed 
mitigation measures would materially reduce the significance of effect on the identified landscape 
character. If minded to approve, it is recommended that details of the planting and maintenance 
plan is secured by condition.  

 
9.98 Whilst the development would be removed after 30 years, this would still be a significant period 

for the landscape to be affected by the proposal. Overall, it is considered that the proposal would 
result in significant harm to the identified character of the site and wider locality. This harm should 
be weighed against the development and considered further in the case for VSC (section 9(xii)) 
and overall Planning Balance (section 11). It is noted that the LCA SPG specifically identifies 
inappropriate new development as a local force for change that would result in the degradation of 
character. 

 
 x Archaeology  
 
9.99  Local Plan policy ARCH3 states that planning permission will not be granted for proposals which 

appear likely to adversely affect archaeological sites of unknown importance unless adequate 
evaluation enabling the full implications of the development on archaeological interests is carried 
out prior to the determination of the application. This is supported by paragraph 194 of the NPPF 
which states that where a development site 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. The NPPF is a 
material consideration of significant weight. BLPSVPC policy HE1 also states that applications for 
works within archaeologically sensitive areas will be required to include a desk-top archaeological 
assessment, but this policy is currently given limited weight.  

 
9.100 An Archaeological Desk Based Heritage Assessment, ref: 20/39 was submitted to support the 

application, which found potential archaeological implications as the site lies in the area of pre-
historic activity with general potential for pre-Iron Age, Iron Age and Roman activity across the 
site. Therefore, the site falls within an area of archaeological potential. However, given the scale 
of the development, the likelihood of the potential archaeology finds and, should it exist, the low 
likelihood to merit preservation in situ, it is considered that a condition to secure a programme of 
archaeological works, including a written scheme of investigation, and the publication and archive 
deposition of analysis, would be acceptable. Subject to the condition, the proposal would accord 
with Local Plan policy ARCH4 which requires the provision of an appropriate level of 
archaeological investigation, recording and off-site preservation/display/ publication of 
archaeological remains to record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage 
assets.  

 
 
 



   

 xi Loss of Agricultural Land  
 
9.101 Local Plan policy GB2(b) states that planning permission will not be granted for new development 

within the Green Belt if it would harm the character of the countryside through the permanent loss 
of Grade 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land but, due to inconsistency with the NPPF, policy GB2(b) is 
afforded limited weight. However, as a material consideration of significant weight, paragraph 174 
of the NPPF states that planning decisions should recognise the wider benefits from natural 
capital including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. 
Annex 2 of the NPPF states land in grade 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification 
(ALC) is the best and most versatile agricultural land. As a further material consideration of 
significant weight, BLPSVPC policy QP5 states that proposals should not result in the irreversible 
loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1, 2 and 3a).  

 
9.102 The site has been classified under the ALC as Grade 3 which is deemed to be moderate to good 

quality. The national ALC map does not show the subdivision of Grade 3 land and there is no 
boroughwide assessment on the quality of Grade 3 land to determine the subcategory of ‘a’ or ‘b’. 
Nevertheless, the proposal would the proposal would result in the approximately 4.4ha loss of 
Grade 3 land. In absolute terms and given that the land would be restored to agricultural land 
after 30 years, the harm caused by this loss is considered to be limited. This harm should be 
weighed against the development and is considered further in the case of VSC (section 9(xii)) 
and overall Planning Balance (section 11).  

 
 xii The Case for Very Special Circumstances  
 
9.103 As set out in this report, the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. To 

accord with paragraph 147 of the NPPF, such development should not be approved except in 
Very Special Circumstances (VSC). Paragraph 148 of the NPPF goes on to state that Very 
Special Circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason if 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.   

 
9.104 In addition to being inappropriate development in the Green Belt, section 9(ii) of this report sets 

out that the proposal would result in harm to openness and would conflict with one purposes of 
the Green Belt, namely encroachment into the countryside. In accordance with Paragraph 148 of 
the NPPF, any harm to the Green Belt should be given substantial weight against the 
development.  

 
9.105 In terms of other harm, as set out above, there it is considered that is significant harm the to the 

landscape character of the site and surrounds, which should be given significant weight against 
the development. There is also limited harm due to the loss of Grade 3 agricultural land, limited 
harm to neighbouring amenity due to noise from repair works, limited harm due to its 
unsustainable location, and limited harm due to highway safety on Bracknell Forest Council’s 
roads and network. These should each be given limited weight (x 4) against the development.  

 
9.106 Turning to other considerations, the applicant has put forward the need for the facility to lower or 

eliminate carbon emissions and support energy resilience, the lack of alternative sites, and 
economic benefits, which are considered in turn below.  

 
9.107 While there would be GHG emissions as a result of the development, as set out in section 9(i) 

proposal would be effective in achieving the Government’s objectives for energy security and 
decarbonisation in the transition period, and would support the use of renewable energy and 
extended deployment of renewable infrastructure. This is considered to be represent a significant 
public benefit which should be given significant weight towards VSC.   

 
9.108 When considering a case for VSC, it is also considered that whether there are suitable and 

available sites outside of the Green Belt is a material consideration. EN-2 sets out the 
Government does not seek to direct applicants to particular sites for fossil fuel generating 
stations. However, while EN-2 notes that there would be specific criterion considered by a 
developer when choosing a site and the weight given to them will vary from project to project, EN-
2 identifies some general factors that would influence site selection. These includes:  



   

 Grid connection: fossil fuel generating stations require connect to a transmission network, 
and the technical feasibility of export of electricity from a generating station is dependent 
on the capacity of the grid network to accept the likely electricity output together with the 
voltage and distance of the connection. 

 Size: fossil fuel generating stations generally have a large land footprint and would only 
be possible where the applicant is able to acquire a suitably-sized site.  

 
9.109 In line with the above, the applicant has set out that a connection of a proposed electricity 

generation plant to the electricity network is an important requirement and there needs to be the 
necessary infrastructure and capacity within the existing (or planned) transmission or distribution 
network to accommodate the electricity generated. The applicant has also set out that a 
connection to the National Grid (NTS) gas pipe is necessary as the gas supply from a gas 
distribution network is lower in pressure, as opposed to a supply from a NTS gas pipe, and 
therefore needs to be repressurised. This reduces efficiency and results in a higher carbon 
footprint. The applicant has provided a map of central, southern and south-eastern areas of 
England which shows the NTS gas pipe network overlaid by the electrical network (voltage level 
of 132kv) of the distributor network operator (DNO). This forms the main basis for site 
identification. The search area is considered to be reasonable due to the catchment of the 
service area.  

 
9.110 The map also includes areas of where there are grid constraints, which know as a result of failed 

grid connection applications. The discounting of all sites within this area is considered to be 
acceptable on the basis that a connection to the electrical network to distribute the electric 
generated by the proposal is unlikely to be achieved. The remaining sites identified have been 
assessed and discounted for being not available, not suitable in size, not suitable for the 
commercial requirements of the development, leaving the application site. Overall, it is 
considered that the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that there are no other reasonably 
available alternative sites, and this is given significant weight towards VSC.   

 
9.111 The Design and Access Statement sets out that the proposal would directly support 

approximately 70 workers during construction, and approximately 6 jobs during operation of the 
proposal. Although unquantified, there would be economic benefits spends as a result of the 
construction and operation of the development. This is given moderate weight towards VSC.  

 
9.112 Overall, it is not considered that the identified harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations 

put forward. Therefore, a case for VSC has not been demonstrated.  
 
10. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 
 
10.1 Part 2 and 6 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) states that 

buildings into which people go to intermittently for the purposes of inspecting or maintaining fixed 
plant or machinery, such as the engine house and control / monitoring buildings, are exempt 
from CIL charges. The office building is CIL liable, but the chargeable rate is set at £0 per square 
metre.  

 
11. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 
 
11.1 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: 
 

d) 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. 

 



   

11.2 However, footnote 6 of the NPPF clarifies that section d(i) of paragraph 11 is not applicable 
where ‘policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a 
clear reason for refusing the development proposed’. This includes land designated as Green 
Belt. For the reasons set out in sections 9(ii) and 9(xii), the proposed development is considered 
to be inappropriate development in the Green Belt and a case for VSC has not been 
demonstrated. Therefore, the ‘tilted balance’ does not apply, and the planning balance is to be 
carried out in the ordinary way, having regard to the statutory test in section 38(6) of the 2004 
Act. This is set out below.  

 
11.3 As set out in section 9(ii) as the proposal would represent inappropriate development in the 

Green Belt, would result in harm to openness and be contrary to one of the purposes of the 
Green Belt, namely safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, contrary to Local Plan 
policies GB1 and GB2(a), BLPSVPC policies SP1 and QP5, and paragraphs 137, 138, 147 and 
148 of the NPPF, and so there should be substantial weight against the development. Set out in 
section 9(ix) there would be significant harm to the character and appearance landscape 
character of the site and surrounds, contrary to Local Plan policy DG1, HWNP policy Gen2, 
BLPSVPC policy QP1 and QP3, and paragraph 126 and in accordance with paragraph 134 of the 
NPPF, which should be given significant weight against the development. Section 9 (v) sets out 
that there would also be limited harm in relation to noise, which should be given limited weight 
against the development, section 9(viii) sets out that there would be limited harm due to its 
unsustainable location and limited harm to highway safety which should each be given limited 
weight against the development and there is also limited harm due to the loss of Grade 3 
agricultural land as set out in section 9(xi).  

11.4 The harm arising from the above is not considered to be outweighed by the significant weight in 
favour of the proposed development due to the significant public benefit from energy security and 
decarbonisation in the transition period, and support of the use and deployment of renewable 
energy; the significant weight due to the lack of other reasonably available alternative sites; and 
moderate weight due to the economic benefits.  

11.5 The proposal does not comply with the Development Plan and should be refused, relevant 
material planning considerations do not indicate a different outcome: for the reasons set out 
above, it is therefore considered that the adverse impacts of allowing this planning application 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
in the NPPF, when taken as a whole. Therefore, the application is recommended for refusal.   

 
12. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT 
 

 Appendix A – Site Location Plan and Site Layout 

 Appendix B – Proposed Plans and Elevations  
 
13. RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL IF PERMISSION IS NOT GRANTED  
1 The proposal represents inappropriate development in Green Belt, which is by definition harmful 

to the Green Belt and would be harmful to actual openness of the Green Belt and would conflict 
with one of the purposes of the Green Belt, namely 'to assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment'. No Very Special Circumstances have been demonstrated that clearly outweigh 
the harm to the Green Belt and any other harm. The proposal is therefore contrary to the 
provisions of saved policies GB1 and GB2(a) of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 
Local Plan 1999 (Incorporating Alterations Adopted in June 2003), policies Sp1 and QP5 of the 
Borough Local Plan Submission Version Proposed Changes (2019) and paragraphs 137, 138, 
147 and 148 of the NPPF (2021). 

2 Due to the siting, scale, form, mass, design, features and materials, the proposed development 
would be a substantial and prominent development, which would be urban and industrial in 
appearance. It would therefore be clearly distinct and unduly detract from the character of the site 
and surrounds. Therefore, the proposal is considered to be contrary to the provisions of saved 
policy DG1 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan 1999 (Incorporating 
Alterations Adopted in June 2003), policy Gen2 of the Hurley and Walthams Neighbourhood Plan 
(2017), policiesQP1 and QP3 of the Borough Local Plan Submission Version Proposed Changes 
(2019), and paragraph 126 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) and in accordance 
with paragraph 134. 


