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1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This application seeks outline planning permission for 6 detached dwellings (and 

associated works), with all matters reserved. The scheme proposes the removal of a 
car breakers yard (which is a lawful use established with the passage of time), with 
the new dwellings shown on land which is undeveloped.  

 
1.2 This assessment can only consider whether the principle of residential development 

is acceptable. As such the main considerations are whether the proposed 
development is acceptable within the functional flood plain, and whether it is 
acceptable within the Green Belt.  

 
1.3 The development is not acceptable within the functional flood plain, as set out in 

National Planning Policy, and the application has not demonstrated that the scheme 
would not reduce the capacity of floodplain storage, or that a safe means of escape 
can be provided for future occupiers of the dwellings.  

 
1.4 The development is considered to be inappropriate development within the Green 

Belt, and whilst it is considered that a case of Very Special Circumstances can be 
made, it is not considered that these VSC outweighs the other harm identified in 
relation to flood risk. The application is therefore inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt and is recommended for refusal.  

 

It is recommended the Panel refuses planning permission for the following summarised 
reasons (the full reasons are identified in Section 10 of this report): 

1. The scheme for residential development is a form of inappropriate development within the 
functional flood plain. In addition, it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that the 
development would not reduce the capacity of the floodplain storage. The scheme also 
fails to provide a safe means of escape for future occupiers of the dwellings in the event of 
a flood. 

2. The information submitted within this application does not provide a suitable basis for 
assessing that the risk of pollution to controlled waters is acceptable in the Source 



Protection Zone.   

3 The Very Special Circumstances (VSC) does not outweigh all other harm arising from 
the development and so the proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  

 
 
2. REASON FOR PANEL DETERMINATION 
 

 At the request of Councillors Rayner and Lenton if the recommendation of the Head of 
Planning is for refusal, for the reasons that it has received local support and would provide 
much needed housing. 

 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 
 

3.1 The application site relates to land on Gloucester Road in Wraysbury. Part of the 

application site is used (and is a lawful use) as a breakers yard. The use of this land 
extends to the north-eastern part of the application site. The remainder of the 
application site comprises overgrown scrubland.   

 
3.2 Residential properties are situated to the south and west of the application site.  

3.3 The site is within the functional floodplain (floodzone 3B) and the Green Belt.  

 
4. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
 

Ref. Description Decision and Date 

471383 Certificate of Lawful Use for the breaking up of 
motor vehicles and machinery storage and parking 
of cars and the temporary parking of cars for the 
purpose of business.  

Granted on 15th 
November 1993 

 
4.1 The application seeks outline permission for the erection of 6 detached dwellings with 

all matters reserved. An indicative layout plan shows the positioning of the 6 
dwellings on the existing scrub land, following the building line of the dwellings facing 
Gloucester Drive. This plan also shows the removal of the breakers yard, and this 
land is shown as private garden area. The indicative layout shows biodiversity 
improvements.   

4.2 It should however be noted that despite what is shown on the indicative layout plan, 
as this is an outline application with all matters reserved, details of siting, access, 
appearance and landscaping cannot be considered under this application. This 
consideration of these matters would have to be considered under a reserved 
matters or full planning application.  



5. MAIN RELEVANT STRATEGIES AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 
5.1 National Planning Policy Framework Sections:  
 
 Section 32- Transport  

Sections 87, 88 and 89- Development in Green Belt  
 Section 101-103- Flood Risk  
 
 Royal Borough Local Plan 
 
5.2 The main strategic planning considerations applying to the site and the associated 
policies are: 
 

Within 
settlement area 

Highways and 
Parking Flood Risk  Green Belt  

Pollution to 
water  

DG1, H10, H11 P4, T5 F1 GB1, GB2 NAP4 

 
 Other Local Strategies or Publications 
 
5.3 Other Strategies or publications relevant to the proposal are: 

 
● RBWM Townscape Assessment - view at:  
● RBWM Parking Strategy - view at: 

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

 
6. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 The key issues for consideration are: 
 

i Development within the Green Belt; 
 
ii Development within the Flood zone;  

 
Development within the Green Belt  

 
 Whether the proposal would constitute an appropriate form of development in the 
Green Belt 
 
6.2 The applicant has made the case that the development would be appropriate 

development in the Green Belt, in accordance with paragraph 89 of the NPPF which 
allows for the limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed sites whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development. 

6.3 It is not considered that the development would comprise appropriate development in 
the Green Belt, under the provisions of paragraph 89, as the application site extends 
around land (the scrubland) which is not considered to be previously developed land. 
It is clear from looking at the site plan which depicts the lawful use of the car 
breakers yard and temporary parking that this only relates to the land in the north 
eastern part of the application site. The scrub land, which is shown to be developed 
for housing on the indicative layout plan, is not used in connection with the Breakers 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning


yard; there is no operational links between the use of the Breakers Yard and this 
scrubland, and the only apparent common factor they have is that all of the land is in 
the ownership of the applicant. Only the land which has the lawful use of the 
Breakers Yard (as shown on the certificate) could be considered as previously 
development land. The application site boundary extends to a large area of land 
which would not be considered previously developed land. As such, it is not 
considered that redevelopment of the application site to provide 6 dwellings would 
constitute an appropriate form of development in the Green Belt, in line with National 
Planning Policy.  

6.4 Inappropriate development in the Green Belt is by definition, harmful to the Green 
Belt. Having established the ‘in principle’ harm from the development being 
inappropriate, it is necessary to identify if the development physically harms the 
Green Belt. The existing use of the car breakers yard impacts upon the openness of 
the Green Belt. There are no planning restrictions which limit the number of vehicles 
to be stored, or limit the height to which cars are stacked. In respect of any other 
restrictions, the operator of the yard is required to comply with the requirements of 
the site licence issued by the Environment Agency. Under this licence the operator 
can store up to a maximum of 1000 vehicles. At the current time, the applicant 
advises that vehicles being ‘broken’ are stacked one or two cars high. There are 
approximately 100 cars being broken for spares. There are a further 80 or so cars 
‘stripped and crushed’ ready for collection/ recycling and stacked to approximately 
5m in height. These are stored and collected periodically. Looking at what could be 
stored on the site (through the EA licence), it is evident significantly more vehicles 
could be stored on site, and this would have a significant impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt, although it is not known if the site has operated close to this capacity.  

6.5 In respect of the proposed development, scale parameters have not been set, 
however, the applicant indicates that these dwellings would be similar in scale to 
neighbouring dwellings on Gloucester Drive. It is considered that the development 
(although the scale or appearance is not a matter for consideration here) could have 
a modest improvement to the openness of the Green Belt, compared with the existing 
use if it was operating a full capacity.  

6.6 The proposal is contrary to the NPPF and Local Plan Policies. The application could 
only be approved, if ‘Very Special Circumstances’ (VSC) clearly outweigh the harm to 
the  Green Belt caused by inappropriateness and any other harm. The applicant has 
made a case for VSC and this is considered at the end of the report under the 
‘Planning Balance’ after consideration of all the other issues. 

Development within the Flood zone  

6.7 The application site is situated within the functional flood plain (flood zone 3B). 
Residential development (is a more vulnerable use in respect of flood risk) is 
inappropriate development within this floodzone, in accordance with National 
Planning Policy. The principle of residential development in this flood zone is not 
acceptable. As the residential development is inappropriate within the functional 
floodplain, there is no requirement under National Planning Policy to apply the 
Sequential or Exceptions Tests.  

6.8 In terms of impact on the floodplain storage, insufficient detail is contained in the 
Flood Risk Assessment to assess the impact of the existing authorised use of the 
site, and how the proposed development would impact on the capacity of the 
floodplain storage. However, if the scheme for dwellings incorporated voids (which 
were set above the 1 in 100 year climate change flood level), this could see a 
betterment to the capacity of the floodplain.  However, given the lack of information 



contained in the Flood Risk Assessment and the lack of detail provided for the 
proposed dwellings (as this is an outline application with all matters reserved), it is 
not possible to determine whether the proposed development would reduce the 
capacity of the floodplain to store water.   

6.9 In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework and Local Plan Policy 
F1, a safe means of escape for future occupiers of the proposed dwellings is required 
to be provided. The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) does not demonstrate 
that a safe means of escape for future occupiers can be provided. The Flood Risk 
Assessment sets out that a safe refuge within the property is available should 
flooding affect the surrounding area, and that a flood evacuation plan could be 
adopted for the site to allow future occupiers to leave the dwellings to an area outside 
of the flood zone in good time.  It is not considered that these two points (area of 
refuge and flood evacuation plan) would overcome the concern that future occupiers 
would not have a safe means of escape in the event of a flood. If future occupiers 
stay in their houses in the event of a flood, this is likely to put pressure on emergency 
services to rescue them, and occupiers of the dwellings are unlikely to leave their 
houses and possessions if flood warnings are issued, despite being signed up to a 
flood evacuation plan.  

  
 Pollution to groundwater  

  
6.10 The application site is located within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 3 for a 

potable supply abstracting from the gravel aquifer. The site is also within the flood 
plain of the River Thames and a stream (County Ditch) denotes the north-eastern 
boundary of the site. Groundwater in are likely to be at shallow depth under this 
site. Therefore, the site is a fairly sensitive location regarding groundwater 
protection. 

 

6.11 It is not considered that the information submitted provides a suitable basis for 
assessing that the risk of pollution to controlled waters is acceptable. The 
application fails to provide assurance that the risks of pollution are understood 
and can be addressed through appropriate mitigation measures, as a preliminary 
risk assessment (including a desk study, conceptual model and initial assessment 
of risk) has not been submitted. The application therefore fails to meet the 
requirements of paragraph 109 of the NPPF, and Policy NAP4 of the Local Plan.  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 

Ecology 
 
6.12 Subject to the mitigation set out in the ecological report it is considered the 

scheme would have an acceptable impact on protected species. The ecology 
report and Design and Access Statement provide details of a number of 
ecological enhancements which are to be incorporated within the proposed 
development which include native species planting, creation of reedbeds and the 
installation of bird and bat boxes on suitable retained trees. 

 
VSC and the Planning Balance  



6.13 The applicant has provided a case of Very Special Circumstances, as they were 
made aware that officers were not in agreement that the development would accord 
with the provisions of the NPPF for development of previously developed land in the 
Green Belt. The VCS put forward by the applicant are:  

 The development would result in the removal of the existing use from the site, which 
is harmful to the openness of the Green Belt (This is not considered to be VSC) 

 The scheme for residential development would improve the openness of the Green 
Belt (This is considered to be VSC) 

 Although it could be argued that the application exchanges one form of 
encroachment for another, the degree of encroachment resulting from this new 
housing development would be geographically, visually and environmentally better 
related to the existing settlement and more environmentally appropriate than the 
existing use of land. (This is not considered to be VSC) 

 At paragraph 81 of the NPPF, it states that local planning authorities should plan 
‘positively’ to enhance the beneficial use of the green belt by, amongst other things, 
looking for opportunities to retain and enhance landscapes, visually amenity and 
biodiversity, or to improve damaged and derelict land. This scheme represents an 
obvious opportunity to positively enhance the beneficial use of the green belt by 
removing from this area an inappropriate use that has caused serious damage to the 
land on which is located, and to make beneficial use of unused wasteland 
immediately adjacent to the existing settlement. (This is not considered to be VSC). 

 The scheme will allow biodiversity improvements to the area (This is not considered 
to be VSC). 

 The application site lies within the recognised settlement of the Green Belt. Although 
it is not the purpose of the application site in the development plan, it is questionable 
whether the green belt notation should wash over the settlement of Hythe End. The 
development around the application site has a very urban form and appearance, and 
none of the characteristics of a more rural settlement. (This is not considered to be 
VSC). 

 Policy GB3 of the Local Plan allows for infilling in recognised settlements in the 
Green Belt. This would suggest that when the proposals map was first approved in 
1999, the LPA had in mind, the opportunity that at sometime in the future, this site 
might come forward for development. Had this not been the case, the policy-maker 
would have drawn the settlement boundary line either along the back edge of the 
highway on Gloucester Drive or along a consistent line with the rear (north 
boundaries of Nos 43 and 65 Gloucester Drive). (This is not considered to be VSC). 

 The scheme comprises limited infilling in the recognised settlement, in accordance 
with Local Plan Policy GB3. (This is not considered to be VSC). 

 When the Local Plan was adopted, the car breakers yard was in use (with benefit of 
Lawful Development Certificate). It is considered that the LPA recognised this when 
they drew the recognised settlement boundary to include all of the application site. 
(This is not considered to be VSC). 

 The location of the Colne Valley Park (the application site is situated to the south of 
this) is a VSC in this case. The Colne Valley Park covers over 40 square miles. The 
Valley hosts a mosaic of farmland, woodland and water with 200 miles of river and 



canal and over 60 lakes. It is   also a living, working environment, providing 
employment and homes for many people as well as being a haven for wildlife. The 
objectives of the Colne Valley Park are:  

o To maintain and enhance the landscape 

o To safeguard the countryside  

o To conserve and enhance biodiversity  

o To provide opportunities for countryside recreation 

All of these objectives would be served by the application. (It is not understood how 
this scheme would meet these objectives- this is not considered to be VSC). 

 The application shows the retention of reed nettle beds and wet woodland feature 
which are complimentary to this objective of the CVP and plainly the removal of 
contaminated ground and a potential pollutant would support this objective. (This is 
not considered to be VSC).  

 The application would indirectly support opportunities for countryside recreation; the 
application site adjoins the Church Lammas Lakes area in the Borough of 
Spelthorne. This is an area of common land with the public access that is used for 
recreational purposes and forms part of the extensive chain of footpaths and 
cycleways that link up throughout the area and northwards towards Staines Moor and 
beyond. The removal of the unsightly existing car breakers yard use will contribute to 
the recreational experience of members of the public walking along the lake edge 
north of the site. (This is not considered to be VSC). 

 The scheme would help support the planning objectives for the Borough of 
Spelthorne (neighbouring authority). Church Lammas Lakes adjoins the application 
site, and is identified as common land; the Council policy states that opportunities will 
be sought to secure landscape enhancement and improvements to biodiversity in 
association with new development and it will oppose developments that would have 
significant adverse impact on the landscape or features of nature conservation. (This 
is not considered to be VSC). 

 Spelthorne Core Strategy makes reference to the objectives of the Colne Valley Park 
and projects that contribute to the objectives of the Park will be supported by the 
Council. (This is not considered to be VSC). 

6.15 In terms of the VSC put forward, it is considered that the development would remove 
a use which is harmful to the openness of the Green Belt. In terms of the impact on 
openness, if 1000 vehicles were stored on site this is likely to have a significant 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  

6.16 The applicant refers to paragraph 81 of the NPPF; it is not considered that this strand 
of the NPPF is applicable to this proposal. This part of the NPPF is referring to plan 
making, so that local planning authorities devise local plan policies to plan positively 
to enhance beneficial use of the Green Belt.  

6.17 Given that biodiversity enhancements could be made to the existing scrubland, 
without this residential scheme, this is not considered to be a compelling part of the 
VSC. Also, reference is made to the removal of contaminated land, however, a report 
identifying what land is contaminated and what remediation can be put in place has 



not been submitted with this application, and on this basis this is not considered to 
form strong VSC.  

6.18 It is not considered that as the application site falls within the recognised settlement 
of the Green Belt that it means the LPA had in mind the development would come 
forward for development. The Council has no evidence (and the applicant has not 
provided any) that this was the intention of the Council when the boundary was 
drawn, and so this point is given limited weight. Also, it is not considered that this 
development would constitute infilling in the recognised settlement as set out in 
Policy GB3. This policy is clear that this relates to closing a small gap in an otherwise 
built up frontage. It is not considered that this scheme is a small gap in an otherwise 
built up frontage.  

6.19 As part of the VSC, much emphasis is placed on the benefits this scheme would 
have for Spelthorne Borough Council as a neighbouring authority. Spelthorne 
Borough Council has commented that they raise no objection to the proposal. Whilst 
the Council is not raising an objection, they are not offering comments of support. 
The removal of the car breakers yard may offer some benefit, but there is no a 
convincing argument put forward as to how this would significantly improve the 
Lammas Lakes in terms of landscape and biodiversity improvements. This benefit is 
given limited weight in terms of comprising Very Special Circumstances.    

6.20 The VSC case in respect of the removal of an unneighbourly use in a predominantly 
residential area, the removal of underground tanks (as part of the remediation of the 
site), and the improvement to openness of the Green Belt are considered to be the 
points which constitute VSC; the other points made by the applicant in respect of 
VSC are not considered to very compelling.   
 

6.21 However, the case of VSC does not just have to outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt(by reason of its inappropriateness), it also has to outweigh any other harm (see 
paragraph 88 of the NPPF).  

 
6.22 In this case, residential development is inappropriate in the functional floodplain. The 

application has not demonstrated that the scheme would not reduce the capacity of 
the floodplain. In addition, it has not been demonstrated that a safe means of escape 
can be provided for future occupiers in the event of a flood event. The harm in 
respect of the development and flood risk is considered to be significant, and it is not 
considered that the VSC put forward outweighs this harm.  

 
6.23 Paragraphs 7 and 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) set out that 

there will be a presumption in favour of Sustainable Development.  Paragraph 49 of 
the NPPF states that applications for new homes should be considered in the context 
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, and that relevant policies 
for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning 
authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites.  It is 
acknowledged that the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 
housing sites. 

 
6.24 It is acknowledged that this scheme would make a contribution to the Borough’s 

housing stock. However, it is the view of the Local Planning Authority that that the 
socio-economic benefits of the additional dwellings would be significantly and 
demonstrably outweighed by the adverse impacts arising from the scheme proposed, 
contrary to the adopted local policies, all of which are essentially consistent with the 
NPPF, and to the development plan as a whole. 

 



 Affordable Housing  
 
6.25 The applicant has stated that the floorspace of the proposed dwellings will not 

exceed 1000 square metres in floorspace. If the amount of floorspace did exceed 
1000 square metres, then the in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Planning Practice Guidance, affordable housing would need to be provided.  

 
 Other Material Considerations  
 
6.26 Concern is raised over the loss of the business use, however, this is not an allocated 

employment site, and so there is no planning policy objection to the loss of this 
business, or required for it to be re-provided elsewhere.  

 
6.27 The indicative layout plan showed potential changes to garden boundaries of 

dwellings on Gloucester Drive; an amended layout plan was received which removed 
reference to this.   

7. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 

7.1 The proposal is CIL liable; the amounts required by CIL would be calculated at a 
reserved matters stage.  

 
8. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 
 
 Comments from interested parties 
 
 18 occupiers were notified directly of the application. 
 The planning officer posted a site notice advertising the application at the site on the 

18th July 2016.  
 
 3 letters were received supporting to the application, summarised as:  
 

Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

1. Supportive of the planning application, and comments many other 
residents of Gloucester Drive are.  

Noted.  

2. Removing the Breakers Yard and building on the adjacent waste land 
would make Gloucester Drive a fully residential and greatly improve the 
environment of this area of Wraysbury. 

Noted. 

3 Our property backs onto the Breakers Yard and during this time we 
have had cause to register complaints with the Council on a number of 
occasions regarding the use of the Yard.  We are writing to state that we 
fully support the planning application that has been submitted to build 6 
detached houses, remove the Breakers Yard and extend the rear 
gardens.  
 
We firmly believe the development will improve Gloucester Drive by…  
-Removing the large heavy commercial vehicle traffic that services the 
Breakers Yard  

-Remove an inappropriate commercial activity from a predominately 
residential area  

6.20 



-Removing the risk of pollution from oil and vehicle fluids seeping into 
the County Ditch that flows directly into the River Thames  

-Making Gloucester Drive a fully residential area which was the original 
Borough Plan when we purchased the property.  
 

This is a great opportunity to enhance the area and provide quality 
housing in an often forgotten part of Wraysbury. 

 
 3 letters were received objecting to the application, summarised as:  
 

Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

1. As the site is within flood zone 3, the development will take up land that 
currently absorbs flood water, and the houses will displace flood waters. 
As such they would like to see additional flood defences put in place.  

6.7-6.9 

2. Would ask for traffic speed control measures to be put in place.  4.2 

3. It would be a shame if this local business was lost; there has been a lot 
of closures of breaker’s yard in the M25 area.  

6.24 

4. Have some concerns over heavy vehicles using the Drive. Would like to 
see double yellow lines introduced- could be during construction, or on 
a permeant basis.  

4.2 

5 Concern if Breakers Yard is removed that vehicles will be dumped- the 
Council should find another site for this use.  

6.26 

6 Concerns over the potential extension to rear gardens and their 
boundaries.  

6.27 

 
 
 One letter of objection was received, but was anonymous and so cannot be reported.  
 

Statutory Consultees 
 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Environment 
Agency  

In accordance with paragraphs 101 to 103 of the NPPF, 
the associated NPPG) and saved policy F1 of the RBWM 
Local Plan (adopted 2003) we object to this application 
because the proposed ‘more vulnerable’ residential 
development falls into a flood risk vulnerability category 
that is inappropriate to the flood zone in which the 
application site is located.  
 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the 
associated National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
classifies development types according to their 
vulnerability to flood risk and gives guidance on which 
developments are appropriate in each flood zone.  
Based on the indicative layout, the site falls with flood 

6.7-6.12 



zone 3b (5% AEP flood extent). This is defined in the 
NPPF and NPPG as having a ‘high probability’ of flooding 
from rivers and the land where water has to flow or be 
stored in times of flooding.  
 

The development type in the proposed application is 
classified as ‘more vulnerable’ development. The NPPF 
and NPPF make clear that this type of development is not 
compatible with this Flood Zone and should not therefore 
be permitted. Furthermore, the proposed development will 
place additional people and properties at increased flood 
risk. This is contrary to saved policy F1 of the RBWM local 
plan (adopted 2003). 

 

Even if the applicant could demonstrate the site is located 
outside of flood zone 3b, we currently would also object to 
the proposed development for the following reasons: 
 
- The submitted FRA does not provide a suitable basis for 
assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the 
proposed development. In particular, we are unable to 
determine the impact of the proposals on the floodplain 
storage up to the 1 in 100 year with an appropriate 
allowance for climate change. We are therefore unable to 
determine if the proposed dwellings will displace flood 
water and therefore, increase flood risk elsewhere. This 
would be contrary to saved policy F1 of the RBWM local 
plan and paragraph 103 of the NPPF. The submitted FRA 
also fails to take the impacts of climate change into 
account using the current allowances which were 
published on 19 February 2016.  
 

-The information submitted within this application does not 
provide a suitable basis for assessing that the risk of 
pollution to controlled waters is acceptable. The 
application fails to provide assurance that the risks of 
pollution are understood and can be addressed through 
appropriate mitigation measures, as a preliminary risk 
assessment (including a desk study, conceptual model 
and initial assessment of risk) has not been submitted. 

 

 
Other Consultees 

 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Parish 
Council  

It is felt that a small development of 6 properties would 
improve the area. A proportion (20%) of smaller properties 
would be preferred. There needs to be clarification of the 
boundary lines and the flood plain. 

See main 
report.  



Environment
al Protection  

Recommends conditions for contaminated land  and for 
details of acoustic measures against aircraft noise.  

Noted.  

Highway 
Authority  

The existing breakers yard is likely to generate varied vehicle 
movements per day and even at weekends. A traffic survey 
was included within the Traffic Impact Assessment document 
and showed that within one day during the times of 07:00 – 
10:00 & 16:00 – 19:00 the site 
generated a total of 3 two way trips in both AM and PM peak 
hours. 
 
It is believed with changing the use of the site to C3 
residential will significantly increase the 
vehicular activity with the information provided from the 
Traffic Impact Assessment. Our current standards state a 4 
bedroom dwelling has the potential to generate 8 to 16 
vehicle movements per day meaning the site as a whole has 
the potential to generate 48 to 96 vehicle movements per 
day. 
 
The types of vehicles which tend to visit a breakers yard tend 
to be large HGV’S, vans and flatbed trucks. Therefore with 
changing the use of the site into residential which generates 
cars and small vans can be seen as a highway gain 
improving highway and pedestrian safety along Gloucester 
Drive which is all residential. 
 
In principle the Highways Authority offers no objection to the 
proposal subject to providing more detailed information for 
the Full Application. 
 

Noted.  

Natural 
England  

The application site is in close proximity to a European 
designated site (also commonly referred to as Natura 2000 
sites), and therefore has the potential to affect its interest 
features. European sites are afforded protection under the 
Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulations 2010, as 
amended (the ‘Habitats Regulations’.) The application site is 
in close proximity to the South West London Waterbodies 
Special Protection Area (SPA) which is a European Site. 
This site is also in close proximity to the Staines Moor Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Wraysbury and Hythe 
End Gravel Pits SSSI. However, given the nature and scale 
of this proposal, Natural England is satisfied that there is not 
likely to be a significant effect on this site as a result of the 
proposal being carried out in strict accordance with the 
details of the application as submitted. We therefore advise 
your authority that the above mentioned designated sites do 
not represent a constraint in determining this application. 

Noted.  

Council’s 
Ecologist  

The areas of wetland habitat, nettles and scrub have some 
potential to support reptiles. All native species of reptile are 
protected from killing and injury under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act (1981) as amended. In addition, all common 
native species of reptile are Species of Principal Importance 
under Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006 and receive further 
protection through national planning policy. Under half of the 

6.13 



existing reptile habitat is to be lost to facilitate development 
and the area which is currently in use as a breakers yard is 
to be enhanced for wildlife including reptiles. 
 
The retained habitat and newly created habitat will act as an 
onsite receptor site for reptiles. A reptile mitigation strategy 
has been provided within the ecology report in order to 
safeguard reptiles during and post development. Should the 
Local Planning Authority be minded to grant planning 
permission, it is recommended that a suitably worded 
condition is incorporated to ensure the implementation of the 
reptile mitigation strategy. 
 
The buildings on site were all deemed unsuitable to support 
roosting bats. One tree (a willow) situated along the 
eastern boundary, was recorded as having potential to 
support roosting bats. Under the current development 
proposals, this tree is to be retained and protected and 
therefore no further survey is necessary. 
. 
Paragraph 125 of the NPPF states “By encouraging good 
design, planning policies and decisions should limit the 
impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, 
intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation”. As 
one tree has been recorded as having the potential to 
support roosting bats and the area could provide suitable 
foraging habitat for bats, it is recommended that a sensitive 
lighting strategy is prepared and implemented across the 
development so that lighting is directed away from 
ecologically sensitive areas of the site including the willow 
tree and boundary vegetation, in particular the vegetation 
along the ditch.  
 
Water vole 
A small section of the ditch to the north of the site was 
recorded as having the potential to support water vole, 
although following inspection, no evidence of water voles 
was recorded. A precautionary approach, in line with the 
ecologist’s recommendations, should be undertaken during 
development to protect the banks and ditch itself from 
damage and in order to prevent the killing, injury or 
disturbance of water voles.  
 
Breeding birds 
The vegetation on site including trees and scrub was 
recorded as having the potential to support breeding birds. 
Breeding birds, their eggs and active nests are protected by 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as amended. 
Although some of the breeding bird habitat is to be lost as 
part of the development, the proposals include the retention 
of much of the habitat and enhancing the site for breeding 
birds. The ecology report makes reference to the protection 
of breeding birds during development including removal of 
vegetation outside the breeding bird season (which spans 
from March to August inclusive) or else vegetation clearance 



should be undertaken immediately subsequent to checks 
by an experienced ecologist.  
 
Biodiversity Enhancements 
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that: “The planning 
system should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by […] minimising impacts on biodiversity 
and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, 
contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 
overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing 
coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures”. In addition, Section 40 of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 states 
that “Every public authority must, in exercising its 
function, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper 
exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity”. 
The ecology report and Design and Access Statement 
provide details of a number of ecological enhancements 
which are to be incorporated within the proposed 
development and include native species planting, creation of 
reedbeds and the installation of bird and bat boxes on 
suitable retained trees.  

Council’s 
tree officer  

I would agree that the trees on the frontage of the site are all 
C category willow and sycamore. The loss of these trees 
would not have a significant detrimental impact on the visual 
amenity of the area and could be mitigated through new 
planning and landscaping as suggested in the report and the 
indicative site layout (L2288/10). If the application is 
approved a more detailed landscaping will be 
needed. 
 
The remaining trees on the site are mostly growing on the 
rear boundaries of the site and are shown to be retained and 
protected. The tree protection detailed in the arboricultural 
report and tree protection plan is suitable and will need to be 
conditioned. 

Noted.  

Spelthorne 
Borough 
Council  

Raises no objection.  Noted.  

 
9. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT 
 

 Appendix A - Site location plan  

 Appendix B – Indicative layout  

Appendix C- Certificate of Lawfulness  

Appendix D- Copy of site licence from the Environment Agency  

 

Documents associated with the application can be viewed at 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp by entering the application number shown at 
the top of this report without the suffix letters. 

 

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp


This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues raised 
through the application process and thorough discussion with the applicants.  The 
Case Officer has sought solutions to these issues where possible to secure a 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the 
area, in accordance with NPFF. 
 
In this case the issues have not been successfully resolved. 

 
 
10. RECOMMENDED FOR REFUSAL IF PERMISSION IS NOT GRANTED  
  
 
 
 1 The scheme for residential development is a form of inappropriate development 

within the functional flood plain. In addition, it has not been satisfactorily 
demonstrated that the development would not reduce the capacity of the floodplain 
storage. The scheme also fails to provide a safe means of escape for future 
occupiers of the dwellings in the event of a flood. The scheme therefore fails to 
comply with paragraphs 101-103 of the National Planning Policy Framework and 
Local Plan Policy F1 of the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan 
1999 (incorporating alterations adopted June 2003) 

 
 2 The application site is located within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 3 for a potable 

supply abstracting from the gravel aquifer. The site is also within the flood plain of 
the River Thames and a stream (County Ditch) denotes the north-eastern boundary 
of the site. Groundwater in are likely to be at shallow depth under this site. The 
application fails to provide assurance that the risks of pollution are understood and 
can be addressed through appropriate mitigation measures, as a preliminary risk 
assessment (including a desk study, conceptual model and initial assessment of 
risk) has not been submitted. The application therefore fails to meet the 
requirements of paragraph 109 of the NPPF, and Policy NAP4 of the Royal Borough 
of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan 1999 (incorporating alterations adopted 
June 2003) 

 
 3 The Very Special Circumstances (VSC) put forward does not outweigh all other 

harm arising from the development and so by virtue is inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt, and so the development fails to accord with paragraph 88 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A- Site location  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix B- Indicative Site layout  

 

 















































WINDSOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL 
 
19 October 2016         
 Item:  2 

Application 
No.: 

16/02214/FULL 

Location: 3 Welley Avenue Wraysbury Staines TW19 5HE  
Proposal: New dwelling following demolition of existing dwelling (part retrospective). 
Applicant: Mr Hall 
Agent: Mr F Wishart 
Parish/Ward: Wraysbury Parish/Horton & Wraysbury Ward 
  

If you have a question about this report, please contact:  Brian Benzie on 01628 796323 
or at brian.benzie@rbwm.gov.uk 

 
  
1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 The replacement dwelling will result in a dwelling of the same ground covered area 

and form as that approved under ref. 16/00032 with the exception that the integral 
garage as previously approved has been replaced by a habitable room. 

   

It is recommended the Panel grants planning permission with the conditions 
listed in Section 10 of this report. 

 
2. REASON FOR PANEL DETERMINATION 

  

 At the request of Councillor Lenton if the recommendation is to grant permission,  the reason 
being that although this is now a new building, flood voids do not appear to have been 
provided. 

 

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 
 
3.1 The site is within the excluded settlement of Wraysbury and stands within an area 

liable to flood (Flood Zone 3). 
  
3.2 Welley Avenue is a short road which links Welley Road with Acacia Avenue, leading 

to Sunnymeads Station and the residential enclave of Sunnymeads.  It comprises a 
line of modest bungalows along both sides of the road, which retain much of their 
original character.  The properties are of similar scale with relatively short front 
gardens, which are largely open to view from the road.  The exception to this is the 
adjacent property no.5 Welley Avenue which is a two storey dwelling of a 
considerable size granted permission under ref.06/02995.   

  

3.3 The original dwelling was sited to one side of the plot, close to the boundary with no. 
1Welley Avenue, with the attached single garage sited between the boundary and the 
neighbouring bungalow no. 5 Welley Avenue.  

 
4. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
 

Ref. Description Decision and Date 



472883 Erection of single storey extensions to front and 
rear of existing garage. 

Permitted 14.10.1994 

16/00032 Two storey front and side, part single part two 
storey rear extension, front canopy, new first floor 
with loft conversion to create new two storey 
dwelling with amendments to fenestration following 
demolition of existing kitchen games room and 
garage.  

 
 
Permitted 02.03.2016 

 

4.1 The proposal seeks permission for the part retrospective replacement of the original 
dwelling which was demolished when it was established during the implementation of 
planning permission 16/02214/FULL that the original dwelling  was not as structurally 
robust as anticipated and that it required rebuilding. This application will bring about a 
dwelling of the same ground covered area and form as that approved under ref. 
16/00032 with the exception that the integral garage as previously approved has 
been replaced by a habitable room. 

5. MAIN RELEVANT STRATEGIES AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 
5.1 National Planning Policy Framework Sections  
 
 Royal Borough Local Plan 
 
5.2 The main strategic planning considerations applying to the site and the associated 
policies are: 
 

Within 
settlement area 

Highways and 
Parking Flood Aircraft noise 

DG1, H10, H11 P4, T5 F1 NAP2 

 
 These policies can be found at: 
 https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_ap
pendices 
 
 Supplementary planning documents 
 
5.3 Supplementary planning documents adopted by the Council relevant to the proposal 
are: 
 
 ● Interpretation of Policy F1 – Area Liable to Flood 
 ● Sustainable Design and Construction 
   

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

 
 Other Local Strategies or Publications 
 
5.4 Other Strategies or publications relevant to the proposal are: 

 
● RBWM Townscape Assessment - view at:  

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning


● RBWM Parking Strategy - view at: 
 

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

 
6. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 The key issues for consideration are: 
 

i  Impact on the character and appearance of the area; 

ii  Development within the flood zone; 

iii Impact on the amenity of neighbouring occupiers; 
 
iv Parking; 

 
Impact on the character and appearance of the area. 

 
6.2 Local Plan Policy DG1 (3) explains that the design of new buildings should be 

compatible with the 
established street façade having regard to the scale, height and building lines of 
adjacent properties. Paragraph 64 of the National Planning Policy Framework states 
that permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take 
the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the 
way it functions. 

6.3 The replacement dwelling would have the same ground covered area as the one it 
would replace but would be larger as an additional storey would be added.  The ridge 
height would be 8.1m which is the same as the height of the dwelling should it have 
been extended under permission ref.16/00032 and is similar to the ridge height of the 
adjacent property 5 Welley Avenue.  The dwelling would be more centrally located 
within the site as the original single storey extension adjacent to the boundary with 
no.1 would have been demolished under 16/00032.    

6.4 The proposed replacement dwelling would be of the same scale and design as the 
resulting dwelling under permission 16/00032 and is smaller in footprint, bulk and 
mass compared to that  of the adjacent dwelling no.5 Welley Avenue and is similar to 
the size of other dwellings nearby on Welley Road. 

6.5 Taking the above into account it is considered that the proposal would not be unduly 
dominant in the street scene and would not cause unacceptable harm to the 
character and appearance of the area. 

Development within the flood zone. 

6.6 The proposal seeks permission for the part retrospective replacement of most of the 
original dwelling which was demolished when it was established during the 
implementation of planning permission ref.16/00032/FULL that the original dwelling 
was not as structurally robust as anticipated and that it required rebuilding. This 
application will bring about a dwelling of the same ground covered area and form as 
that approved under ref. 16/00032. 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning


6.7 The Environment Agency has advised that the FRA submitted with this application 
does not comply with the requirements set out in paragraph 30 part 7 of the Planning 
Practice Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The 
submitted FRA does not therefore provide a suitable basis for an assessment to be 
made of the flood risk arising from the proposed development. In particular, the 
submitted FRA fails to demonstrate that the proposed development has finished floor 
levels 300mm above the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) flood level with an 
appropriate allowance for climate change.  

 
6.8 The site lies wholly within Flood Zone 3 (High Risk) which comprises land assessed 

as having a 1 in 100 or greater annual probability of river flooding (>1%). In Flood 
Zone 3 extensions to the original footprint of the building (or as it stood in 1978) of up 
to 30m2 will be permitted, in accordance with Local Plan Policy F1.  The whole of the 
site stands within Flood Zone 3 and there is not a less vulnerable area within the site 
where the replacement dwelling could be relocated.  In this case the proposed 
dwelling would have the same ground covered area and be in the same position 
within the site as the resulting dwelling as extended under permission ref.16/00032.  
Taking these circumstances into consideration it is considered that the proposal 
passes the sequential test.  

 
6.9 The exceptions test requires that the development will be safe for its lifetime taking 

account of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, 
where possible, will reduce flood risk overall.  In this case the proposed dwelling 
would have the same ground covered area and be in the same position within the 
site as the resulting dwelling as extended under permission ref.16/00032.  Taking the 
special circumstances of the case into consideration, it is considered that the 
replacement dwelling would be no worse in flooding terms than the resulting dwelling 
as permitted under 16/00032.  This being the case given the circumstances the 
proposal is considered to comply with the exceptions test.     

 
6.10 The Environment Agency has advised that the FRA submitted with this application 

does not comply with the requirements set out in paragraph 30 part 7 of the Planning 
Practice Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The 
submitted FRA does not therefore provide a suitable basis for an assessment to be 
made of the flood risk arising from the proposed development. In particular, the 
submitted FRA fails to demonstrate that the proposed development has finished floor 
levels 300mm above the 1% annual probability (1 in 100) flood level with an 
appropriate allowance for climate change.  
 

6.11 With regard to the Environment Agency’s comments whilst it is apparent that the 
submitted plans or FRA do not show or give details of flood voids there are 
mitigating circumstances in this case. The plans and photographs of the dwelling 
taken prior to its demolition; do not show any significant flood voids; the proposed 
dwelling would have a ground covered area equivalent to the resulting dwelling as 
permitted under 16/00032; and it would have a ground covered area equivalent to 
the dwelling that was demolished.  This being the case the proposal would not result 
in any loss of storage within the floodplain and the vulnerability of the replacement 
dwelling would be no worse than that of the resulting dwelling following the 
implementation of 16/00032.   

6.12 In conclusion therefore, it is considered that notwithstanding that the site is 
located in Flood Zone 3, the development proposed is a replacement dwelling of 
the same ground covered area as the original dwelling and that as previously 
approved under application ref. 16/00032.  This being the case there would be no 



additional vulnerability to flood risk nor any worsening of flood risk elsewhere as a 
result of this proposal: it complies with Policy F1 of the Local Plan..    

 
Impact on the amenity of neighbouring occupiers. 

 
6.13 The property will not extend significantly beyond the rear elevations of the 

neighbouring properties and will not breach the 45 degree angle of any significant or 
habitable rooms.  There will be first floor en-suite windows within the side elevations 
however, these would be obscure glazed and no other windows are proposed.  It is 
considered that there would be no significant harm caused to the immediate 
neighbouring properties in terms of loss of privacy, outlook, daylight, sunlight or 

otherwise. 

 Parking 

6.14 The proposals will increase the dwelling from 3 to 5 bedrooms.  There is sufficient 
space to the front of the dwelling to provide the necessary 3 on site spaces.  It is 
therefore considered that sufficient space would remain on the site to accommodate 
the car parking for the resulting dwelling in compliance with the adopted parking 
standards in Appendix 7 of the Local Plan as amended by the Royal Borough of 
Windsor and Maidenhead Parking Strategy, May 2004. 

7. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 

7.1 The proposal could be CIL liable but, the Council would take into account the 
circumstances of the case where the resulting dwelling would be identical to that 
which would have been achieved under ref. 16/00032. 

 
8. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 
 
 Comments from interested parties 
 
 6 occupiers were notified directly of the application and a notice advertising the 

application at the site was posted on the 22 July 2216. 
 
  To date no consultation response has been received from the Borough’s 

environmental protection officer.   
 
 

Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

1. Wrasbury Parish Council objected to the lack of flood voids. 6.9, 6.10 

 
 2 letters were received objecting to the application, summarised as:  
 

Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

1. The size of the building is not appropriate in an area of residential 
bungalows. 

6.2, 6.3, 6.4 

2. The size of the building will preclude light from my property into my 6.11 



garden. 

3. The developer is proposing to build outside the original foot print. 6.3, 6.11 

4. There is no provision for flooding. 6.9, 6.10 

5. The ridge height of the new construction appears to be half a storey 
higher than no.5. 

6.3 

6. This is a clear manipulation of the planning process to obfuscate the 
essential issues. 

Section 6 
above. 

7.  The original dwelling had flood voids however, the proposed dwelling is 
bigger and has no flood voids. 

6.9, 6.10 

8. No.5 has flood voids. 6.9, 6.10 

9. The same drawings have been used as were for the extension how was 
this not picked up by planning before now. 

See section 6 
above. 

 
 Statutory Consultees 
 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Environment 
Agency 

Objected to lack of detail within the flood risk assessment. 6.9, 6.10 

 
Other Consultees 

 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Borough’s 
highway 
officer 

No objection to the proposal subject to a condition with 
respect to the parking at the site. 

 

6.12 

 
9. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT 
 

 Appendix A - Site location plan 

 Appendix B - Proposed site plan  

 Appendix C - Proposed front and rear elevation drawings 

 Appendix D – Proposed side elevations  

 Appendix E - Proposed layout plan   

 Appendix F – Existing  elevation drawings  

 Appendix G – Existing layout plan. 

 

Documents associated with the application can be viewed at 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp by entering the application number shown at 
the top of this report without the suffix letters. 

 

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp


This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues raised 
through the application process and thorough discussion with the applicants.  The 
Case Officer has sought solutions to these issues where possible to secure a 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the 
area, in accordance with NPFF. 
 
In this case the issues have been successfully resolved. 

 
 
10. CONDITIONS IF PERMISSION IS GRANTED / RECOMMENDED FOR REFUSAL 

IF PERMISSION IS NOT GRANTED  
  
R;; 
 
 1 The materials to be used on the external surfaces of the development shall be in 

accordance with those specified in the application unless any different materials are 
first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall be carried 
out in accordance with the approved details.  

 Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. Relevant Policies - Local 
Plan DG1. 

 
 2 The first floor windows in the southeast and northwest elevations of the dwelling 

shall be of a permanently fixed, non-opening design, with the exception of an 
opening toplight that is a minimum of 1.7m above the finished internal floor level, and 
fitted with obscure glass and the window shall not be altered without the prior written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority. 

 Reason: To prevent overlooking and loss of privacy to neighbouring occupiers.  
Relevant Policies - Local Plan H11. 

 
 3 No window(s) shall be inserted at first floor level in the southeast or northwest 

elevations of the extension without the prior written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority.  

 Reason: To prevent overlooking and loss of privacy to neighbouring occupiers. 
Relevant Policies - Local Plan H10.  

 
 4 The measures to be taken to acoustically insulate all habitable rooms of the 

development against aircraft noise, together with the measures to provide ventilation 
to habitable rooms shall be carried out  fully in accordance with the details submitted 
by email dated 28 July 2016 by the applicant.   

 Reason: To ensure an acceptable living environment for future occupiers. Relevant 
Policies Local Plan NAP2, H10. 

 
 5 There shall be no raising of existing ground levels on the site.  
 Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding elsewhere due to impedance of 

flood flows and reduction of floodwater storage capacity. Relevant Policies - Local 
Plan F1. 

 
 6 Within one month of the substantial completion of the development all spoil or 

materials related to the development shall be removed from the site.  
 Reason: To minimise the increased risk of flooding elsewhere due to impedance of 

flood flows and reduction of floodwater storage capacity. Relevant Policies - Local 
Plan F1. 

 
 7 No part of the development shall be occupied until vehicle parking space has been 

provided in accordance with the approved drawing 109/4.1.  The space approved 



shall be retained for parking in association with the development. 
 Reason:  To ensure that the development is provided with adequate parking facilities 

in order to reduce the likelihood of roadside parking which could be detrimental to 
the free flow of traffic and to highway safety.  Relevant Policies - Local Plan P4, 
DG1. 

 
 8 The hard surface to the front of the dwelling shall be made of porous materials and 

retained thereafter or provision shall be made and retained thereafter to direct run-off 
water from the hard surface to a permeable or porous area or surface within the 
curtilage of the property. 

 Reason: To reduce the risk of flooding and pollution and increase the level of 
sustainability of the development and to comply with Requirement 5 of the Royal 
Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead Sustainable Design & Construction 
Supplementary Planning Document. 

 
10 Any walls or fencing constructed within or around the site shall be designed to be 

permeable to flood water in accordance with details that have first been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Such walls or fencing shall 
be erected and permanently maintained in accordance with the approved details. 

 Reason: To prevent an increased risk of flooding elsewhere due to impedance of 
flood flows and reduction of floodwater storage capacity.  Relevant Policies - Local 
Plan F1 

 
11 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans listed below. 
 Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved particulars and plans. 
 
 



Appendix A 



Appendix B - Proposed Site Plan 



Appendix C - Proposed front and rear elevation drawings. 



Appendix D - Proposed side elevation drawings. 



Appendix E - Proposed layout plan. 



Appendix F - Existing elevation drawings 



Appendix G - Existing layout plan. 



WINDSOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL 
 
19 October 2016         
 Item:  3 

Application 
No.: 

16/02358/FULL 

Location: Lime Tree Lodge London Road Sunningdale Ascot SL5 0JN  
Proposal: 4 No. dwellings formed of 2 pairs of semi detached houses with basement, 

associated parking and amenity space following demolition of existing 
dwelling. 

Applicant: Mr And Mrs Mills 
Agent: Mr Christopher Pickering 
Parish/Ward: Sunningdale Parish/Sunningdale Ward 
  

If you have a question about this report, please contact:  Claire Pugh on 01628 685739 
or at claire.pugh@rbwm.gov.uk 

 
1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 The application seeks permission for 4 dwellings in the form of 2 pairs of semi-

detached dwellings. There are 2 appeal decisions on this site for 4 dwellings (one 
dismissed and one allowed), both of which are significant material considerations in 
the determination of this application. Issues of parking, layout, highway safety and 
the impact on a protected tree were not matters of concern in the previous appeal 
decisions. The main consideration that both appeals dealt with were issues of design 
and the impact on the character and appearance of the area.  

 
1.2 It is considered that the proposed design and appearance of the dwellings in this 

scheme are acceptable in this location. This scheme does have some features that 
were present in the scheme that was dismissed, however, looking at the overall 
design and appearance of the proposed dwellings it is considered that they would 
have an acceptable appearance on the character and appearance of the area.   

 

It is recommended the Panel grants planning permission with the conditions 
listed in Section 10 of this report. 

 
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 situated on the north-east side of London Road, the A30, in Sunningdale 

and comprises a detached bungalow. To the rear of the site there are open fields 
(within the Green Belt) and to the east of the site is a large 2.5 storey detached 
dwelling, Woodstock House, and to the west is an access which leads from a free 
public car park.  The site is 29m wide and the front boundary is very well screened 
with mature trees behind a 1.8m high fence. A large and mature tree exists within the 
centre of the rear garden.   

 
3.2 Opposite the site is a block of flats, known as ‘The Ambassador’ and beyond that is 

the building within which Chancellors, the estate agents, are located.  The site is on 



the edge of the commercial centre of Sunningdale and in close proximity to the 
railway station.  

 
3.3       The site lies within the 5km zone of the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection 

Area. 

 
4. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
 

Ref. Description Decision and Date 

15/01752/FULL 4 No. dwellings forming 2 pairs of semi-detached 
houses with associated parking, garages and 
amenity space following demolition of existing 
dwelling 

Refused on the 23rd July 
2015 and allowed on 
appeal on the 15th April 
2016. 

14/00207/FULL Construction of 4.no dwellings with associated 
parking, garages and amenity space following 
demolition of the existing property. 

Refused on the 6th May 
2014 and dismissed on 
appeal on 6th May 2015. 

12/03061/FULL Construction of 2 detached dwellings with 
basements, with detached double garages, new 
access and entrance gates, following demolition of 
existing house. Amendments to consent 12/00452 

Approved 2nd January 
2013 

12/02605/NMA Non-material amendment to planning permission 
12/00452/FULL to allow an infill of the indentation 
in the building design, and the first floor layout and 
add Juliet style balconies to the rear elevation 

Refused 29th October 
2012 

12/00452/FULL Construction of 2 detached dwellings with 
basements, with detached double garages, new 
access and entrance gates, following demolition of 
existing house. 

Approved 30th April 2012 

 
4.1 The application is for the construction of 4 dwellings, in the form of two pairs of semi-

detached dwellings, with associated parking, garages and amenity space following 
the demolition of the existing dwelling. The dwellings would have crown roofs, and 
would largely follow the layout of 2 dwellings allowed on appeal (reference 
15/01752). The front elevations of the dwellings would have two entrance doors side 
by side, with a portico over. Dormer windows would be on the front and rear 
elevations of the dwellings. Two double garages would be sited to the front of the 
site. A new access would be created at the central point of the site. Parking and 
landscaped areas would be provided in front of the dwellings. Close boarded fencing 
and trees and hedging are proposed for boundary treatments. 

5. MAIN RELEVANT STRATEGIES AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 
5.1 National Planning Policy Framework Sections :  
 
 Paragraph 14- Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
 Paragraphs 61, 64- Design   
 
 Royal Borough Local Plan 
 
5.2 The main strategic planning considerations applying to the site and the associated 
policies are: 
 



Within 
settlement area 

Highways and 
Parking Trees 

DG1, H10, H11 P4, T5 N6 

 
 These policies can be found at: 
 https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_ap
pendices 
 
 Other Local Strategies or Publications 
 
5.3 Other Strategies or publications relevant to the proposal are: 

 
● RBWM Townscape Assessment - view at:  
● RBWM Parking Strategy - view at: 

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

 
6. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 The key issues for consideration are: 
 
i Impact on the character and appearance of the area;  
 
ii Impact on neighbouring residential property  
 
iii Highway, access and parking considerations  
 
iv Impact on trees  
 
v Impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area  
 

Impact on the character and appearance of the area 
 
6.2 Regard should be had to a scheme for two pairs of semi-detached dwellings that was 

dismissed on appeal in 2015 (reference 14/00207/FULL), and to a scheme for two 
pairs of semi-detached dwellings that was allowed on appeal in 2016 (reference 
15/01752/FULL), both of which are significant material considerations in the 
determination of this application.  

6.3 The scheme dismissed on appeal in 2015 was considered to be harmful to the 
character and appearance of the area. The scheme that was allowed on appeal in 
2016 was deemed to have an acceptable impact on the character of the area.  

6.4 The scheme under this application has a crown roof; crown roofs were in the scheme 
allowed on appeal. The roofs to the dwellings would be wider would not have 
chimneys like the scheme that was allowed on appeal. The proposed dwellings 
would have similar fenestration on the front elevation to the appeal scheme that was 
allowed. The fenestration on the rear elevation of the proposed dwellings is different 
to the appeal scheme that was allowed, but the appearance of the fenestration is 
considered to be acceptable. The roofs of the proposed dwelling when looking onto 
the side elevation, is different from the permitted scheme, but the roofs are 
considered to be acceptable. The scale and bulk of the proposed dwellings in this 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning


scheme are considered to be acceptable, given the character and appearance of 
other buildings in the area.  

6.5 The scheme proposed under this application does reintroduce partially visibly 
basements with steps up to the front doors, but in this scheme, the basement would 
be concealed by a low wall. Whilst this was an element that the Inspector raised as a 
concern in the appeal scheme that was  dismissed, this current scheme does not 
have the same bulk and mass and level of fenestration (which were concerns for the 
Inspector) as in the appeal scheme that was dismissed.     

6.6 Looking at the design and appearance of the dwellings as a whole, it is not 
considered that they would cause harm to the character and appearance of this area. 
The site is on the edge of the leafy residential suburb townscape type and close to 
the town centre; it is accepted that the proposed dwellings that may appear more 
urbanised than the dwellings in the previously allowed scheme, however, the design 
and appearance of the dwellings are considered to be acceptable within this part of 
London Road. It is considered that the proposed dwellings look materially different 
from the dwellings in the scheme that was dismissed on appeal, and they do not 
have such an urbanising appearance as the dismissed scheme.  

 

Impact on neighbouring residential property  

6.7 It is not considered that the proposed development would have an adverse impact 
on neighbouring residential amenity. In respect of the windows which face 
Woodstock House, it is not considered that these would result in any unacceptable 
levels of overlooking to this dwelling. Any further windows inserted at first floor level 
in this side elevation may result in overlooking to the rear garden of this dwelling, 
and on this basis it is recommended that a condition to restrict any further windows 
being inserted is imposed (see condition 11).   

Highway, access and parking considerations  

6.8 The principle of the development of 4 dwellings has already been accepted on 
appeal. The proposed levels of parking and impact on highway safety are considered 
to be acceptable.  

6.9 The plans show the dwellings would have 3 bedrooms. In a sustainable location such 
as this, the scheme needs to provide 1 space per unit. The previous scheme that 
was allowed on appeal showed the dwellings to have 4 bedrooms each. The site 
layout approved showed 4 parking spaces on site (like in this scheme). The Inspector 
was satisfied with this level of parking under the appeal for 4 dwellings. The scheme 
is considered to provide a sufficient number of parking spaces.   

Impact on trees 

6.10 There  is a  large Lime  tree  to  the  rear of  the site which  is protected by TPO 1 of 
2010 and a number of mature trees bordering the site along the edge with the access 
road to the car park and also to the front of the site (these are not covered by a TPO). 

6.11  This scheme largely follows the layout of the previous scheme allowed on appeal. In 
the previous appeal decision that was allowed, the Inspector considered the impact 
on the tree to acceptable and considered conditions could be used to secure tree 
protection measures. It is considered acceptable to obtain details of tree protection 
measures by way of conditions in this application. (see condition 4).  

Impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area  



6.12 The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (the SPA) was designated in 
2005 to protect and manage the ecological structure and function of the area to 
sustain the nationally important breeding populations of three threatened bird 
species.  The Council’s Thames Basin Heaths SPD sets out the preferred approach 
to ensuring that new residential development provides adequate mitigation, which for 
residential developments of between one and nine additional housing units on sites 
located over 400 metres and up to 5 kilometres from the SPA, is based on a 
combination of Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM) and the 
provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG).  The application site is 
within this 0.4 - 5km buffer zone around the SPA. 

 
6.13 The Council has an adopted Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG), 

Allen’s Field.   
 As of the 6th April 2015 the Council can no longer secure pooled developer 

contributions. SAMM and SANG contributions will be covered by condition to make 
provision for the delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and for 
provision towards Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). This is to 
ensure that the proposed development would  
not have a significant adverse effect on a European site within the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. It is considered that suitable measures to 
mitigate for the pressure of the proposed additional residential unit on the SPA, 
could be secured by condition on a planning application.  

 
 Other Material Considerations 
 

6.14 It is acknowledged that this scheme would make a contribution to the Borough’s 
housing stock and it is the view of the Local Planning Authority that that the socio-
economic benefits of the additional dwelling(s) would also weigh in favour of the 
development. 

6.15 It is requested by an objector (if planning permission is granted) to condition the 
basements not to be used as separate flats. As the use of the basements as 
separate flats would require planning permission, it is not considered reasonable or 
necessary to impose a condition for this.  

 

7. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 

7.1 The application proposes a new residential development and therefore would be 
liable for a Community Infrastructure Levy contribution. Details on existing and 
proposed floorspace have not been provided, and so the likely amount for CIL cannot 
be specified in this report.  

8. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 
 
 Comments from interested parties 
 
 37 occupiers were notified directly of the application. 
 The planning officer posted a site notice advertising the application on the 18th 

August 2016. 
 
 1 letter was received objecting to the application, summarised as:  
 



Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

1. The scheme now looks more like the scheme that was dismissed on 
appeal in 2015. 

6.2-6.6 

2. The increased scale of the building, the frontage with the steps and 
visible basements recreate factors that the Inspector dismissed in 2015. 

6.2-6.6 

3. This is a blatant attempt by the developer to creep back to the scheme 
dismissed on appeal.  

6.2-6.6 

4. Understand Council has little enthusiasm for another appeal, but LPA’s 
should not allow developers to wear them down to go back to scheme 
that was rejected.  

6.2-6.6 

5 If planning permission is granted, a condition should be imposed to 
prevent the basements becoming separate flats.  

6.15 

6 Adverse impact on character of the area.  6.2-6.6 

 
Other Consultees 

 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Ascot, 
Sunninghill 
and 
Sunningdale 
Neighbourho
od Plan 
Delivery 
Group 

This site has a long and complex planning history. In 
summary however, this application is substantially similar to 
application 14/00207, which was dismissed on appeal; and 
which is a material consideration with respect to the current 
application. The current application’s links to the consented 
scheme 15/01752, which was allowed on appeal, are far 
more tenuous. 
 
The site lies in TA area ‘Leafy Residential Suburbs’ and its 
location is on the boundary of where the townscape 
character changes from urban to semi-rural, a point 
recognised by the appeals inspectors. 
The key issue with this current application is that it does 
NOT reflect the plans approved on appeal (application 
15/01752). In fact, as stated in point 1 above, this proposed 
scheme has a lot in common with the refused 14/00207 
scheme. 
 
The two buildings are higher, wider and deeper than the 
permitted plans, with the main objective seeming to be to 
create more space in the attic floor. 
 
The chimneys which reflected the rooflines of neighbouring 
buildings have been removed and the style and pitch of the 
roof has changed, resulting in the buildings’ bulk and mass 
being more over-dominant over their surroundings, contrary 
to NP/DG2. 
The frontage has reverted largely to that of the dismissed 
14/00207 scheme, with pairs of steps up the front door and a 

See main report  



visible basement, a style more associated with city 
townhouses than our semi-rural area – one of our key 
objections to the 14/00207 scheme and referred to by the 
Inspector in the reasons for dismissing it – see point 3 
above. 

 

The impact of the proposed four storey buildings will be 
obvious from the street frontage and will be totally out of 
keeping with the character and appearance of the area and 
have an adverse impact on it, contrary to NP/DG1 and 
NP/DG3. 
 
The proposal provides parking for just two spaces per 
dwelling with no provision for parking for social visitors, 
tradesmen or deliveries. In view of the site’s location on the 
highly trafficked 
London Road this is entirely unacceptable and contrary to 
NP/T1. 
There is no information provided by way of tree survey or 
arboricultural report, or any landscaping proposal on what is 
being proposed with respect to TPO trees, proposed tree 
protecting schemes and new planting. This is a totally new 
application and it cannot be assumed that what was 
submitted as part of the previous scheme(s) will (or will not) 
apply. 
 
On the basis of all the above, we urge you to REFUSE this 
application. Finally, should any consideration be given to 
allowing this scheme, we request that as a minimum, a 
Condition is included relating to the future use of the 
basement accommodation. 

SPAE  Bulk and mass of the proposed dwellings is unacceptable 
and would have a harmful impact on the character of the 
area.  
 
The buildings contain 4 floors of accommodation, and it will 
be obvious from the street, the appearance of the roof, the 
loss of the chimneys, the steps leading to the front doors and 
the metal railings to the light wells gives the dwellings the 
appearance of townhouses- this is not in keeping with area.  
 
Size of garden areas is inappropriate for the dwellings.  
 
Development will compromise the TPO tree- no 
arboricultural information has been submitted.  
 
 
Parking provision is not acceptable in accordance with the 
parking requirements in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 

See main report 

Highway 
Authority  

Offer no objection subject to conditions for:  
 

 Access constructed in accordance with plan 

 Construction Management Plan  

See main report 



 Vehicle parking spaces retained  

 Restrict garages to be retained for parking 

 Refuse area retained in accordance with approved 
details 

 Existing access stopped up  

 Any gates to be put in shall be set back at least 7 
metres and open away from highway  

 
 
9. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT 
 

 Appendix A - Site location plan  

 Appendix B – Proposed site layout  

 Appendix C – Proposed elevations  

 Appendix D –Proposed floor plans  

Appendix E- Elevations that were previously dismissed and previously allowed on appeal 
and appeal decisions.  

 

 

 

Documents associated with the application can be viewed at 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp by entering the application number shown at 
the top of this report without the suffix letters. 

 
This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues raised 
through the application process and thorough discussion with the applicants.  The 
Case Officer has sought solutions to these issues where possible to secure a 
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the 
area, in accordance with NPFF. 
 
In this case the issues have been successfully resolved. 

 
 
10. CONDITIONS IF PERMISSION IS GRANTED  
  
  
 1 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced within three years from the 

date of this permission.  
 Reason: To accord with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  
 
 2 Prior to the construction of the dwellings and garages hereby approved, a written 

specification of the materials to be used on the external surfaces shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be 
carried out and maintained in accordance with the approved details. 

 Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. Relevant Policy DG1, 
and Neighbourhood Plan Policies NP/DG3 . 

 
 3 Prior to the construction of the dwellings hereby approved, details of all finished slab 

levels in relation to ground level (against OD Newlyn) have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried 

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp


out in accordance with the approved details. 
 Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. Relevant Policy DG1, 

and Neighbourhood Plan Policies NP/DG3 . 
 
 4 Prior to any equipment, machinery or materials being brought onto the site, details of 

the measures to protect, during construction, the trees shown to be retained on the 
approved plan, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved measures shall be implemented in full prior to any 
equipment, machinery or materials being brought onto the site, and thereafter 
maintained until the completion of all construction work and all equipment, 
machinery and surplus materials have been permanently removed from the site.  
These measures shall include fencing in accordance with British Standard 5837. 
Nothing shall be stored or placed in any area fenced in accordance with this 
condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any 
excavation be made, without the prior written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 Reason: To protect trees which contribute to the visual amenities of the site and 
surrounding area.  Relevant Policies - Local Plan DG1, N6. and policy NP/EN2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
 5 Prior to the construction of the dwellings hereby approved,  full details of both hard 

and soft landscape works, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority and these works shall be carried out as approved within the first 
planting season following the substantial completion of the development and 
retained in accordance with the approved details.  If within a period of five years from 
the date of planting of any tree or shrub shown on the approved landscaping plan, 
that tree or shrub, or any tree or shrub planted in replacement for it, is removed, 
uprooted or destroyed or dies, or becomes seriously damaged or defective, another 
tree or shrub of the same species and size as that originally planted shall be planted 
in the immediate vicinity, unless the Local Planning Authority gives its prior written 
consent to any variation.   

 Reason:  To ensure a form of development that maintains, and contributes positively 
to, the character and appearance of the area.  Relevant Policies - Local Plan DG1. 

 
 6 Prior to the commencement of any works of demolition or construction a 

management plan showing how demolition and construction traffic, (including 
cranes), materials storage, facilities for operatives and vehicle parking and 
manoeuvring will be accommodated during the works period shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The plan shall be 
implemented as approved and maintained for the duration of the works or as may be 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic.  Relevant 
Policies - Local Plan T5. 

 
 7 No part of the development shall be occupied until a means of vehicular access has 

been constructed in accordance with the approved plans. 
 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic.  Relevant 

Policies - Local Plan T5. 
 
 8 No part of the development shall be occupied until vehicle parking spaces have been 

provided in accordance with the approved drawing. The spaces approved shall be 
retained for parking in association with the development. 

 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic.  Relevant 
Policies - Local Plan T5. 

 



 9  
 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic.  Relevant 

Policies - Local Plan T5.The existing access to the site shall be stopped up and 
abandoned immediately upon the new access being first brought into use. 

 
10 No development shall take place until a scheme for the mitigation of the effects of 

the development on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme 
shall make provision for the delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) and for provision towards Strategic Access Management and Monitoring 
(SAMM).  In the event that the proposal is for the physical provision of SANG, the 
SANG shall be provided in accordance with the approved scheme before any 
dwelling is occupied. Reason:  To ensure that the development, either on its own or 
in combination with other plans or projects, does not have a significant adverse 
effect on a European site within the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010.  

 
11 No further window(s) shall be inserted at first floor  level or above in the north east 

(side) of the dwellings on plots 3 and 4.  
 Reason: To prevent overlooking and loss of privacy to neighbouring occupiers, in 

accordance with the NPPF. 
 
12 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans listed below. 
 Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved particulars and plans. 
 



Appendix A- Site location  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix B- Proposed site layout  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix C- Elevations  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix D- Floor plans  
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Appendix E- Previous Appeal schemes  

Scheme allowed on appeal  

 

 

 

 



Scheme dismissed on appeal  

 

 

 



  

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 24 February 2016 

by K A Ellison BA, MPhil, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 15 April 2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/T0355/W/15/3133805 
Lime Tree Lodge, London Road, Sunningdale, Ascot SL5 0JN 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs D Mills against the decision of the Council of the Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. 

 The application Ref 15/01752 dated 28 May 2015 was refused by notice dated 23 July 

2015. 

 The development proposed is the demolition of the existing property and replacement 

with 4No. dwellings formed of two pairs of semi-detached buildings with associated 

parking, garages and amenity space. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the demolition of 

the existing property and replacement with 4No. dwellings formed of two pairs 
of semi-detached buildings with associated parking, garages and amenity space  
at Lime Tree Lodge, London Road, Sunningdale in accordance with the terms of 

the application Ref 15/01752 dated 28 May 2015 subject to the conditions in 
Annex 1.  

Application for costs 

2. An application for costs was made by Mr & Mrs Mills against the Royal Borough 
of Windsor and Maidenhead.  This is the subject of a separate Decision. 

Background   

3. The appeal proposal is very similar in layout and appearance to a scheme for 

two detached dwellings which was granted planning permission in January 
2013 and is still extant.  The present scheme has been brought forward in the 
light of a recently dismissed appeal for two pairs of semi-detached dwellings.1  

The scheme was amended while it was being considered by the Council and I 
have made my decision on the basis of the amended plans.  

Planning policy context   

4. Local Plan policies DG1, H10 and H112 are concerned with matters of design.  
Under policy DG1, among other things, new buildings should be compatible 

                                       
1 APP/T0355/W/15/2220054 dated 11 February 2015 
2 Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan 1999 Incorporating Alterations adopted June 2003 
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with the established street façade and harm should not be caused to the 

character of the surrounding area through development which is cramped or 
results in the loss of important features which contribute to character.  Added 

support for this approach is provided through policies H10 and H11, which 
expect high standards of design and do not permit schemes which introduce a 
density which would be incompatible with the character of an area.  These 

saved policies are broadly consistent with the design approach in NPPF.  

5. In the Neighbourhood Plan3, policy NP/DG1 expects proposals to respond 

positively to the local townscape, having regard to the Townscape 
Assessment Report.  At NP/DG1.3, the policy goes on to state that proposals in 
the leafy residential suburb Townscape Assessment zone should retain and 

enhance the sylvan, leafy nature of the area.  Under policy NP/DG2, 
development should be similar to neighbouring properties and the surrounding 

area in relation to a range of factors, including density. 

Main Issue 

6. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of 

the surrounding area. 

Reasons 

7. Lime Tree Lodge consists of a detached bungalow set in generous grounds.  
The boundary with London Road, to the front, is well-screened by mature trees 
and a high fence, although there is a more open outlook across fields to the 

rear.  According to the Townscape Assessment Report, the site lies within an 
area categorised as a leafy residential suburb.  However, as I noted during my 

site visit, it also lies within view of the centre of Sunningdale. 

8. This proposal is a careful adaptation of the approved, two-dwelling scheme.  It 
would involve only a few, relatively modest changes to the layout and built 

form of that proposed development, such as the presence of a second front 
door and the use of a false window at first floor level.  Such differences would 

not be greatly noticeable in public views from London Road.  In terms of visual 
impact therefore, I consider that the proposal as it now stands would not have 
any materially greater effect on the appearance of the surrounding area than 

the two-dwelling scheme.   

9. My conclusion on this point takes into account the observations of the previous 

Inspector concerning the subdivision of the rear of the site into separate 
gardens.  In my opinion, the presence of four comparatively narrow gardens to 
the rear of two pairs of substantial, semi-detached houses would indicate that 

this site was more intensively developed than the other properties on this part 
of London Road.  I recognise that the contrast with the existing arrangement of 

a bungalow and a single, large garden would be particularly marked.  However, 
although of a higher density the gardens would be of reasonable size so that 

the development would not appear cramped.  Moreover, the incremental effect 
as compared with the two dwelling scheme would be slight.  In views from the 
public footpath to the north east, the proposed gardens would be seen from 

some distance, and in the context of the more intensively developed area of 
the centre of Sunningdale as well as the more spacious properties leading out 

                                       
3 Ascot, Sunninghill and Sunningdale Neighbourhood Plan 2011-2026, made 2014 
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along London Road.  As a result, I consider that the layout would not detract 

unacceptably from the open appearance of this part of Sunningdale.   

10. With regard to character, the site lies at the edge of the leafy residential 

suburb area, as defined in the Townscape Assessment Report.  In the previous 
appeal, the Inspector noted that this was a point where an abrupt shift in 
character occurs.  It was his view that although the site presently shares more 

characteristics with the properties to the north east, the proposed development 
would lead to the spread of the urban area beyond its current edge, 

notwithstanding the benefit of a single central crossover access.   

11. To my mind, the judgement in the present appeal is more finely balanced.  On 
the one hand, there would still be a relatively significant increase in density, 

with a resultant, more modest, plot size, especially when compared to the plot 
in its existing state.  On the other, there would be no greater effect on the 

sylvan nature of the area as a result of the four dwelling scheme as compared 
to the two dwelling scheme.  Indeed, provided suitable planting and 
landscaping was undertaken along the London Road frontage, it seems to me 

that the single point of access to be provided under the four dwelling scheme 
could well strengthen the leafy quality of this part of London Road compared to 

the separate accesses proposed under the two dwelling scheme.   

12. Given the location of the site at the edge of the leafy residential suburb 
townscape type and close to the town centre, I consider that in this instance, 

the single point of access is sufficient to tip the balance in favour of the four 
dwelling scheme.  Consequently, whilst I acknowledge that the proposal would 

differ with the prevailing character as regards plot size, I consider that it would 
nevertheless still be compatible with the leafy residential suburb townscape 
type when considered as a whole. 

13. On that basis, I conclude that the proposal would be acceptable in terms of its 
effect on both character and appearance.  As a result, it would be broadly in 

accordance with Local Plan policies DG1, H10 and H11 and policies NP/DG1 and 
NP/DG2 of the Neighbourhood Plan.  

Conditions 

14. I have considered the conditions suggested by the Council in the light of the 
advice in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).   

15. In addition to the standard commencement condition, I have imposed a 
condition specifying the plans, so as to provide certainty.  Details of the 
materials and finished levels, as well as tree protection measures and 

landscape planting are necessary in the interests of visual amenity and to 
protect the character and appearance of the area.  Conditions requiring details 

of how the development would reflect the requirements of the Council’s 
Supplementary Planning Documents on Sustainable Design and Construction 

and on Planning for an Ageing Population are reasonable in the interests of 
achieving a sustainable form of development.   

16. A management plan covering the demolition and construction arrangements is 

necessary in the interests of local amenity and highway safety.  Conditions 
dealing with the provision of access and parking for the development are 

necessary in the interests of highway safety and the free flow of traffic.  Details 
of the treatment of the existing access are necessary both for reasons of 
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highway safety and to protect the character and appearance of the area.  Due 

to the proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area, a 
condition requiring a scheme for the mitigation of the effects of the 

development is necessary in the interests of nature conservation.   

17. Given the relationship of the site to London Road, I see no reason for a 
condition relating to the drainage of the area of hard surfacing.  The design 

takes into account the need to maintain privacy for neighbouring occupiers so 
that a condition covering the design of first floor windows is unnecessary.  The 

PPG advises that conditions restricting permitted development rights should 
only be used in exceptional circumstances.  As I have found the development 
to be acceptable as it stands, I am not convinced that the suggested 

restrictions are reasonable or necessary in this instance.  

Conclusions  

18. Notwithstanding the increased density of this proposal, I have found that it 
would not have an unacceptably adverse effect on the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area.  Since the proposal is in accordance with 

the development plan, the terms of the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development mean that approval should be granted without delay. 

19. I have had regard to the other points raised, including concerns as to the 
outlook from the neighbouring property, Woodstock House, and the 
implications for highway safety.  Although the rear gardens to the proposed 

development would be visible from Woodstock House, this would not affect the 
open or sylvan character of the existing view so that it would not have an 

unacceptable effect on the outlook from that property.  As to highway safety, 
there would be a relatively modest number of additional vehicle movements 
associated with the four dwelling scheme.  I am not convinced that this would 

be such as to materially affect current levels of highway safety, even taking 
into account the proposed access arrangements. 

20. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the appeal should succeed. 

 

K.A. Ellison 

 Inspector 
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Annex 1 – Conditions   

 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans: 

FD 15-1285-50 Site location plan 
FD 15-1285-55B Proposed site layout 

FD 15-1285-99A Basement plan 
FD 15-1285-100C ground and first floor plans 
FD 15-1285-101 Attic and roof plans 

FD 15-1285-105C Front elevation 
FD 15-1285-106 Rear and flank elevations and section 

FD 15-1285-108 garage plans and elevations 

3) No development shall take place until samples of the materials to be used 
in the construction of the external surfaces of the buildings hereby 

permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with 

the approved details. 

4) No development shall take place until details of all finished slab levels in 
relation to ground level (against OD Newlyn) have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall 
be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

5) Prior to any equipment, machinery or materials being brought onto the 
site, details of the measures to protect, during construction, the trees 
shown to be retained on the approved plan, shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved 
measures shall be implemented in full prior to any equipment, machinery 

or materials being brought onto the site and thereafter maintained until 
the completion of all construction work and all equipment, machinery and 
surplus materials have been permanently removed from the site.  These 

measures shall include fencing in accordance with British Standard 5837. 
Nothing shall be stored or placed in any area fenced in accordance with 

this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be 
altered, nor shall any excavation be made, without the prior written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority.   

6) No development shall take place until full details of soft landscape works 
to enhance the planting at the front of the site have been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, together with a 
timetable for their implementation.  These works shall be carried out as 

approved.  Any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years from the 
completion of the development die, are removed or become seriously 
damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with 

others of similar size and species, unless the local planning authority 
gives written approval to any variation. 

7) No development shall take place until details of sustainability measures 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  These details shall demonstrate how the development would 
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be efficient in the use of energy, water and materials in accordance with 

the Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead Sustainable Design & 
Construction Supplementary Planning Document.  The development shall 

be carried out and subsequently retained and maintained in accordance 
with the approved details.  

8) No development shall take place until details of the measures to be used 

in the construction of the building to address the Borough’s ageing 
population have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The submitted details shall demonstrate how the 
development would comply with Policies PAP1 and PAP 5 of the Royal 
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Planning for an Ageing Population 

SPD and include the relevant checklist.  The development shall be carried 
out and subsequently retained and maintained in accordance with the 

approved details. 

9) No development shall take place, including any works of demolition, until 
a management plan has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, 

the local planning authority. The management plan shall show how 
demolition and construction traffic (including cranes), materials storage, 

facilities for operatives and vehicle parking and manoeuvring will be 
accommodated during the works period. The approved plan shall be 
adhered to throughout the construction period. 

10) No part of the development shall be occupied until a means of vehicular 
access has been constructed in accordance with the approved plans. 

11) No part of the development shall be occupied until vehicle parking spaces 
have been provided in accordance with the approved drawing.  The 
spaces approved shall be retained for parking in association with the 

development. 

12) The existing access to the site shall be stopped up and abandoned 

immediately upon the new access being first brought into use. 

13) No development shall take place until a scheme for the mitigation of the 
effects of the development on the Thames Basin Heaths Special 

Protection Area has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall make provision for the 

delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and for 
provision towards Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 
In the event that the proposal is for the physical provision of SANG, the 

SANG shall be provided in accordance with the approved scheme before 
any dwelling is occupied 

 

END  
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 11 February 2015 

by G J Rollings  BA(Hons) MA(UD) MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 6 May 2015 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/T0355/A/14/2220054 
Lime Tree Lodge, London Road, Sunningdale, Ascot, SL5 0JN 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Dudley Mills against the decision of Council of the Royal 

Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. 

 The application Ref 14/00207, dated 13 January 2014, was refused by notice dated 

6 May 2014. 

 The development proposed is the demolition of the existing property and replacement 

with 4no. dwellings with associated parking, garages and amenity space. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issue 

2. The main issue is the effect of the proposed development on the character and 

appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

3. The appeal site accommodates a single dwellinghouse which would be demolished 
to provide two new identical two-storey buildings, with additional semi-sunken 
basement and roof area living space.  Each new building would contain a pair of 

semi-detached houses, arranged over the four floors, with private rear gardens 
and parking within the area between the houses and the road, accessed via a new 

crossover.  There is a Tree Preservation Order on a large tree within the rear 
garden area, but the tree is unlikely to be significantly affected by the proposal. 

4. The site is close to several areas of different characters.  The town centre of 

Sunningdale is within view of the site along London Road to the south-west, with a 
generally urban appearance.  In the other direction, development along London 

Road is more spread out, which lends a semi-rural appearance to the residential 
area.  Green Belt land abuts the appeal site’s rear boundary, with long views over 
open fields both from within and towards the site. 

5. There is an extant approval for development of the site.  That approval, for two 
dwellings in two separate buildings, has a site layout similar to the proposal before 

me.  Due to the similarities between the schemes, the previous approval has 
significant weight in my determination.  Nonetheless, there are some differences in 
the design of the development which have affected the outcome in this case. 
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6. The buildings previously approved have the appearance of two houses. Although 

large, they share characteristics with the larger, detached houses to the north-
east.  However, despite the similar heights proposed between the approved and 

appeal schemes, the buildings proposed within the appeal scheme would appear 
bulkier.  A contributing factor is the altered massing of roof areas, which would 
remove the pitched edges of the approved scheme.  A further factor is the raised 

ground floor, which would enable four floors of accommodation to be visible, which 
would contribute to a denser appearance.  Despite the partially obscured nature of 

the basement accommodation, the bulky nature of the dwellings would be 
reminiscent of those with a more urban form. 

7. The shift in character between the aforementioned urban and semi-rural areas is 

abrupt.  The appeal site is near the edge of the urban area, but shares more 
similarities with the character to the north-east than that of the denser 

development of the town centre.  This is despite the nearby presence of ‘The 
Ambassador’ building, which is urban in form and scale.  However, the wide 
London Road acts as a barrier between the two sites, which are clearly separable 

in views from both directions along the road.  Although vegetation restricts the 
view of the site from the road edge, the development would be clearly visible in 

places. 

8. The proposed dwelling, with its urban form, would alter the character of the site 
and contribute to a spread of the urban area beyond its current edge.  This would 

conflict with the Council’s Local Plan (2003) Policy H11, which states that 
development that requires permission to be withheld for development with a scale 

or density that would damage the character of the area.  Furthermore, there would 
be conflict with Policy NP/DG1.2 of the adopted Ascot, Sunninghill & Sunningdale 
Neighbourhood Plan 2011-2026 (2014), which forms part of the development plan 

for the area.  This policy requires denser forms of residential development to 
demonstrate that the identified character of the area would be retained. 

9. The area in front of the house would have some landscaping space set aside, 
although the majority of the space would be paved and set out as a parking and 
vehicle manoeuvring area.  The proposed layout would contribute to the urban 

appearance of the site but would not be too different from the layout within the 
approved scheme.  The presence of one central crossover in the appeal scheme, 

as opposed to the two formerly proposed, could represent a less urban and dense 
form of development, but this benefit on its own does not negate my other 
concerns over the character and appearance of the appeal scheme. 

10. I have considered the views towards the rear of the site.  From a distance, and the 
areas from which public viewing is possible, the differences in profile between the 

approved and appeal schemes would be minimal.  In closer, non-public views, the 
effect of the bulkier roof would be noticeable.  The layout of the area behind the 

house, comprising four rear gardens instead of the two within the approved 
scheme, could cause this area to appear more developed.  Boundary treatment 
could be controlled by condition, but overall the effect on views from this area, 

whilst potentially having a detrimental impact on openness, would be unlikely to 
have a significantly harmful effect on the rural character of the Green Belt Land. 

11. Taking into account all of the above, I therefore conclude that the proposed 
development would have harmful effect on the character and appearance of the 
area.  It would conflict with Local Plan Policy H11 and Neighbourhood Plan Policy 

NP/DG1.2 for the reasons set out above.  It would also conflict with Local Plan 
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Policies H10, and DG1, and Neighbourhood Plan Policies NP/DG3, which together 

require a high standard of design appropriate to the local context.  I do not 
consider that the proposal would conflict with Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP/T1.1, 

which requires an adequate parking and access layout appropriate to the character 
of the area.  These policies are generally consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (the Framework).  The parties have referred to the Council’s 

Townscape Assessment, but it has not been necessary for me to further consider 
its detail beyond the referrals within the aforementioned policies. 

Other issues 

12. I have read the appeal statements and referrals to examples of other development 
supplied by the appellant in support of the scheme.  Although there are similarities 

between these cases and the appeal scheme, these do not outweigh my concerns 
on the harm caused by the proposal’s impact on local character and appearance.  

13. It was suggested to me that a five-year supply of deliverable housing land cannot 
be identified in the area.  However, I consider that the contribution this 
development would make towards addressing housing supply issues would not 

outweigh the harm that the scheme would cause to the character and appearance 
of the area.  As such, it is not a form of sustainable development for which there is 

a presumption in favour.  In reaching this conclusion I have borne in mind 
paragraphs 47-49 of the Framework and its guidance that planning should always 
seek to secure high quality design (paragraph 17). 

14. A planning obligation has been submitted by the appellant, to mitigate the 
development’s impacts on local infrastructure.  The transitional period under 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulation 123(3) (as amended)1, after 
which s106 planning obligations designed to collect pooled contributions (‘tariffs’) 
may not lawfully be used to fund infrastructure which could be funded from CIL, 

ended nationally on 6 April 2015.  However, given that I am dismissing the appeal 
for other reasons, it has not been necessary for me to consult the main parties on 

this matter, or consider it in detail.  I have considered whether the obligation could 
provide any additional benefits that could weigh in favour of the development, but 
despite the fact that there that the appropriate Local Plan policy requirements are 

satisfied, the measures mitigate the impacts of the proposed scheme, and provide 
limited additional benefit.  As such, I do not consider that there are any benefits 

that would outweigh the harm that I have identified.   

15. I have also taken into account other factors weighing in favour of the 
development, such as the sustainability of the location.  However such absences of 

harm are neutral factors in my determination and as such they do not outweigh 
my concerns as set out above.   

Conclusion 

16. For the reasons set out above, and having regard to all other matters raised, I 

conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.   

G J Rollings 

INSPECTOR 

                                       
1 The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. 



WINDSOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PANEL 
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 Item:  4 

Application 
No.: 

16/02577/FULL 

Location: 138 Staines Road Wraysbury Staines TW19 5AH  
Proposal: Single storey side/rear extension 
Applicant: Ms Ledger 
Agent: Mr Tom Millin 
Parish/Ward: Wraysbury Parish/Horton & Wraysbury Ward 
  

If you have a question about this report, please contact:  Adam Jackson on 01628 
796660 or at adam.jackson@rbwm.gov.uk 

 
1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 The proposed extension would have an acceptable impact on the character and 

appearance of the host dwelling and the street scene.  
 
1.2  The proposed extension would not result in a disproportionate addition in the Green 

Belt. 
 
1.3 The proposed extension would increase the ground covered area on site by 55sqm 

which is in excess of the 30sqm ground covered area (GCA) permitted by policy F1 
for extensions in flood zone 3.  

 
1.4 The part of the proposed rear extension closest to 140 Staines Road can be built 

using the properties permitted development rights as confirmed under application 
16/02006/PDXL. The extension proposed under this current application would not 
have a greater impact on the amenity of this neighbour than the permitted 
development extension. There will be a gap of over 3m between the proposed 
extension and the side wall of number 136 Staines Road. This gap is sufficient to 
prevent there from being any significant loss of light to the side windows of this 
neighbour. 

 

It is recommended the Panel refuses planning permission for the reason listed in Section 
9 of this report. 

 
2. REASON FOR PANEL DETERMINATION 
 

 At the request of Councillor Lenton irrespective of the recommendation of the Head of 
Planning. The reason given is: This application is incomprehensible but it appears to be an 
extension to an extension. 

 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS 
 
3.1 This section of Staines Road is characterised by two storey detached and semi-

detached properties, however, there is some variety in the style of houses and the 
external materials. The site is located within Flood Zone 3 which is an area 
considered to be at high risk of flooding and within the Green Belt. 

 
4. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ANY RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 



16/02006/PDXL Single storey rear extension no greater than 
5.5m depth, 3.38m high and eaves height of 
3.0m. 

Prior approval not 
required – 20.07.2016 

 
4.1 The application is for a part front, side and rear extension. The proposed extension 

runs along the side elevation of the existing dwelling and extends 5.5 metres beyond 
its rear elevation. The extension is 3 metres tall with a flat roof apart from at the front 
where a dummy pitch is proposed up to a height of 3.37 metres. No side windows are 
proposed, however, 2 roof lanterns are proposed above the rear extension. The 
materials are proposed to match the existing dwelling. 

 
5. MAIN RELEVANT STRATEGIES AND POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION 
 

Royal Borough Local Plan 
 
5.1 The main strategic planning considerations applying to the site and the associated 
policies are: 
 

 Within 
settlement 

area 
Green 
Belt 

High risk of 
flooding 

Local Plan DG1, H14 GB1, 
GB2, 
GB4 

F1 

 
 These policies can be found at: 
 https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_ap
pendices 
 
5.2 Supplementary planning documents adopted by the Council relevant to the proposal 

are: 
 

 Interpretation of Policy F1 – Areas liable to flooding 

 
More information on this document can be found at: 
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplemen

tary_planning 

 
Other Local Strategies or Publications 

 
5.3 Other Strategies or publications relevant to the proposal are: 
 

 RBWM Landscape Character Assessment – view using link at paragraph 5.2 

 
6. EXPLANATION OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 The key issues for consideration are: 
 

i The impact that the proposed extension would have on the character and 
appearance of the host dwelling and street scene 

 
ii Whether the proposed extension is appropriate development within the Green 

Belt 

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/download/154/local_plan_documents_and_appendices
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/200414/local_development_framework/494/supplementary_planning


 
iii The impact of the proposed extension on the flood zone 
 
iv The impact on neighbour amenity 

 
 The impact that the proposal would have on the character and appearance of 
the host dwelling and street scene 

 
6.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) gives weight to the design of 

development and policies DG1 and H14 of the Local Plan which are consistent with 
the NPPF requires that development is in keeping with the character of an area. The 
majority of the properties along this stretch of Staines Road are two storey detached 
or semi detached properties a number of which appear to have been extended. The 
proposed extension is small scale and would not significantly alter the character of 
the host dwelling. The proposed side/front extension would replace an existing car 
port and as such it is not considered that the proposed extensions would significantly 
increase the level of development on site or alter the character of the street scene. 

 
  
 

Whether the proposed extension is appropriate development in the Green Belt 
 
6.3 Local Plan policies GB1 and GB4 establish that residential extensions are 

acceptable in the Green Belt provided that the extension would not result in a 
disproportionate addition to the host dwelling either on its own or in conjunction with 
previous extensions. The proposed extension would have a floor space of 64sqm. 
There is an existing conservatory to the rear which will be demolished to make way 
for the proposed extension; however, it is not original. The original footprint of the 
dwelling is 76sqm. The increase in floor space over the original dwelling is therefore 
82%. This is a higher percentage increase than would normally be acceptable; 
however, the proposed extension is only single storey and would replace an existing 
car port and conservatory which are both to be demolished as part of this 
application. The actual increase in bulk of the proposed extension therefore would 
not be significant and on balance it is not considered that the proposed extension 
would appear as a disproportionate addition. It is also not considered that the 
openness of the Green Belt would be harmed and such the proposal complies with 
Local Plan policy GB2. 

 
 The impact of the proposed extension on the flood zone 
 
6.4 Local Plan policy F1 allows for an increase in ground covered area (GCA) of up to 

30sqm. For anything above this it should be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Local Planning Authority that the extension would not negatively impact on the flood 
zone. The proposed extension has a GCA of 64sqm; however, as the existing 
conservatory is being removed the net increase in GCA is 55sqm. No Flood Risk 
Assessment has been submitted and as such it is considered that the proposed 
extension would have an unacceptable impact on the capacity of the flood plain to 
store flood water and would increase the number of people and properties at risk 
from flooding by displacing flood water. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy 
F1 of the Local Plan. 

 
 The impact on neighbour amenity 
 
6.5 The proposed extension would be built within close proximity of the side boundary 

shared with number 140 Staines Road and would extend 5.5 metres beyond the rear 



elevation of this property. The proposed extension would also have a height of 3 
metres along this boundary. However, as shown on plan number FLU.278.04 and 
confirmed within application 16/02006/PDXL the part of the extension along this 
boundary could be built using the properties permitted development rights. The 
extension proposed under the current application would not have a greater impact 
on the amenity of this neighbour when compared to what can be built under 
permitted development. To the other side there is a gap of 3 metres between the 
proposed side wall of the extension and the side wall of number 136 Staines Road. 
This distance is sufficient to prevent there from being any significant loss of amenity 
to the side facing windows of number 136. The single storey extension at just 3 
metres tall would also not appear significantly overbearing to this neighbours garden. 

 
7. CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT 
 
 Comments from interested parties 
 
 5 occupiers were notified directly of the application. The planning officer posted a 

notice advertising the application at the site on 19th August 2016. No letters were 
received from neighbouring occupiers.   

 
 Other consultees and organisations 
 

Consultee Comment 
Where in the 
report this is 
considered 

Parish 
Council 

Objection on the grounds that the total proposed 
development (including the PDXL application) equates to 
52m2 in the flood plain. 

See section 6.4 

 
 
8. APPENDICES TO THIS REPORT 
 
  

 Appendix A - Site location plan 

 Appendix B – Existing and proposed plans 

 
Documents associated with the application can be viewed at 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp by entering the application number shown at 
the top of this report without the suffix letters. 

 
This recommendation is made following careful consideration of all the issues raised 
through the application.  The Case Officer has sought solutions to these issues 
where possible to secure a development that improves the economic, social and 
environmental conditions of the area, in accordance with NPFF. 
 
In this case the issues have been unsuccessfully resolved. 

 
9. RECCOMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL 

 
 
 1 The proposed extension would result in a 55sqm increase in ground covered area on 

the site and within Flood Zone 3. No Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted 
and as such it is considered that the proposed extension would have an 

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/search.jsp


unacceptable impact on flooding in the area. Specifically the capacity of the flood 
plain to store flood water would be reduced and the number of people and properties 
at risk from flooding would be increased as a result of the displacement of flood 
water. The proposal therefore fails to comply with policy F1 of the Local Plan and the 
principles of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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