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1. SUMMARY 

1.1 This application seeks planning permission for the re-development of the site to provide 8 
detached dwellings including the retention of an existing cottage. The proposal entails the 
demolition of the existing dwelling on site, as well as the farmhouse and ancillary structures.  

1.2 The application site is located within the Green Belt designation where the NPPF (2021) and BLP 
Policies are explicit that development is prima facie inappropriate in the Green Belt, subject to a 
list of exceptions. Based on the evidence provided by the applicant as well as the information 
available to officers it is considered that some of the application site is  ‘previously developed 
land’, as set out within the definitions of the NPPF (2021).  

1.3 It is considered that the proposal by virtue of its size, scale, layout and general arrangement 
would sit beyond the envelope of the ‘previously developed land’, which in turn impacts the 
openness of the Green Belt. Owing to the scale and appearance of  the development, it would 
have a significant harm to the openness of the setting, beyond the current use which would 
constitute inappropriate development. The proposal does not fall under of the exceptions to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and is therefore inappropriate.  

1.4 The application was supported by ecology appraisals. The reports concluded that further 
assessments were required to be undertaken in light of the results of the surveys. These 
additional surveys were not undertaken and at the time of considering the application, as such it 
has not been demonstrated that the scheme would not impact on existing habitats or roosts.  

1.5 Highways have raised no objections to the proposal in light of the access arrangements being 
altered to facilitate the development.  

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

1. The proposed development, would by virtue of its design, appearance and general 
layout have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development and is therefore inappropriate development in the Green Belt that 
would cause harm to visual and spatial openness.  This 'in-principle' harm to the 
Green Belt and the harm to its openness must be afforded substantial weight and no 
very special circumstances exist that would clearly outweigh this harm and the other 
harm identified in the subsequent reasons for refusal. The proposal therefore 
conflicts with Policy QP5 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Borough 
Local Plan and Paragraphs 147 to 149 of the National Planning Policy Framework 



2021. 

2. The applicant has failed to submit appropriate information demonstrating how the 
proposed dwellings would work towards minimising CO2 emissions within the 
development, nor how it would achieve net-zero carbon. As such, the proposal is 
considered to have failed to consider or satisfy the context of Policy SP2 of the 
Borough Local Plan, the ISPS as well as the context of the NPPF (2021).

3. The proposed development by virtue of its density, layout and general arrangement 
would fail to respect the character and appearance of this rural setting and would be 
harmful to the vernacular of development within and adjacent the site. The density of 
the proposal would be akin to an urban setting, and represents an incompatible form 
of development. The proposal therefore conflicts with Policy QP3 of the Royal 
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Borough Local Plan and the context of the 
NPPF.

4. The applicant has failed to provide sufficient ecological information to the Council in 
support of the application. Having regard to the requirements of the Habitat 
Regulations, in the absence of this information the Local Planning Authority, as 
decision makers, cannot be certain that the proposals would not affect a European 
Protected Species. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy NR2 of the Borough 
Local Plan, Section 15 of the NPPF and Circular 06/2005.

5. The applicant has failed to provide sufficient information relating to the delivery of 
on-site affordable housing provision. As such the Council cannot be certain that this 
could and would be delivered on site having regard for local need and the 
development plan policies. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy HO3 of the 
Borough Local Plan, as well as the context of the NPF (2021).

6. The applicant has failed to provide clear and concise information as to how 
sustainable drainage measures will be successfully integrated into the development. 
In the absence of this the Council cannot be satisfied that the proposal would not 
result in the displacement of water elsewhere within or adjacent the site. As such, 
the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy NR1 of the Borough Local Plan.

2. REASON FOR PANEL DETERMINATION

 The application is a major application owing to the area of the application site.    

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 

3.1 The application site comprises a dwelling and associated farm buildings located on the southern 
side of Twyford Road. The site is served by two accesses, the primary one being towards the 
north-eastern side of the site and the secondary one being located towards the north-western 
side.  

3.2 The site falls primarily within the administrative boundary of RBWM with a small part of the site 
falling within Bracknell Forest. Within both development plans the site is designated as Green 
Belt. 

3.3 The site is identified as being with Flood Zone 1 as set out within the EA Maps for Planning.  

3.4 In 2019 a lawful development certificate was obtained by the applicant to demonstrate that the 
land within it was within residential use. The buildings within the site used to be in an agricultural 
use, but the approved LDC established a formal residential use.  

3.5 The lawfulness of the site for residential purposes, including buildings and other associated 
paraphernalia within it have been established by officers to be consistent with the definition of 
previously developed land, within the NPPF.  

4. KEY CONSTRAINTS

4.1 The site is designated within the Green Belt. The site is not an allocated site within the BLP or 
within the development plan of Bracknell Forest.  



4.2 The application is subject to a submission to Bracknell Forest under application ref 
22/00114/FULL. At the time of drafting this report a decision had not been formally issued by 
Bracknell Forest.  

5. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

5.1 This application seeks planning permission for the re-development of the site to include 8 
dwellings, following the demolition of the existing farmhouse and ancillary structures. It is 
proposed to alter the access along Twyford Road to facilitate the development which is 
addressed within a supporting transport report.  

5.2 Within the development there are 5 house types referenced A-B-C-D-E and F within the 
development. Each dwelling benefits from an ancillary garage structure located adjacent to the 
respective property, with private amenity space.  

5.3 Within the development there are a number of architectural designs of dwellings. Typically the 
ridge heights of the dwellings range between 7.4m to 7.9m and are proposed to be constructed 
from mixed brindle bricks, render and clay tiles.  

5.4 
Application Ref Description of Works Decision and Date 

21/03323/FULL Change of use of the existing cottage to an 
independent dwelling with private garden, 
parking area and garage.

Permitted  

19/03566/PDXL Single storey rear extension no greater than 
6m depth, 3.5m high and an eaves height of 
2.2m.

PNR 

19/03124/CLU Certificate of Lawfulness to determine 
whether the use of the land as residential is 
lawful 

Permitted 

19/03123/CLD Certificate of lawfulness to determine 
whether the existing structures are lawful 

Permitted 

6. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

6.1 The main Development Plan policies applying to the site are: 

Adopted Borough Local Plan  

Issue Policy

Spatial Strategy for the Borough SP1 

Climate Change SP2 

Sustainability and Placemaking QP1 

Green and Blue Infrastructure QP2 

Character and Design of New Development QP3 

River Thames Corridor QP4 

Development in Rural Areas and the Green Belt QP5 

Housing Mix and Type HO2 

Affordable Housing  HO3 

Managing Flood Risk and Waterways NR1 

Nature Conservation and Biodiversity NR2 



Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows NR3 

Renewable Energy NR5 

Environmental Protection EP1 

Air Pollution EP2 

Artificial Light Pollution EP3 

Noise EP4 

Contaminated Land and Water EP5 

Sustainable Transport IF2 

7. MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS  

National Planning Policy Framework Sections (NPPF) (2021) 

Section 2- Achieving sustainable development 
Section 3- Plan-making
Section 4- Decision–making  
Section 5- Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  
Section 9- Promoting Sustainable Transport  
Section 11- Making effective use of land 
Section 12- Achieving well-designed places  
Section 13 – Protecting Green Belt Land 
Section 14- Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
Section 15- Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  

7.1 Supplementary Planning Documents 

 Borough Wide Design Guide  

7.2 Other Local Strategies or Publications 

Other Strategies or publications material to the proposal are: 
RBWM Townscape Assessment  

            RBWM Landscape Assessment  
RBWM Parking Strategy 

                       Affordable Housing Planning Guidance 
                        Interim Sustainability Position Statement  

More information on these documents can be found at:  
https://www.rbwm.gov.uk/home/planning/planning-policy/planning-guidance 

8. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 

A site notice was displayed adjacent the site, and the application advertised in the newspaper.  

Comments from interested parties 

8.1 8 occupiers were notified directly of the application. One letter was received objecting to the 
application, as well as objections received from Residents associations. These are summarised 
as:  



Comment Where in the report this is 
considered 

1. Concerns over the highway safety and movement of 
vehicles 

Para 9.18 onwards 

2. Concerns over the use of pond to hold surface water Para 9.2 onwards
3. Concerns over the impact of the ecology report 

provided, not having regard for certain species. 
Para 9.14 onwards 

4. Concerns over the lighting within the development 
and its impact on bats

Para 9.14 onwards 

Consultees

Consultee Comment 
Where in the report this is 
considered

Highways No objections subject to conditions Para 9.31 onwards
Environmental 
Protection

No objections subject to conditions No further action  

Ecology  Further survey and mitigation (if 
required) must be provided prior to the 
determination of this application in 
order for the LPA to ensure badgers 
and their setts, are protected. (Full 
comments are sensitive) 

Para 9.14 onwards 

Lead Local 
Flood Authority 

Recommend planning permission is not 
approved in light of requirement for 
further information

Para 9.42 onwards 

 Other Groups 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the report this is 
considered 

Parish 
Council 

- Contrary to Green Belt Policies 
- Majority of development falls 

outside the footprint of existing 
built form 

- Highway safety

Para 91 onwards 

9. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION

9.1 The key issues for consideration are: 

i Principle of Development 

ii Green Belt 

iii Climate Change and Sustainability 

iv Ecology  

v Design and Character  

vi Parking and Highways Impacts 

vii Impact on amenity of neighbouring buildings 

viii  Affordable Housing 

ix Flooding and SUDS 



x Trees  

xi Other Material Considerations  

Issue i- Principle of Development 

9.2 Development within the Green Belt is prima facie inappropriate. However, there are exceptions to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The exceptions to inappropriate development are 
set out under the NPPF at paragraphs 149 and 150 Re-development of the site could be 
regarded as an exception to inappropriate development under para 149 (g) of the NPPF, however 
the development must not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the 
existing development. 

9.3 As such, the re-development of the site could be considered acceptable should the proposal 
satisfy para 149 (g) sub-sections, as set out in the NPPF with relation to the impact on the 
openness of the setting, as well as other material planning considerations. This matter will be 
considered below in further detail. 

Issue ii- Green Belt  

9.4 Policy QP5 of the adopted Borough Local Plan seeks to protect the Green Belt from inappropriate 
development in accordance with national planning policy, and is consistent with the NPPF (2021) 
in this regard.  

9.5 Having regard for paras 149 and 150 of the NPPF the matter of previously developed land is not 
in dispute between both parties. The matter to consider is whether the proposal would result in a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt, as set out in section 149 (g). The definition of 
‘openness’ is not set out within the NPPF (2021), but recent cases have referenced the topic and 
sought to set a matter of direction on how openness can be considered, and assessed.  

9.6 In the case of Turner V SSCLG, Sales LJ had interpreted the concept of openness as one which 
was ‘not narrowly limited to (a) volumetric approach but ‘is open textured and a number of factors 
capable of being relevant when it comes to applying it to the particular facts of a specific case.’ 
As such, openness was capable of having a visual dimension.  

9.7 In this specific case the applicant has sought to demonstrate through plans that the area of hard 
surfacing within the site would be reduced, as a result of the development. Whilst it is noted by 
officers that there would be a reduction in the amount of hardsurfaced area within the site, this is 
not within itself the sole focus and test of the impact of the development on the openness of the 
Green Belt.  

9.8 The proposed dwellings would have a ridge height between 7.4-7.9m which would only be 
comparable to two notable structures on site, the main dwelling and a barn to the west. The 
proposed dwellings would largely tower when considered against other more modest structures 
within the site. The rising ridge heights and lines across the site would have a greater overall 
mass. Furthermore, the design of the dwellings including their extension roof profiles with sizable 
volume, coupled with the domestic paraphernalia of 8 further dwellings would have something of 
an encroaching urbanising effect on a rural setting, which would be at odds with the site as it is 
as present. The use of cottage style materials would not adequately mitigate this, nor would the 
general landscaping between dwellings that are proposed.  

9.9 In addition, the proposed pattern of development would spread further and deeper into the site 
than the currently built form and associated residential paraphernalia. It is notable that the 
envelope of the proposed dwellings goes beyond that of the existing buildings, which is within 
itself encroachment. This is notable when considering dwellings 4,5 and 6 which go beyond the 
envelope of built form and creep into largely open land used for grazing. The massing of the 
proposed development together with the design details and other elements set out above that are 
characteristic of the use of a building as a dwelling would result in a more prominent development 
that would diminish the openness of the Green Belt in both visual and spatial terms.  



9.10 Overall, therefore, the proposal would result in a development that would have a greater impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing one. It would be inappropriate development. 
In line with paragraph 147 of the Framework, the proposed development would be inherently 
harmful to the Green Belt. The harm to the Green Belt would be significant, for which officers 
have afforded this substantial weight, in line with paragraph 149 of the Framework.  

9.11  For similar reasons, the proposed development would result in some limited encroachment into 
the open space, in conflict with this Green Belt purpose. 

Issue iii- Climate Change and Sustainability  

9.12 The Climate Change Act 2008 (CCA2008) imposes a duty to ensure that the net UK carbon 
account for the year 2050 is at least 100% lower than the 1990 baseline. Para 152 of the NPPF 
states that the planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing 
climate by contributing to a radical reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability 
and improve resistance, and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated 
infrastructure. In June 2019 RBWM declared an environment and climate emergency 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 in determining this application. 

9.13 In December 2020 the Environment and Climate Strategy was adopted which sets out how the 
borough will address the climate emergency across four key themes (Circular Economy, Energy, 
Natural Environment and Transport). The strategy sets a trajectory which seeks to a 50% 
reduction in emissions by 2025.  

9.14 A Sustainability Supplementary Planning Document will be produced in due course, however, the 
changes to national and local climate policy are material considerations which should be 
considered in the handling of planning applications and achievement of the trajectory in the 
Environment and Climate Strategy will require a swift response. The Council adopted an interim 
position statement which would clarify the Council’s approach to these matters. 

9.15 Section 1 of the guidance states that development should make the fullest contribution to 
minimising CO2 emissions with development of this type expected to achieve net-zero carbon 
emissions unless it can be demonstrated otherwise. 

9.16 The applicants have failed to provide a sustainability report, or any information relating to how 
sustainability measures will be delivered on site. It is considered that in the absence of this 
information that officers cannot be satisfied that the proposal would comply with the context of 
Policy SP2 of the BLP, and the ISPS.  

9.17 Furthermore, as the applicants have not demonstrated that the proposal would achieve net-zero 
emissions there would be a potential shortfall in seeking contributions towards the carbon offset 
fund. 

Issue iii- Ecology

9.18 Policy NR2 of the Borough Local Plan seeks to ensure that development proposals will 
demonstrate how they maintain, protect and enhance the biodiversity of application sites 
including features of conservation value.  

9.19 As part of the application the applicant provided an Ecological Impact Assessment, which 
considered a number of species on site.  

9.20 A preliminary roost assessment of the buildings found some buildings on site to host bat roosts. 
Subsequently the applicant undertook further surveys following best practice which identified long 
eared bats and pipistrelle bats. However, the report was carried out over two years ago and an 
updated report and emergence/re-entry survey would be required to be submitted to the Council 
for consideration. Furthermore, the mitigation measures set out in the report were considered to 



be very brief and require further consideration based on the council’s ecologist consideration of 
the information provided.  

9.21 It was identified within the reports that there were eight ponds within 250m of the proposed site, 
with two falling outside the site area. These ponds were considered by the ecologist to have 
habitat potential for GCN, and it was recommended that further reports were undertaken of the 
ponds to assess this. The results of the surveys, proposed mitigation or confirmation of a district 
license would need to be in place prior to the granting of any planning permission. At this stage, 
neither has been provided by the applicant.  

9.22 As part of the ecological appraisal of the site one potential badger hole was recorded off-site and 
several mammal runs were recorded across the site. No information has been provided by the 
applicant as to the status of the sett and the activity levels of badgers across the site. Badgers 
are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992, and in the absence of further reports 
officers cannot be satisfied that there would not be an impact on the sett, by the development.  

9.23  In the absence of appropriate ecology surveys, the application fails to demonstrate what impact 
the development would have upon protected species. 

Issue iv- Design Considerations 

9.24 Principle 7.1 of the RBWM BWDG SPD (2020) states that ‘Housing development should be 
sustainable and seek to make effective use of land without compromising local character, the 
environment (including biodiversity) or the appearance of the area’. Policy QP3 of the adopted 
Local Plan also states that the character and design of new development should ensure it . 
Respects and enhances the local, natural or historic character of the environment, paying 
particular regard to urban grain, layouts, rhythm, density, height, skylines, scale, bulk, massing, 
proportions, trees, biodiversity, water features, enclosure and materials; 

9.25 Section 12, paragraph 130 of the NPPF (2021) advises that planning policies and decisions 
should ensure that developments:  

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over 
the lifetime of the development;  

b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective 
landscaping;  

c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such 
as increased densities);  

d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, 
building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work 
and visit;  

e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix 
of development (including green and other public space) and support local facilities and transport 
networks; and  

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

9.26 Development within the vicinity is largely rural in character owing to the generally modest 
dwellings set within larger plots or agricultural enterprises. Buildings are generally well screened 
from the public realm when viewed into their respective plots, and it is also evident that the 
general vista or views around the site are of open Green Belt land with uninterrupted views to the 
south and west.  



9.27 The site itself has been identified as comprising residential units with buildings within a 
farming/agricultural use. The notable mix of enterprise through both functions is evident across 
the site when having regard for general residential paraphernalia to the south and east of the site, 
and agricultural buildings and storage to the west.  

9.28 It is notable that the general arrangement of buildings within the site are compact, focussing the 
pattern of development into a concentrated arrangement with buildings often immediately 
abutting one another, only separated by a form of boundary treatment creating the physical 
degrees of separation between the uses.  

9.29 The proposed development would introduce an estate-like layout within a ring pattern. The 
general density and layout of development would go against the grain of other development 
within the vicinity, characterised by its rural and general spaciousness. The close relationship 
between dwellings would mean they appear to visually coalesce with one another which would be 
contrary to the prevailing form and pattern within the area. It is noted that the existing 
arrangement of buildings is intimate, however, the spread of development is limited to three 
primary structures (main house, annexe and barn), which still maintain degrees of spaciousness 
in and around them. The introduction of 8 units with regularity and symmetry in plot sizes mirrors 
an urban/suburban development and would only serve to highlight the inappropriateness of the 
design in this location.  

Issue v- Highway Considerations and Parking Provision

9.30 Policy QP3 of the Borough Local Plan states that new development should seek to deliver easy 
and safe access and movement for pedestrians, cyclists cars and service vehicles, maximising 
the use of sustainable modes of transport where possible.  

9.31 The context of Policy QP3 is supported by the RBWM Parking Strategy (2004). This document 
remains relevant following the adoption of the Borough Local Plan and up to the point a 
replacement SPD document is adopted formally in its place.  

9.32 The application site is located within a rural location which would rely on car borne trips, having 
regard for the limited pedestrian and cycle infrastructure within the area. The site is not 
considered to be a sustainable location owing to the limited choice and alternative for non-car 
related travel.  

9.33 The existing site is served by an established access off the B3018, where vehicles are subject to 
a 60 mph speed limit. The proposal seeks to utilise a secondary access introducing an in-out 
combination for those entering and exiting the site. Visibility splays from both accessed will be 
achieved, although it is likely that these would be secured by cutting back existing boundary 
vegetation.  

9.34 Having regard for parking within the development, there would be a requirement for 2 parking 
spaces for the 2-3 bedroom units and 3 spaces for the larger 4-5 bedroom units. The dwellings 
are to be served by garages as well as off-street parking provision, and it is considered in light of 
the information provided that parking within the development would be achieved in line with the 
adopted parking strategy.  

9.35 On balance, and in light of Highways comments it is considered that the proposed parking 
provision and commitment to re-introducing the second access would be sufficient to cater for the 
proposed development.  

Issue vi- Impact on neighbouring amenity 

9.36 Policy QP3 of the adopted Borough Local Plan states under sub section (m) that development 
should ensure it has no unacceptable effect on the amenities enjoyed by the occupants of 
adjoining properties in terms of privacy, light, disturbance, vibration, pollution, dust, smell and 
access to sunlight and daylight.  



9.37 The existing site is located far away from other neighbouring properties with the nearest 
neighbouring property being over 500m away. Having regard for this the development would be 
unlikely to impact the amenities of nearby residents.  

vii- Affordable Housing and Housing Mix 

9.38 Policy HO3 of the Borough Local Plan states that the Council will require all developments for 10 
dwellings gross, or more than 1,000 sq.m of residential floorspace, to provide on-site affordable 
housing in accordance with the following: 

On greenfield sites providing up to 500 dwellings gross - 40% of the total number of units 
proposed on the site; 

 b. On all other sites, (including those over 500 dwellings) – 30% of the total number of units. 

9.39 The application proposal seeks the creation of 8 residential units falling below the 10 unit 
threshold but would create over 1000 q.m of residential floorspace. As such, this would trigger 
the requirement for affordable housing provision on site. The applicant sets out within their design 
and access statement that there is no requirement for affordable housing on site- it is noted that 
reference is made to now out-dated policies. Further within the design and access statement the 
applicant states that they would be willing to make a financial contribution for the provision of an 
off-site unit. In the first instance the context of Policy HO3 states that the Council will seek to 
achieve on-site affordable housing. No evidence has been provided by the applicant as to why 
this could not be achieved on site, and in the absence of robust information clearly setting this out 
or why the proposed financial contribution is acceptable, the proposal fails to accord with policy 
H03 of the BLP.  

9.40 Policy HO2 also sets out that provisions of new homes should contribute to providing an 
appropriate mix of dwelling types and sizes, having regard for the Berkshire SHMA 2016. The 
development prioritises three- and four-bedroom units; whilst it is noted that there remains a 
demand for such units, it is considered that the proposal does not provide an array of units which 
would be proportional to the housing demands set out in the SHMA. 

ix -  Flooding 

9.41 The applicant submitted a FRA and Drainage Strategy in support of the application. The 
application site is identified as being within Flood Zone 1 of the EA Maps for Planning. The site 
has been identified as being at risk from surface water flooding.   

9.42 The Lead Local Flood Authority have raised strong concerns as to the information contained 
within the report relating to the drainage strategy associated with additional dwellings and built 
form on site.  

9.43 One notable example relates to the use of infiltration to drain the site as a means of sustainable 
drainage. However, part of the report highlighted that a soakaway design at the site would not be 
suitable, which would be contrary to the aims of natural infiltration methods.  

9.44 Furthermore it was noted that the proposal seeks to utilise ponds within the site to hold 
rain/surface water. The drainage strategy states that the soil types below the proposed detention 
pond are loamy with naturally high groundwater, meaning it would likely overflow during high 
volume rain events owing to the likely slow infiltration rate.  

9.45 It is evident to officers that further investigation is required, and in the absence of clear and 
concise information which addresses the comments of the LLFA it is recommended that planning 
permission is refused on these grounds. 



x -  Trees 

9.46 The applicant has prepared an arboricultural impact assessment in support of the application. 
The report sets out that the proposal entails the removal of two small trees near the end of the 
driveway. Whilst the removal of trees is regrettable, it is proposed that a number of newer trees 
would be planted as part of the development which would result in a net gain of landscaping 
features.  

9.47 Should planning permission be forthcoming it is recommended that the development is carried 
out in accordance with the protection measures set out in the accompany report, and that tree 
planting is secured by way of a landscaping scheme.  

10. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL)

10.1 The development is CIL liable. The floorspace proposed for the development is approx. 1300 
sq.m and would be based on the chargeable rate of £240.   

11. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 

11.1 Having regard for the Council’s position on their housing supply, it can now be demonstrated that 
a 5-year housing supply is available. As such, there is no requirement to apply the tilted balance 
approach in line with the context of the NPPF. Notwithstanding this has there is a clear reason for 
refusing the development on Green Belt grounds, the tilted balance does not apply.

11.2 The proposal would represent an inappropriate development Within the Green Belt, which is by 
definition harmful. The NPPF sets out that substantial weight is afforded to any harm to the Green 
Belt. The development would also have a significant impact upon the openness of the Green Belt.  

11.3 The proposal has failed to adequately consider ecology matters within the site, notably 
consideration for existing habitats within the site. As such, it has not been demonstrated that the 
proposals would not adversely impact existing roosts/habitats within or adjacent the site.  

11.4 Further to this, the applicant has failed to adequately address concerns relating to sustainable 
drainage, affordable housing as well as a form of development that would be contrary to the 
general pattern of development within the area. The cumulation of the above concerns only 
serves to highlight the inappropriateness of the scheme.  

11.5 The NPPF sets out at paragraph 148 that when considering any planning application, local 
planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. 
‘Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. The applicant has not set forward any grounds of VSC that would outweigh the 
harm to the openness set out within this report, and in this regard the development is considered 
inappropriate by definition, as set out within the NPPF (2021). 

11.6 Having regard for the merits of the scheme it would seek to introduce new housing within the 
borough. Officers have considered this and offer this limited weight whilst having regard for the 
recent adoption of the BLP and that the Council are able to demonstrate over a 5 year housing 
supply, in light of this. There are no other material considerations within the scheme that would 
outweigh the harm identified, notably to the Green Belt, character of the area, affordable housing, 
ecological matters and sustainable drainage. As such, it is recommended that planning 
permission be refused for the development.  

12. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT

 Appendix A - Site location plan and existing site layout 

 Appendix B – Proposed Site Layout 
Appendix C – Dwelling Types 



13. REASONS RECOMMENDED FOR REFUSAL IF PERMISSION IS NOT GRANTED

1 The proposed development, would by virtue of its design, appearance and general layout have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing development and is therefore 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt that would cause harm to visual and spatial 
openness.  This 'in-principle' harm to the Green Belt and the harm to its openness must be 
afforded substantial weight and no very special circumstances exist that would clearly outweigh 
this harm and the other harm identified in the second reason for refusal. The proposal therefore 
conflicts with Policy QP5 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Borough Local Plan 
and Paragraphs 147 to 149 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2021. 

2 The applicant has failed to submit appropriate information demonstrating how the proposed 
dwellings would work towards minimising CO2 emissions within the development, nor how it 
would achieve net-zero carbon. As such, the proposal is considered to have failed to consider or 
satisfy the context of Policy SP2 of the Borough Local Plan, ISPS as well as the context of the 
NPPF (2021). 

3 The proposed development by virtue of its density, layout and general arrangement would fail to 
respect the character and appearance of this rural setting and would be harmful to the vernacular 
of development within and adjacent the site. The density of the proposal would be akin to an 
urban setting, and represents an incompatible form of development. The proposal therefore 
conflicts with Policy QP3 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Borough Local Plan 
and the context of the NPPF. 

4 The applicant has failed to provide sufficient ecological information to the Council in support of 
the application. Having regard to the requirements of the Habitat Regulations, in the absence of 
this information the Local Planning Authority, as decision makers, cannot be certain that the 
proposals would not affect a European Protected Species. The proposal is therefore contrary to 
Policy NR2 of the Borough Local Plan, Section 15 of the NPPF and Circular 06/2005. 

5 The applicant has failed to provide sufficient information relating to the delivery of on-site 
affordable housing provision. As such the Council cannot be certain that this could and would be 
delivered on site having regard for local need and the development policies. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to Policy HO3 of the Borough Local Plan, as well as the context of the NPF 
(2021). 

6 The applicant has failed to provide clear and concise information as to how sustainable drainage 
measures will be successfully integrated into the development. In the absence of this the Council 
cannot be satisfied that the proposal would not result in the displacement of water elsewhere 
within or adjacent the site. As such, the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policy NR1 of the 
Borough Local Plan. 
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