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PART A 
 

South Bucks District Council 
Planning Committee 

 
 
Date of Meeting: 17 December 2014 Parish:   Taplow 

 

Reference No: 14/01714/FUL                                                  Full Application 
 
Proposal: Demolition of existing mill buildings, existing warehouses, associated 

structures and former Skindles hotel. Construction of 187 dwellings 
and 40 senior living apartments, restaurant, improvements to 
existing boatyard, new square, new open space, new pedestrian 
footway and cycle links, car parking, enhanced biodiversity, flood 
mitigation measures, removal of trees and re-provision on site, 
retention and refurbishment of historic buildings on site into 18 
further dwellings, new road junction, landscaping and associated 
works.  

 
Location: St Regis Paper Mill And Adj Land Including Skindles Hotel Site, Mill 

Lane, Taplow, Buckinghamshire   
 
Applicant:  Berkeley Homes (Three Valleys) Ltd 
 
Agent:   Maddox And Associates Ltd 
 
Date Valid Appl Recd:17th September 2014 
 
Recommendation: REF 

 
 
 
SEE MAP ATTACHED 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



2 

 

LOCATION PLAN – This plan is supplied only to identify the location of the site and for no other purpose whatsoever. 

 
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey Mapping with the 

permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office  
Crown Copying.   Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown 
Copyright and may lead to prosecution or Civil proceedings. 

South Bucks District Council 
Licence Number LA 100025874 

 
SCALE  : NOT TO SCALE 
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THE PROPOSAL: 
 
The application proposes the demolition of most buildings and the conversion of some 
others within the application site and the construction of a new development that includes 
245 residential units. The applicant has summarised the proposals in section 4.0 of their 
Planning Statement as follows:- 
 
‘4.5    Below is a summary of the accommodation in the form of either conversions or new 
builds:  

 
Conversions  
 
- The existing 2 storey Glen Island House will be converted into 4 x apartments (1x 2 

bedroom and 3 x 3 bedroom) following the demolition of all the existing modern 
additions to the building. 

- The existing 1.5 storey Stables will be converted into 2 x 1 bedroom and 2 x 2 bedroom 
houses. 

- The existing 2 storey Mill Island House will be converted into 3 x 3 bedroom houses.   
- The existing 1.5 storey Powerhouse will be converted into a 4 x 1 bedroom houses 

(loft). 
- The existing 2.5 storey Dunloe Lodge will be rebuilt into 1 x 6 bedroom house. 
- The existing 2 storey Mill Island Cottage will be converted into 1 x 3 bedroom house.   
- The existing 3 storey No.5 Mill Lane located on the southern edge of the Site will be 

converted into 1 x 5 bedroom house.  
 
New Builds  
 
- The Jubilee Riverside North Apartments are to be located in the northern portion of 

the Site, replacing the demolished St Regis Paper Mill.  The Riverside Apartments will 
consist of 3 rectangular blocks, with heights up to 6 storeys.  

- The Jubilee Riverside South Apartments and Houses are to be located south of Jubilee 
Riverside North. These Houses and Apartments will range in height from 1 to 3 storeys.  

- On the east bank of the River Thames in the existing boatyard, a new boathouse is 
proposed. 

- On the site of the existing Skindles Hotel (to be demolished), a new restaurant is 
proposed, to bring life back to this part of the riverside.  

- On the site of the existing Skindles Hotel, adjacent to the new restaurant, seven 
riverside houses are proposed. The houses will be 2.5 storeys in height. In addition, 
three Gatehouse Apartments are proposed, which will be 3 storeys in height.  

- Adjacent to the riverside houses and Gatehouse Apartments will be the proposed 
Senior Living dwellings, made up of a single “U” shaped block with a height of 2.5 
storeys. These Senior Living dwellings will be made up of new dwellings and Affordable 
Apartments/Shared Ownership.  

 
 
4.5  (SIC) This application is accompanied by an application for listed building consent 

in respect of Glen Island House (Application B). Please see below.  
 
4.6 Application A is divided up into character areas which reflect the Taplow Mill SPD.  

These are: Skindles area and river frontage, the Meadow, Jubilee Riverside (houses 
and apartments) and the woodland area.  
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Skindles area and river frontage  
 

4.7 The principal elements are:  
  
- Redevelopment of Former Skindles Hotel river frontage to provide a new gateway 

building comprising a restaurant, and seven new residential riverside town houses and 
associated car parking. On the west side of Mill Lane a sister gateway building will 
deliver three new residential apartments.  

- New Vehicular and pedestrian access from the Bath Road to Mill Lane  
- Development of 20 shared ownership affordable housing homes and 40 senior living 

homes located behind the Windrush car dealership bounded by the new vehicular 
access to the north and east overlooking the meadow.  

- Mill Lane will be closed to all traffic except east bound left turn from Bath Road, 
improving safety to the Bath Road but this section of road will be retained for existing 
residents’ access to the properties on Mill Lane.  

- Refurbishment of the existing boatyard adjacent to Taplow Investments.  
 
Meadow  

 
4.8 The principal elements are:  
  
- Open meadowland with landscape improvements including a proposed boardwalk and 

swales.  
- New footpath and cycle connections.  
 
Jubilee Riverside (houses and apartments)  
 
4.9 The principal elements are:  
  
- Jubilee Riverside South comprising residential development of the former Severnside 

warehouses and hardstanding with 37 lower density houses in a traditional street 
pattern and mostly back to back gardens, and two apartment buildings comprising 12 
apartments in total and associated car parking.  

- New Square incorporating waterwheel feature with shared surface treatment and 
landscape design.   

- Jubilee Riverside North comprising three buildings of 108 apartments on the site of the 
former paper mill. These are arranged to provide visual connectivity between the 
buildings towards the waterfront. Parking is proposed on the ground floor with green 
walls up to first floor in order to screen parked cars and to reflect the wooded and 
green setting.  

- New pedestrian promenade along the Jubilee Relief River connecting Mill Lane through 
the retained biodiversity area to the proposed footbridge comprising Application C 
crossing the Thames to Boulters’ Lock.  

- Vehicular access over the Jubilee Relief River terminated, to ensure Estate Road 
traffic is calm and controlled.   

 
Woodland area  

 
4.10 The principal elements are:  
  
- The woodland area comprising existing buildings, which are to be retained and 

converted for residential use. This includes refurbishment and restoration of Mill Island 
House, the Stables, Glen Island House, the Powerhouse; Mill Island Cottage; 
redevelopment of the dilapidated Dunloe Lodge.  

- New footpath and cycle connections.  
- Proposed footbridge at northern end of the Mill Lane site crossing the River Thames to 

Ray Mead Island.’  
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LOCATION & DESCRIPTION OF SITE: 
  
The overall site, which is the subject of the 4 applications, extends to approximately 20.8 
hectares (ha) in size and is designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt, under 
Core Policy 15. The Site is situated between the towns of Maidenhead (0.4 km to the west) 
and Taplow (0.4 km to the north-east). The landing area of the proposed footbridge lies 
within the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) on the western side of the 
River Thames.  

The whole Mill Lane site forms a triangular peninsula between the River Thames to the 
west and the Jubilee Relief River to the east. The very northern tip of the Site is bordered 
by Glen Island located immediately to the east of Ray Mill Island (within RBWM). The A4 
(Bath Road) runs from east to west and forms the southern boundary of the Site.  

The Great Western railway is located to the south beyond the A4, running east to west 
with Taplow and Maidenhead railway stations being located approximately 1.2 km and 2 
km from the Site respectively. The M4 motorway is located approximately 2.3 km to the 
south of the Site. Both stations provide frequent rail services to Central London, Reading 
and Slough (every 30 minutes). Taplow and Maidenhead stations will also form part of the 
Crossrail network, anticipated to be completed in 2018.  

Mill Lane passes through the Site, linking Bath Road to the south with Taplow village to the 
north-east. Maidenhead town centre is accessed from Bath Road, via Maidenhead Bridge, 
located immediately to the south-west of the Site.  
  
This application (14/01714/FUL), which is the main application, covers approximately 
17.95 ha of the Site, spanning from the south, adjacent to the A4 (Bath Road), up to the 
northern most part of the Site, excluding the National Grid Land covered by application 
14/01760/FUL in the centre of the Site, and the Volkswagen garage and associated 
workshops in the south of the Site.  

This application site includes a mix of land uses, including the former St Regis Paper Mill 
and associated buildings in the north-east of the Site, Glen Island House (Grade II Listed) 
in the north-west of the Site, Mill Island House (an unlisted non-designated heritage asset) 
in the north-west of the Site and several riverside residential properties including Dunloe 
Lodge (unlisted non-designated heritage asset) and the Skindles Hotel (an unlisted non-
designated heritage asset; now derelict) in the south-west of the Site.  

The northern and western part of the Site is characterised by broad-leaved woodland and 
lies within the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area which covers the Grade II Listed Glen 
Island House. This portion of the Site includes the St Regis Paper Mill and associated 
buildings, Mill Island House and Cottage.  

The south east of the Site has had limited development (two residential properties) and is 
a predominantly natural open meadow that spreads across the Jubilee River into the land 
in the east. The meadow is accessible to the public, and a public footpath crosses the 
Jubilee River and intersects the southern and central portion of the Site.  

The south-western edge of the Site is currently occupied by the now derelict Skindles 
Hotel that fronts onto the River Thames and which marks the crossing of the River Thames 
by the Grade I Listed Maidenhead Bridge. The south-western part of the Site is also 
occupied by an old boatyard, which is owned by this Council.  

 
 
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY: 
 
SBD/972/80: Skindles Hotel. 70 bedroom hotel, annexe and car parking. 

Approved. Remains extant because work was commenced; as 
confirmed by letter from Council dated 5.12.1985 to the then 
owners of the site following the carrying out of initial works.  
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SBD/8217/04: Waste application to BCC – former Severnside Site – Change of use 
for a recycling waste transfer facility. Withdrawn by applicant. 

 
SBD/8213/06: Waste application to BCC – former Severnside Site – retrospective 

application for waste transfer facility for the importation, baling, 
storage and dispatching of paper and plastics for recycling. Refused. 

 
09/00476/OUT: Redevelopment of site to provide 152 dwellings and 28 live/work 

units, replacement hotel, retention of buildings for B1 office 
purposes, 2 marinas and associated works. Withdrawn by applicant 
having been recommended for refusal on 11 grounds.  

 
14/01715/LBC: Listed building application for conversion of Glen Island House into 1 

two-bed apartment and 3 three-bed apartments. Current application 
also reported on this agenda. 

 
14/01716/FUL: Construction of footbridge over Thames from Mill Island to Ray Mill 

Island. Current application also reported on this agenda. 
 
14/01760/FUL: Demolition of existing gas holder and associated structures and 

redevelopment of site to provide 930 sq.m of commercial space and 
12 dwellings, car parking, landscaping and associated works. Current 
application also reported on this agenda. 

 
Outside this application site:- 
 
14/01871/JNOT: Notification under the Town and Country Planning (general 

permitted Development) Order 1995, Part 3 of Schedule 2 Class J 
for: Change of use of Taplow Investments Building from office to 2 
bedroom residential apartments. Refused – in safety hazard zone. 

 
14/01872/JNOT: Notification under the Town and Country Planning (general 

permitted Development) Order 1995, Part 3 of Schedule 2 Class J 
for: Change of use of Taplow Investments Building from offices to 2 
bedroom residential dwellings. Refused – in safety hazard zone.  

 
12/01835/XFUL: Extension to time limit imposed on application 10/00040/EXT for: 

Erection of two replacement office buildings and an ancillary storage 
building (Outline Application being 07/00226/OUT) at former British 
Gas Depot. This is the most recent in a long line of permissions for 
replacement floorspace on the BG Depot site.  

 
 
REPRESENTATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS: 
 
PARISH COUNCIL COMMENTS: 
 
The Parish response is 5 pages long and is understood to have been forwarded directly to 
all members of the Committee. The main points can be summarised as follows:- 
 

The long awaited submission is welcomed but with regret cannot be fully 
supported. The Parish expects SBDC to give full weight to the SPD as part of the 
local plan. Some important features of the scheme are supported: 

 
Improving connectivity with neighbouring areas; the bridge is welcomed in 
principle, although a better design is required (this comment was made prior to the 
bridge design being amended); 
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Removal of the redundant gasholder is welcomed but it must be tied to the 
development to ensure this work is undertaken if it is to be used to justify the bulk 
of the new development; 
 
Provision of meadows and publically accessible open space is welcomed. 
 
Matters of concern and objection:- 
 
1. Concern about the lack of any ‘conservation led regeneration of the site’. 

Demolition of Skindles is not fully justified. Impact of bulkier new buildings 
adjoin Grade 1 listed bridge. Building form and scale out of keeping with 
Conservation Area. 

2. Appropriateness and scale of development in the Green Belt. Information 
makes comparison of new and existing difficult. However apartment blocks are 
higher than Mill as are the buildings replacing Skindles. Scheme attempts to 
replicate buildings on other side of river, but those are not in the Green Belt.   

3. Land use mix and other planning issues. The scheme appears to be a residential 
scheme with ‘add-on’ uses rather than a genuine mixed use scheme. No 
justification for doubling the number of dwellings (100) indicated in the SPD, 
and the urban form of the development is a consequence. Insufficient evidence 
to omit a hotel from the scheme. Extra houses means traffic impact greater 
than envisaged in SPD. Lengthy construction period also means HGV’s in already 
congested area. The transport assessment finds no material worsening of 
impact, but this presumes existing buildings are operational, when many have 
been vacant for years. Flood risk is also increased by having more dwellings 
than envisaged in the SPD and increasing the levels of hardstanding. 

 
Summary 
 
In summary, it is disappointing that the current proposals fall well short of the 
mixed use regeneration sought in the relevant planning policies, with conservation 
of this special site at its core.  The scale and form of development proposed 
exceeds the buildings on the site at present and would therefore increase the built 
up appearance of the site, contrary to Green Belt policy.   
 
For the reasons set out in this letter, we would urge SBDC to resist the current 
applications before them. A scheme which complies with adopted national and 
local planning policies and the SPD should be sought, to meet both the Council 
and local community’s visions for this key site.    
 

In response to a further letter the Applicant wrote about consultation responses the Parish 
produced another letter concerning the scale of the development and the lack of a mixed 
use or conservation led approach which concludes as follows:- 
 

‘It remains regrettable that the Applicant continues to pursue this primarily single-
use scheme, promoting larger, bulkier structures than are appropriate in order to 
achieve too many residential units.  Taplow Parish Council must therefore maintain 
and reinforce its objection to the applications before the LPA.  However, we would 
welcome a scheme which is genuinely comprehensive and mixed use, which 
adheres to the adopted SPD, and which recognises how special and sensitive the 
Mill Lane site is.  It deserves better than what is proposed. We welcome a scheme 
which recognises what is important in this unique area, a regeneration scheme 

which the Parish Council would be pleased to lend its support to.’ 
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CORRESPONDENCE: 
 
At the time of drafting this Committee report there were letters of objection from 31 
sources; letters expressing a mixture of support and objection from 15 sources; and letters 
of support from 8 sources. Whilst there are 4 separate applications the representation 
letters tend to refer to all of the applications and treat the scheme as one over-arching 
project.  
 
The 31 letters of objection raised issues including the following:- 
 
- Number of dwellings, scale, form, character of proposed development inappropriate in 

Green Belt; does not meet requirements of SPD for conservation-led regeneration and 
well-balanced land use mix; Government recently strengthened commitment to Green 
Belt and this area at Taplow is a short breathing space before Maidenhead starts;  

- The SPD does not contain mere ‘aspirations’, they are requirements and the 
application fails to meet many key elements; 

- New buildings should not exceed the height of those they replace and should not 
involve greater ground coverage (SPD para. 6.3.1) development should have ‘no 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt (SPD para. 5.3.17); 

- Conservation of heritage features has been given scant priority; scheme fails to 
preserve or enhance views of or into conservation areas; The design is almost identical 
to other Berkeley developments – not even lip-service is paid to the Conservation Area; 
the 2 blocks on the Bath Road entrance are too much and do not even seem related to 
the other proposed buildings; proposed restaurant and new houses do not reflect any 
architectural features of Skindles, not even pediments or mouldings etc; 

- This is a prime site and decisions should not be made in haste – perhaps an advisory 
panel of experts should be employed; 

- New road east of garage will require felling of majestic line of protected trees; 
- Too many dwellings – Local GP provision is already unable to cope; already inadequate 

school places in the locality;  
- Contemporary boathouse design may seem appropriate by riverside but fails to reflect 

character of conservation area; we are looking at Brookside on a world class site on 
the Thames; distinct Edwardian or Victorian character of Parish is being dismissed as 
irrelevant and the proposal looks like an inner city regeneration scheme; design is 
brutally modern, utilitarian and completely out of step with Conservation Area; 

- Skindles should be retained and re-used if feasible; wilful neglect does not justify 
demolition; a sympathetic replacement as proposed for Dunloe Lodge might be more 
appropriate; 

- Environmental Statement is deeply flawed, focuses on Jubliee River with limited 
surveys reaching conclusions without supporting evidence; Desk Top survey work rather 
than top-rate site analysis; The Taplow reaches and Woods must be protected but are 
not properly considered; Mill Races (river inlets) have been largely overlooked; the 
report refers to 1 Kingfisher, when there are an abundance; some of the bat surveys 
will only occur after work has started; Mill Races and area north of Dunloe Lodge need 
to be subject to a buffer zone for protection and left untouched by developers; what 
remedy is being suggested for loss of habitat for the common toad?; 

- Adders, common in the area, have escaped notice. Prime amphibian river edge habitat 
was not properly surveyed; surveys carried out at wrong date, time and temperatures; 
ideas of relocating reptiles to another habitat are not realistic – they will migrate 
back; the rich and varied bird life of the locality is exceptional – times of building work 
should be restricted to avoid disturbance; surveys were not carried out at prime times, 
particularly dusk and there were no night surveys – Tawny Owls were missed; mistakes 
discredit the whole report; native fresh water mussel is already under threat from non-
native species – sediment and pollution will affect them; 
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- Aspirations for a mixed use should not be set aside for unsubstantiated claims that this 
is the only viable redevelopment – as expected from a housing developer this is a 
residential estate with a few commercial extras; the essence is exclusive and 
privileged living with privatisation of the riverside; Developer bought site with SPD so 
must have thought it represented a viable project; due to traffic generation scheme 
should be kept to minimum viable; 

- Commercial ‘extras’ are insubstantial – restaurant easily converted to flats like its 
sister block; is the modest boathouse office block viable – this area should be used for 
imaginative uses facilitating public access to the riverbank;  

- A lot of proposed jobs are not new and existing jobs will be threatened - Taplow 
Investments survival will be compromised by lack of parking either during construction 
or afterwards; the design also begins to ‘elbow out’ Windrush further negatively 
impacting on employment; residential dominance and years of construction work 
deters office tenants; best way to reduce the hardship is to reduce the scale of 
development; 

- Bridge design needs improvement; conditions needed to ensure bridge is built; 
- Residential use of Glen Island House does not accord with SPD; 
- Responsibility for open spaces is not clear, should be taken on by applicant or 

appropriate organisation like ‘Fields in Trust’; imperative that provision is made in 
perpetuity;  

- No accurate evidence to show how scale, bulk and footprint compare with existing 
fabric;  

- Application does not feature gates, but they could easily be added to form a gated 
community isolated from Taplow; 

- Monolithic apartment blocks will loom over Victorian neighbours and be taller than 
industrial buildings they replace and overshadow historic woodlands; senior living 
accommodation and Skindles replacements are also higher than existing – how does 
this enhance views from Maidenhead Bridge? 

- Vistas from Taplow Court will be ruined by the 6 storey blocks of glass and concrete; 
the fully glazed penthouses will reflect the sun onto Taplow Court;    

- Permission must require gasworks sites to be cleared at an early stage;   
- Utilities upgrades should be underwritten by developer; 
- Impacts of construction traffic must be minimised by SBDC; 
- The applicants vehicular access proposals make the best of a bad job; 
- Most people want Mill Lane to remain open as it will allow the Taplow community to 

function as a whole, avoid new Mill Lane residents having to go back out onto the A4 
all the time; closure will make congestion even worse on Berry Hill; Berry Hill 
pavement is already dangerous; Closure will basically make Mill Lane into a gated 
development isolated from the Parish as a whole and effectively a suburb of 
Maidenhead; new residents will have to go all the way round to get to Taplow Village 
or the school; no recorded significant traffic incidents on Mill Lane or at its junctions 
with A4 or Berry Hill in 60 years of use by HGV’s and container lorries; Public Inquiry 
should be held before closure of public highway; transforming Mill Lane into a private 
access to a luxury housing development is of limited community benefit; bollarded 
section of Mill Lane may become haven for anti-social behaviour; if rat-running is the 
concern Mill Lane could be made 1 way uphill, or have width constraints with priority 
uphill; 

- Traffic estimates are misleading because they compare to what was happening when 
the site was actively used 20 years ago rather than what it now generates with most of 
the buildings not in use; widening of A4 will not resolve the problems as still have 
narrowing to get over bridge – in fact it will make problem worse; 

- Economic viability comes from fewer, larger, more expensive dwellings, not from 
increasing numbers; 

- By itself the development will increase number of homes in Taplow by 32% from 791 to 
1,048 and population from 1,669 to 2,200 – add SGT and Old Court and this figure 
grows to 2,400. These homes are not needed to meet housing supply targets and there 
is no justification for them, particularly when the Bath Road is already operating over-
capacity. 
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- Public access north of Maidenhead Bridge will be very restricted; 
- Sites natural resources have been ignored - it could become a carbon-neutral or even 

energy exporting development; renewables could be discretely incorporated e.g. solar 
panels can be designed into roof slates to merge into the roof structure; the energy 
statement is silent on the SPD requirement that 10% decentralised and renewable 
energy be produced; the site is ideally suited for renewable power generation as it 
already has 2 substantial electricity substations; the site is also suitable for CHP and 
hydropower; applicants are wrong to dismiss zero carbon technologies as ‘of limited 
lifetime’ as normal warranties on new homes are limited to 10 years whilst those for a 
solar system, for instance, are 20 years or more; the proposed Fabric First approach 
does little more than change light bulbs and use slightly better than standard materials 
– proper Fabric First is underpinned by heat recapture and recycling - super thick 
insulation, triple glazing and heat recovery systems; little to really suggest dwellings 
will incorporate passive house fabric first standards. A real hydro-electric scheme 
should be a requirement;   

- Weaknesses include access, flow-through and parking. The scheme is full of barriers to 
accessibility. Parking effectively has to wait until the final application and then it is 
inadequate – eliminating parking effectively eliminates swathes of activity; Adequate 
parking provision has not been specified for Mallards Reach, the existing dwellings 
directly north of Skindles; 

- Public space of Jubilee Square is just the public roadway being handed back but with 
no café, hostelry, parking or turning provision; 

- The requirement for senior living has already been more than satisfied in the District 
so this is unnecessary surplus; location next to garage and road unlikely to be favoured 
by target market; most seniors will own a car and expect parking for themselves and 
visitors; 

- Substantial increase in height and scale of Dunloe Lodge which appears to have 
doubled in size; 

- Path from Mill Lane to Ray Mill Island via bridge should be designated public right of 
way; right of public to access open space must be secured in perpetuity;  

- Lack of public access to river; lack of boating activities, number of moorings is not 
enhanced; how can proposed boatyard survive with limited moorings and lack of space 
for cranage and lack of space to bring boats in by road; lack of car parking and public 
facilities for visitors. 

 
The 15 letters of mixed support and objection raise issues including the following:- 
 
- This is a fiendishly difficult and expensive site to develop and this application forms 

the starting point for an acceptable scheme; widely recognised that redevelopment is 
necessary and wish to work with developer to achieve this but current scheme has a 
long way to go; 

- The proposal for the design of the new access onto the Bath Road are far better than 
the larger junction design included in the SPD and should be supported; 

- Omitting a hotel from the scheme is appropriate and a restaurant and housing on this 
site is more suitable; 

- Making provision for sheltered and affordable homes is a benefit and as a residential 
developer it is understandable that Berkeley will focus on housing but they have gone 
for too many units; senior living apartments are appropriate but design is barrack-like; 

- Mill Lane should be closed as proposed as it would be a rat-run though a residential 
area; 

- Density on Severnside and Mill is acceptable as balanced by green spaces but too high 
on Skindles area with restaurant, 8 houses and senior living development where there 
is already a lot of parking due to Windrush, walkers and existing residents including 
those of Mallards Reach whose existing parking arrangements will be compromised; 

- Implications of works to No.5 for the occupiers of Mallards Reach are questioned, 
particularly the proposed balcony;  

- Support omitting the hotel but design is bland and needs to be more sympathetic to 
the Edwardian character of the area; 
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- The redesigned footbridge is a clever design and more appealing than the original plan; 
- Delight that the site will finally be developed as it is an eyesore but concern at the 

number of units and traffic generation; 
- The scheme accommodates concerns particularly when compared to the previous 

application from other developers. 
 
The 8 letters of support raise issues including the following:- 
 
- Great opportunity to create nice, relatively traffic free residential area; 
- Positives include no hotel, closing Mill Lane, building footbridge, alterations to Mill 

Lane junction with A4, no traffic signals in the proposal and no need to widen A4 to 4 
lanes; road scheme is much better than SPD version; 

- Positive provision and enhancement of cycle/footpaths/bridge links through and 
around the application site; 

- Sympathetic, well designed excellent addition to community; developer has listened to 
residents who actually live here; residents have been waiting for this for many years 
and those who complain are the ones who are generally not directly affected; 

- Several accidents have occurred involving rat running traffic on Mill Lane so closure 
past Jubilee River is desirable; 

- Realignment of Mill Lane outside Pages Wharf is acceptable to residents. 
 
 
Hitcham and Taplow Society 
 

The Society was involved with the preparation of the SPD, welcomed its clear 
statement of the type of development looked for and has assessed the application 
against those requirements. Overall the application fails almost completely to 
meet the requirements and in fact downplays their importance. The result is a high 
density urban housing estate; 
 
Traffic – the road is already overcapacity and new traffic must be treated as an 
additional load. Residents do not support the closure of Mill Lane; 
 
Design – architecture and massing of an inner city regeneration scheme completely 
out of keeping with rural lane; ignores need to be conservation led. The 6 storey 
apartment blocks and replacement of Skindles are too high and do not belong in 
this setting; 
 
Density – the number of units is too high; Severnside has spread beyond that 
allowed. Government has reinforced primacy of protection of Green Belt; Housing 
targets are being met without the Mill Lane development so there is no local 
imperative for a higher density. Missed opportunity to build lower density and 
higher quality;  
 
Skindles – proposals ignore setting of river and of Grade 1 listed bridge; demolition 
of Skindles not adequately justified; notes that plans do not show existing public 
access between boathouse and bridge; 
 
Glen Island House – should be restored as office units to help with mixed use sought 
by SPD which applicants largely ignore; 
 
National Grid land – clearance of this land at an early stage must be a requirement 
of the development; 
 
Footbridge and footpath – bridge is welcomed though design should be better 
quality (comment made before amended bridge design publicised). Houses on 
Jubilee river block path which should be allowed to run along here; timed closure 
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of bridge should be removed, existing timed closure at Boulters Lock is enough. 
Bridge should be completed at early stage of development; 
 
Construction – 150 lorry movements per day for 5 years is an intolerable burden and 
SBDC should seriously consider amelioration of such distress; 
 
Other items – ecology report fails to address fresh water mussel beds and breeding 
grounds for small fry; 
 
Open Spaces – must be kept open – applications do not refer to this; 
 
Viability – applicants say theirs is the only viable approach, but there is no 
evidence of this and they knew what the development brief said before purchasing 
the site. 
 

Ellington and District Residents Association: 
 

Fully support Berkeley Home’s road design rather than the design proposed in the 
SPD; 
 
Total agreement that it is not viable to accommodate a hotel on the Skindles site, 
but Skindles building should be retained and re-used wherever possible; 
 
Houses to replace Skindles are not in keeping with riverside setting; 
 
Development will add to pollution hotspot; 
 
No policy justification for doubling number of dwellings from 100, which makes it a 
more urban development; 
 
Contemporary style houses not in keeping with Edwardian/Victorian nature of site; 
 
Urban style 6 storey apartment blocks out of keeping with rural character of area; 
 
SPD says buildings should not exceed height of those they replace, but these  do; 
 
Excessive height and bulk represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt; 
 
Support the senior living apartments as they provide residences but with low traffic 
generation; 
 
Scheme should not be approved unless gasholder removal is confirmed; 
 
Riverside access should be improved and scheme misses opportunity for river based 
leisure/tourism/economic activities which could also provide employment; 
 
Private houses should not be allowed to stop public access alongside the Jubilee 
River; 
 
Proposed public car park north of Sea Cadet building should be relocated as it is a 
waste of a riverside site that could be used for public access to the river; 
 
Part of Thames path under Maidenhead Bridge through boatyard has been omitted 
(Design and Access Statement p.39/40); 
 
Greater amount of houses and hardstanding increases flood risk; 
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Footpaths, including route to new bridge, should not be private or even  semi-
private and should be well signposted etc. 
 

Biodiversity should be fully protected – Berkeley’s submission fails to demonstrate 
this; 
 

New A4 access should be located where fewest number of tress will need to be 
removed; 
 

Trees should be planted near new gateway building; 
 

Car parking appears inadequate for the employment site; parking along the lane 
will be vital for tourism but has not been provided; 
 
Agree that the spaces around Skindles and opposite Pages Wharf and at the senior 
living apartments are important; 
 
Pleased that Berkeley Homes are to be the developers. 
 

Maidenhead Civic Society: 
 
 Once in a lifetime opportunity to revive run-down site; 

 
Society has liaised regularly with other interested parties and SPD included many of 
its aspirations; 
 
Site is hugely significant to Taplow and Maidenhead; 
 
Improved access should be a key element; housing, commerce and leisure would 
bring vitality; 
 
Inevitable that Berkeley as a leading house builder would produce a predominantly 
residential scheme with limited employment provision; pays lip service to 
aspiration for mixed-use development; 
 
It’s a handsome but exclusive estate, effectively a gated community; public access 
to the Thames is minimal and discouraged;  
 
The principle of renovating historic buildings is welcomed but they are to be 
private residential use; 
 
It is an elegant scheme but its priorities lie with housing rather than a 
conservation-led, mixed-use approach; 
 
Positive aspects include the bridge but public access falls well short of 
expectations; 
 
First bridge design was industrial, amended scheme is elegant but would like to see 
wider network of footpaths within the development, especially with riverbank 
access; 
 
Prefer to see high brick wall on National Grid site removed to open up vistas; 
 
Gateway risks being overbearing to bridge; these blocks and houses are bulkier and 
higher than Skindles; site is better suited to a building of public use; prefer 
rejuvenation of Skindles as a hotel; 
 
Senior living is a negotiation ploy in that could be better located and the blocks 
look somewhat barrack like and high; 
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Offices and boathouse pleasantly reflect Edwardian vernacular; 
 
Housing designs unremarkable; walled gardens block views; eclectic mix and 
random layout would be more appropriate in Green Belt rather than being arranged 
in ranks;  
 
Square has good focal point but inadequate parking; 
 
Apartment buildings monolithic and will dwarf their neighbours; 
 
Would like live work studios perhaps as part of a marina development, to 
encourage river activity; little evidence of meeting the requirement for 200 jobs; 
 
Boatyard is only river related business – appalling missed opportunity; 
 
A4 junction acceptable but closure of Mill Lane is not – will inconvenience the 
majority and cut off  the new development from its neighbours; 
 
Need more parking – restaurant and new square under-served; 
 
In conclusion, support the bridge but object to the other 3 applications. 
  

 
SPECIALIST ADVICE: 
 
All specialist advice is available in full on the public files.  
 
Transport for Buckinghamshire: 
 

Response awaited at time of drafting report. The Highway Authority were 
consulted on 29.9.14 and this report was prepared on 5.12.14 which is a 
consultation period of nearly 10 weeks. Whilst this is a complex proposal, it is not 
considered appropriate to delay reporting to Committee any longer. The Highway 
Authority comments will be circulated to the Committee as soon as they are 
available. 

 
County Education: 
 

Requests financial contribution to education provision (to be dealt with by legal 
agreement). 

 
County Ecologist: 
 
 No objection subject to conditions. 
 
County Archaeologist: 
 

Insufficient information has been submitted so requires programme of 
archaeological works and written scheme of investigation prior to determination of 
application. If cannot be achieved also suggests a condition. Also recording of 
Skindles as an undesignated heritage asset prior to demolition. 

 
County Flood and Water Management Service: 
 

Pleased to see SuDS scheme though provide advice on details for its design and 
form/location of soakaway system. No objection subject to condition requiring 
further drainage details. 
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County Rights of Way: 
 

No objection subject to condition relating to upgrading and dedication of 
footpaths. 

 
County Policy, Strategy and Development Service 
 

Sustainable access to stations should be encouraged so developer should contribute 
to more cycle parking at Taplow Station. 

 
County Minerals and Waste Planning Service 
 

Full consideration must be given to the policies in the Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan. 

 
County Sustainability Service 
 

Cycle plans for the development must link safely to the A4 cycle route. Provides 
advice and requirements for the operation of the Travel Plan. 
 

County Green Infrastructure Service 
 
Welcomes provision of green infrastructure throughout the site which allows 
onward connection to the wider green infrastructure network. Important the bridge 
allows crossing by cycle as well as foot.   

 
National Health Service 
 

Requires financial contribution to GP service provision in the area (to be dealt with 
by legal agreement). 

 
Thames Valley Police Architectural Liaison Officer: 
 

Objection. Raises concerns about many aspects of the detailed design, including 
the use of parking areas, defensible space and the need for active windows, 
particularly overlooking parking areas. 
 

Thames Valley Police Strategic Planning: 
 

Requests financial contribution to policing provision. (To be dealt with by legal 
agreement). 

 
Canal and Rivers Trust: 
 
 Do not consider there is a statutory need to consult them. 
 
Environment Agency: 
 

No objection subject to 10 conditions and 3 informatives. Broad range of advice 
communicated directly to applicant. 

 
English Heritage: 
 

Summary 
 
While this application contains a number of positive elements and the proposals for 
the demolition of Skindles Hotel and its replacement with new buildings are 
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accepted as the best way forward for this important riverside site we have two 
serious concerns. Firstly, the height of the proposed Jubilee apartments would 
cause a degree of harm to the significance of the Maidenhead Riverside and Taplow 
Conservation Areas; secondly, the proposed conversion of Glen Island House would 
seriously harm its architectural interest. We do not consider that this harm is 
justified as it would be possible to revise the design of both these elements to 
address these issues. 

 
Design Council (CABE) 
 

Overall design strategy is sound but remains short of fulfilling the potential of this 
unique site. It is a missed opportunity not to work more with the existing landscape 
character. Design does little to respond to river setting and appears somewhat 
generic. New public space at Jubilee Square is a positive move but needs further 
resolution. Proposed arrangement for senior living and shared ownership creates a 
number of disadvantages.  

 
National Grid: 
 
 Technical comments regarding grid apparatus. 

 
Thames Water: 
 

Waste water infrastructure is inadequate for needs of application, therefore 
require condition requiring drainage strategy and/or works. Further technical 
comments regarding surface water drainage, sewer, piling and groundwater 
abstraction to be drawn to applicant’s attention and subject to conditions.   
 

Health and Safety Executive: 
 

For application on gasholder site, require condition that no dwellings are occupied 
until hazardous substance consent revoked. No objection to development on main 
application site. 
 

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead: 
 

Redevelopment is long overdue but scheme does not meet the vision of a 
conservation led design. Scheme not comprehensive, lacks a sense of place and is a 
sprawl of development. Unfortunate Skindles could not be salvaged, replacement 
fails to preserve and enhance character of area. ‘Lodges’ are poorly designed. 
Unfortunate that townhouses back on to river and lack quality landscaping. 6 
storey apartment buildings would be harsh intrusions; again no sense of strong 
landscape. 
 
Impact of traffic not fully established yet, but seek contribution to upgrade A4/Ray 
Mead Road junction and bus services. Also would like to be involved in construction 
management plan.  
 
Development includes large areas of informal space but not formal recreational 
activities; RBWM seeks financial contribution towards formal recreational 
provision.   
 

 
South Bucks Arboricultural Adviser: 
 

No objection subject to 3 conditions. 
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South Bucks Landscape Adviser: 
 

Planting framework plan is generally acceptable, subject to more detail. Some 
additional formal children’s play equipment should be installed into the 
development. 

 
South Bucks Conservation and Design Officer: 
 

Application well presented with good heritage statement. Conversion of Glen Island 
House to residential is acceptable although curtilage is too tightly drawn 
(Applicants subsequently agreed to expand curtilage). Height of block C could harm 
setting of Glen Island House to an appreciable, but less than substantial, degree. 
Top storey of blocks would be above tree screen and register in views. Concern 
about amount of hard-standing and parking near Glen Island House. Appreciates 
that Block C has been re-sited to allow for views of converted stable block. Jubilee 
Square could be overly urban in a Conservation Area though appreciates features 
alluding to history of Mill use. Acknowledges that Skindles is past saving. Proposed 
gateway buildings will need to be a great quality in terms of finishing materials. 
Senior living  could appear somewhat barrack-like. Various other comments about 
details of design.    

 
South Bucks Planning Policy Adviser: 
 

Provides comprehensive comments on the proposal assessing against policy 
framework including Core Strategy and Development Brief.  

 
South Bucks Housing Services: 
 

The applicant has been working with Paradigm Housing Group to provide affordable 
housing in the form of 60 units on site supplemented by a financial contribution for 
off-site provision. If there is a wish to give priority to the over-55’s for 40 of the 
units this could be achieved by adopting a local lettings policy that gives first 
priority to the over-55’s but allows flexibility for others to access remaining 
vacancies. 40 of the flats will be for affordable rent and 20 for shared ownership. 
(details to be dealt with by legal agreement). 

  
 
ISSUES & POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
RELEVANT POLICY 
 
National Policy: 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 
 
Development Plan: 
 
The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (2004-2016)(Saved Policies) 
 
The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Development Plan Document 
(adopted November 2012) 
 
South Bucks District Local Plan (adopted March 1999) (Saved Policies) GB1, EP3, EP4, EP6, 
H9, TR4, TR5, TR7, TR10, COM1, COM2. 
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South Bucks Local Development Framework Core Strategy (adopted February 2011)CP1, 
CP6, CP7, CP8, CP9, CP13, CP14.  
 
Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (published July 2013) 
 
Other material considerations: 
 
South Bucks Residential Design Guide SPD (published October 2008) 
 
South Bucks Townscape Character Study (published February 2014) 
 
Interim Guidance on Residential Parking Standards 
 
 
1.0 KEY POLICY ASSESSMENT 
 
1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (published March 2012) sets out the 
Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires decisions on 
planning applications to be made in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  With regard to planning policy, whilst the 
NPPF substantially replaced the previous Planning Policy Statements and Guidance Notes, 
it operates within the context of the statutory framework as a material consideration and 
does not replace existing local policies that form part of the development plan.  However, 
in assessing the weight to be accorded to development plan policies as against other 
material considerations, the extent to which they comply with the guidance set out within 
the NPPF is material.   
  
1.2 The development plan in this case consists of The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste 
Local Plan (2004-2016)(Saved Policies); The Buckinghamshire Minerals and Waste Core 
Strategy Development Plan Document (adopted November 2012); South Bucks Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy (adopted February 2011) and South Bucks District 
Local Plan (adopted March 1999) (Saved Policies). Other material considerations include 
the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document (July 2013), the planning history 
of the site, the case put forward by the applicant, the comments from consultees and the 
representations made in support of and objecting to the proposed development. 
 
2.0 CONTENT OF CURRENT APPLICATION  
 
2.1 This is a full application. The application is accompanied by a substantial amount of 
supporting information, all of which has been available for public inspection since the 
application was received on 17th September. The documents accompanying this 
application are as follows:- 
 
Planning application forms, certificate and plans. 
 
Planning Statement.  
 
Statement of Community Involvement. 
 
Design and Access Statement. 
 
Affordable Housing Statement 
 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Tree Condition Survey 
 
Report into the redevelopment Options and Potential for Hotel Use 
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Landscape and Ecological Management Framework. 
 
Energy and Sustainability Statement. 
 
Transport Assessment. 
 
Utilities Statement. 
 
Heritage Statement. 
 
Existing Building Proposals. 
 
Non Technical Summary of Environmental Statement. 
 
Environmental Statement Volumes 1,2 and 3. 
 
2.2 Following the registration of the applications, further correspondence was received 
from the applicant that assessed and commented on the representations and consultation 
responses the Council had received to the application. This additional information has 
been taken into account in formulating the officer’s report and recommendation. 
 
3.0 CORE POLICY 15 – MILL LANE (OPPORTUNITY SITE) 
 
3.1 Mill Lane has its own policy within the Core Strategy. The site is in the Green Belt, but 
as it is a Major Developed Site the policy identifies the entire site for comprehensive 
redevelopment. The policy is accompanied by a diagrammatic plan of the site. That plan 
identifies certain factors to be taken into account when formulating any proposal, such as 
the flood zones, and certain aspirations, such as a new footbridge. The Environment 
Agency is satisfied that the flood zones have been appropriately taken into account, and 
the wider proposal does include a footbridge. 
 
3.2 Core Policy 15 sets out that ‘A comprehensive, conservation led approach must be 
taken to the regeneration of the site, with a high quality mix of development, 
watercourses and parkland. Suitable uses on the site would include residential, 
commercial development (for example B1 offices, a café/restaurant, a marina/boatyard), 
a hotel (broadly on the current Skindles site) and open space.’ The scheme is 
comprehensive in that it covers the whole area envisaged for redevelopment. The scheme 
has been submitted as 4 applications but there is a rationale for this, firstly because the 
bridge straddles two Authorities and therefore it is best to make it a separate application. 
Secondly because a separate listed building application is needed for Glen Island House 
and thirdly because the National Grid site was in separate ownership at the time of 
submission of the applications. It can be seen from the overall design of the scheme that 
whilst the applications are separate, they do link in to a comprehensive approach to 
redevelopment. 
 
3.3 Whether the scheme is ‘conservation led’ or not is a matter of judgement, but it is 
considered that heritage matters have played a significant part in the design of the 
proposals, though whether the outcomes have been successful enough remains to be 
assessed in detail. Berkeley Homes have a good reputation for quality development and 
have constructed a number of successful schemes in this District and the surrounding area. 
The Design Council have been involved in the formulation of the proposals, and whilst they 
still voice concerns about certain aspects of the scheme they are positive about the 
overall design strategy – inevitably the Applicant has had to balance the purist 
architectural based advice from the Design Council against other aspects including the 
constraints of the site, to achieve a practical scheme. The scheme is mixed use, including 
commercial elements, and the evidence suggests that the potential level of employment 
could meet the levels identified in the Core Strategy. There is a significant amount of 
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public open space but no hotel, although evidence has been produced by the applicant 
suggesting that a hotel is not a realistic economic option for this site.    
 
3.4 Core policy 15 then proceeds to list a series of points that any redevelopment 
proposals should address. These are dealt with in the order set out in the policy: 
 
3.5 ‘See the gasholder and sheds on the Severnside part of the site removed when 
possible.’ This application includes the removal of the structures on the old Severnside 
site. Application 14/01760/FUL involves the removal of the gasholder. One central 
question is how to ensure that the gasholder is removed given that it is likely to be a 
major and expensive task to undertake such works – the 12 houses and offices proposed 
under 14/01760/FUL seem unlikely to generate the value to the developer to warrant 
removal of the gasholder, but as part of the comprehensive scheme it may well be viable. 
Furthermore if the removal of this substantial structure provides a rationale for the spread 
of development now proposed across the Severnside site then it may be necessary to 
require removal of the gasholder before the Severnside site is developed or occupied.  
 
3.6 ‘Result in no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt, and retain the largely 
open character of the site. On the former Mill site, a high quality design could result in 
development of a similar height to the existing building. Elsewhere, the height and 
massing of development should ensure a reduced visual impact.’ These requirements 
warrant detailed consideration. The openness of the site is encroached upon, for example 
on the Severnside area there is currently really only one building which is at the southern 
part of the site, but the application involves spreading dwellings across the whole site. 
However such a spread is envisaged in the development brief, in part justifiable by the 
removal of the gasholder. This issue, and comparisons of the existing and proposed 
footprint, are dealt with in more detail in the section of this report concerning the SPD. 
The proposed apartment buildings are significantly higher than the existing Mill building 
they replace, so this aspect of Core Policy 15 is not adhered to; this issue is explored in 
more detail in later sections of this report. Given the height of what is proposed compared 
to existing buildings such as The Mill and Skindles it is difficult to see how the ‘height and 
massing…ensure a reduced visual impact’ and this issue is also explored in further detail 
under the section of the report concerning the SPD. 
 
3.7 ‘Be sympathetic to the historic nature of the site and its surroundings, including the 
Taplow Riverside and Maidenhead Riverside Conservation Areas, and any remains of 
archaeological importance.’ English Heritage has raised concern that the height of the 
Jubilee apartments will harm both Conservation Areas. At the same time they do state 
that the proposals for the demolition of Skindles and its replacement with new buildings 
are accepted as the best way forward. As already stated, the issue of height is dealt with 
in more detail in the section concerning the SPD. Several existing buildings on the Mill site 
are to be retained and converted to residential, which is considered to be positive for the 
Conservation Area, though English Heritage raise concern about the precise details of the 
internal works for conversion of Glen Island House under the listed building application 
and about the proximity of the apartment blocks to Glen Island House and the stables.   
 
3.8 ‘Preserve, and where possible enhance, the character and appearance of the riverside 
setting, including views to and from the site.’ Many objectors have raised concern that 
this requirement is not achieved; this issue is explored in more detail in the section of this 
report regarding the SPD.  
 
3.9 ‘Protect, conserve and where possible enhance Maidenhead Bridge and Glen Island 
House, and their respective settings.’ English Heritage and the Council’s Conservation and 
Design Officer have not raised objection to the proposals to replace Skindles that have 
most impact on the setting of Maidenhead Bridge. RBWM take a more negative view of the 
design of the proposals in this regard. Concerns have been raised about the impact of 
block C on the setting of Glen Island House. In this regard the height of the block must be 
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balanced against the fact that the block is significantly further from Glen Island House 
than the existing Mill building.    
 
3.10 ‘Deliver a net gain in biodiversity resources and avoid unacceptable impacts on the 
nearby South Lodge Pit SSSI.’ Despite concerns raised by objectors, the County Ecologist 
has confirmed that the scheme is considered acceptable in this regard and this issue, 
along with others, is considered in more detail under the section of this report regarding 
the SPD.  
 
3.11 ‘Provide an acceptable means of access into the site, and minimise the impact of the 
new traffic generated on the A4 Bath Road.’ The applicant has proposed a new junction 
onto the A4. The design of the junction is intended to keep it to the minimal size and 
engineered structure that would meet the demands of the Highway Authority. In terms of 
impact on the character of the area it is considered desirable to keep this junction to the 
minimum size required and to design it to create a relatively attractive entrance to the 
site. Many residents have written in support of the Applicant’s proposal for this junction 
on the grounds that they are less intrusive than the previous designs put forward for the 
junction. The Mill Lane junction remains but would only be used to access the site; 
vehicles would no longer be able to exit onto the A4 at this point. This is considered to be 
beneficial as exiting onto the A4 at this point has been unsatisfactory for many years now. 
The acceptability, or otherwise, of the proposed highway works is subject to the final 
comments of the Highway Authority. 
 
3.12 ‘Improve public access to the River Thames through a new riverside walk with a new 
footbridge provided across the Thames to Maidenhead in the vicinity of Boulters Lock, 
unless demonstrated not to be feasible or viable.’ The scheme includes a bridge 
(application 14/01716/FUL) and facilitates a circular walk from the new bridge down to 
the Grade I listed bridge and back again. This increases public access by the Thames near 
the new bridge and then along the bank of the Jubilee River and is considered to offer a 
positive benefit to the wider community. It also helps ensure the permeability of the new 
scheme and overcome the unwelcoming ‘dead-end’ feel that used to pervade this part of 
Mill Lane when the Mill and Severnside were in operation. Whilst the bridge is not 
designed to be cycled over, cyclists will be able to wheel their bikes over it, in the same 
way as they already have to do on Boulters Lock Island on the Maidenhead side of the 
bridge. 
 
3.13 ‘Ensure that there is no net loss of jobs, based upon the former range of activities 
on this Opportunity Site (circa 200 jobs).’ The applicant argues that there will be a total 
of between 200-254 jobs ‘created’ (para. 6.18 of the Planning Statement). That includes 
100 jobs at Taplow Investments which are existing and 21 at Windrush VW that are 
existing. However the ‘Circa 200’ figure used in the Core Strategy also included such 
existing jobs. In these circumstances it is not considered there are any grounds for 
objecting to this potential employment provision even though much of the employment 
floorspace on site is being replaced by residential floorspace.  
 
3.14 ‘Guide new development towards areas of lowest flood risk within the site, with 
only water compatible development in Flood Zone 3b, with all other development in 
Flood Zone 2, with the exception of the redevelopment of the Skindles site (partly Flood 
Zone 3a) for a hotel.’ ‘Adhere to the minimum requirements set out in the Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk assessment for the site, which will include demonstrating a 
measurable reduction in the risk of flooding as a result of the development.’ The 
Environment Agency is satisfied that the issue of flooding has been appropriately 
addressed in the layout and design of the proposal.  
 
3.15 ‘Minimise the risk of groundwater pollution through the mitigation of the effects of 
historic contamination.’ The Environment Agency comments also cover the contamination 
issue and, subject to conditions, no objection is raised in this regard.  
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3.16 ‘Incorporate decentralised and renewable or low carbon technologies (for example, 
combined heat and power, or potentially water power), unless it is clearly demonstrated 
that this is not viable or feasible. This should ensure that at least 10% of the energy 
needs for the development are secured from these sources, in accordance with Core 
Policy 12.’ This issue is addressed in more detail in Section 4.88 of this committee report.  
 
3.17 ‘Demonstrate, prior to the granting of planning permission, that the necessary 
infrastructure can be put in place within agreed timescales.’ Berkeley Homes have a 
successful track record for implementing major developments and therefore it is not 
considered that this issue need form part of an objection to the applications. Conditions to 
ensure the implementation of certain aspects of the proposals, such as the bridge and the 
removal of the gasholder, are likely to be considered appropriate if the applications were 
to be approved.   
 
3.18 ‘A Development Brief must be produced for the site by the landowners/developers, 
in conjunction with the Council, prior to a planning application being submitted. The 
Development Brief will be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document.’ The 
Development Brief has been produced and adopted and forms a central basis to the 
assessment of the current applications. The brief was produced in conjunction with a 
volume house builder that previously had an interest in the site and therefore has taken 
account of commercial concerns as well as other planning policy matters. 
 
4.0 MILL LANE TAPLOW SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT (SPD) (adopted July 
2013)  
 
4.1 The Development Brief was produced to establish the principles that would guide 
future development on the site. It is intended to act as a 'stepping stone' between the 
broad policy framework established in the Core Strategy (in particular, Core Policy 15) 
and the very detailed work that should be undertaken in support of planning 
applications relating to the site. The Development Brief is part of the South Bucks 
Local Plan and is treated accordingly when assessing the planning applications for this 
site. 
 
4.2 The SPD includes chapters on Site Context and Setting; Planning Policy Overview; 
Consultation Process and Constraints, Opportunities and Potential. Chapter 6 is 
entitled Development and Design Principles which are addressed under the following 
headings:- 
 
4.3 Overall Scale of Development 

Green Belt 
Land Uses 
Heritage and Conservation 
Access and Movement 
Landscaping, Setting and Biodiversity 
Layout and Design 
Appearance 
Affordable Housing and Mix 
Sustainability  

 
4.4 It is considered appropriate to assess how the current application addresses the 
requirements of the SPD as set out in Chapter 6.  
 
4.5 For Members assistance relevant extracts from the SPD have been included in 
italics, followed by a discussion of how the application addresses those requirements. 
As well as being in italics all of the quotes from the SPD are also indented to 
distinguish them from the comments now made. Please be aware that there are 
certain issues and themes that occur repeatedly through the SPD and therefore there 
is inevitably some repetition in the discussion of these themes due to relying on the 
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SPD format; many of the requirements of the SPD can be met with the same or a 
similar answer, but to avoid editing out any of those requirements they have all been 
left in. 
 

‘6.2 Overall Scale of Development 
 

6.2.1 The Core Strategy identifies the Mill Lane site as an Opportunity Site. At the 
time of preparing the Core Strategy, redevelopment of the Mill Lane site was not 
considered to be central to delivery of the Spatial Strategy. Whilst the Council 
was keen to maximise the opportunities presented by the redevelopment of this 
site (and the other Opportunity Sites) development on the Mill Lane site was not 
needed to meet the lower end of the proposed housing range for the District as a 
whole. It is partly for this reason that Core Policy 15 does not specify a minimum 
scale of residential development on the site. 

 
6.2.2 The Spatial Strategy does make reference to about 100 new dwellings being 
delivered on the site. This figure was derived from a working assumption that 
much of the new residential development would be in the form of large new town 
houses, but was never intended to represent a cap on the scale of new 
development.’ 

 
4.6 Objectors have raised concern that the number of dwellings now proposed is 
excessive. The Spatial Strategy in the Core Strategy (page 16) does foresee that there 
may be around 100 new homes on the site but the SPD makes it clear how this figure 
should be viewed – it is not a cap on development and, to be consistent with the NPPF 
the Council should seek to boost significantly the supply of housing (NPPF para. 47) 
and maximise the opportunity provided by this site. Furthermore the Spatial Strategy 
figure was based on Townhouses and the Council identifies that 3 smaller flats 
potentially have the same footprint, height and massing as a large townhouse (see 
6.2.3 below). On this basis 105 townhouses is equivalent to the 44 houses and 183 
apartments which is what is now proposed on the main site. Furthermore it is not the 
pure numerical number that is significant, it is whether the number can be justified 
and what impact that number would have. This is made clear in the next section from 
the SPD:-   
 

‘In assessing the scale of residential development deemed appropriate on the Mill 
Lane site, the Council will have particular regard to: 

 
i Statements in the NPPF, including the objective to significantly boost the 

supply of housing. 
ii The need to ensure that development has no greater impact on the 

openness of the Green Belt, and retains the largely open character of the 
site. The detailed survey of existing buildings across the site provides a 
robust baseline position against which to assess the impact of new 
development proposals. 

iii The need for the scale (siting and design) of new development to be 
sympathetic to the historic nature of the site and its surroundings.  

iv  The capacity of the A4 and the new junction with the A4 Bath Road to 
accommodate the traffic movements generated by development proposals 
including recent planning permissions in the vicinity of the area covered by 
the brief. 

v The ability of proposed development to be accommodated whilst delivering 
a net gain in biodiversity resources. 

 
6.2.3 The mix of housing types and sizes will have a significant impact on the 
number of new homes that can be accommodated on the Mill Lane site, with three 
smaller flats potentially having the same footprint, height and massing as a large 
town house.’ 



24 

 

 
4.7 Given this context your officers do not consider it would be appropriate for the 
Council to object to the number of units proposed per se unless the Highway Authority 
consider that the number of dwellings is, by itself, objectionable in traffic generation 
terms. It is more appropriate to look at the impact of the proposed development on 
factors such as the openness of the Green Belt and the Conservation Area than the 
precise number of dwellings proposed.    
 

‘6.2.4 In relation to other land uses on the site, the refurbishment of Glen Island 
House, Mill Island House and Dunloe Lodge will ensure that the scale and massing 
of the buildings remain largely unchanged. 
 

4.8 The footprints of Glen Island House and Mill Island House would be reduced by 
removal of inappropriate earlier additions. The footprint of Dunloe Lodge would be 
enlarged by 14%. The chimney heights, which are the highest points of what remains, 
would not be exceeded by the rebuilt structure. This is currently a severely fire 
damaged structure and it is considered that its rebuilding as a single dwelling, which is 
what it was originally designed to be, in the style of its original appearance, is 
appropriate in the Conservation Area. The Conservation Officer did express concern 
about the addition of the garage feature, but this is not a listed building and it is 
considered that a dwelling of this size can reasonably be expected to have such a 
garage. Mill Island Cottage would also be refurbished and extended as a dwelling. The 
former power house would be sympathetically converted to residences as would the 
stable block. 5, Mill lane, which is right next to Skindles, would also be refurbished as 
a dwelling. The occupiers of 3, Mill Lane have raised concern that the proposed 
balcony screen will block views from their own property, however there is no right to 
a view across another property and therefore the Council cannot pursue an objection 
to this balcony screen on such grounds. Overall it is considered that the refurbishment 
and rebuilding of existing buildings will enhance the Conservation Area. 
  

6.2.5 Proposals for the refurbishment (and extension) of Skindles Hotel, or the 
redevelopment of the Skindles Hotel site ,will need to result in no greater impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt. In assessing the impact of proposals, the 
baseline position will be the impact of the existing hotel with the permitted 
extension. 

 
4.9 Skindles would be demolished and the replacement buildings would be higher. 
However the replacement restaurant and 7 new dwellings would also have a much 
smaller footprint than Skindles because some of this footprint is being shifted over the 
road to be incorporated in the justification for the affordable housing block.  
 

6.3 Green Belt 
 

6.3.1 The partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites in the 
Green Belt (such as the Mill Lane Opportunity Site) is accepted in the National 
Planning Policy Framework, provided the new development would not have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the development it 
replaces. To address this requirement, new development on the Mill Lane site 
should not exceed the height of existing buildings (other than in the case of 
development on the site of the former Taplow Mill, where Core Policy 15 provides 
for a replacement building of a similar height). In addition, new development 
should not occupy a larger area of the site than the existing buildings (unless this 
would achieve a reduction in height, which would benefit visual amenity). 

 
4.10 The footprint of the buildings on the Mill and Skindles sites is significantly 
reduced from existing. The footprint and spread of buildings on the Severnside site is 
significantly increased but this is in part rationalised by the removal of the gasholder 
which has 1600 sq.m of footprint and can extend up to 30m in height (subject of 
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application 14/01760/FUL). Overall the footprint of buildings on the whole site for the 
4 applications would be significantly reduced. However the height of buildings would 
be increased, notably the 6 storey apartments are 20m high but the Mill they replace 
(excluding its chimney) is a maximum of 12.5m high. Similarly Skindles is up to 11m 
high but the new restaurant building is 15m high. There are increases in height 
throughout the scheme. It is debatable whether it will be possible to perceive much 
impact from the reduction in footprint given that many of the buildings are more 
spread around the site, particularly on the Severnside site and on the area for the 
affordable housing. However as the height of the buildings is much higher than existing 
this is not considered to be consistent with maintaining the openness of the Green Belt 
and will result in a more urban style of development. Part of the strategy behind the 
SPD was that the much greater spread of development could be offset by relocating 
footprint from the Mill, but this does not work as intended if the replacement buildings 
are substantially higher than the existing because any reduced impact gained from 
reducing the footprint is counteracted by increasing the height. 
 

6.3.2 On the site of the former Taplow Mill, it will be particularly important to 
ensure that the height of new development does not exceed the height of the 
surrounding tree canopy. 
 

4.11 The Environmental Statement includes a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
(LVIA) that seeks to demonstrate that the 6 storey blocks will be well screened by the 
tree canopy in summer and winter. It is true that the existing Mill building is 
surprisingly discrete and well screened given its bulk and the new blocks would still be 
significantly lower than the industrial chimneys on the Mill building. The tree canopy is 
not a uniform height or thickness, allowing glimpses of the Mill and potentially allowing 
glimpses of the proposed apartment blocks as evidenced in the LVIA. The fact that the 
tree canopy is not a uniform height means that relying on it to determine the heights 
of the new building is not simple and just identifying the highest point and saying the 
scheme does not exceed that is unlikely to provide a convincing rationale. In any case 
the submitted illustrative images in the Design and Access Statement (p.60) indicate 
that the blocks will be marginally higher than even the highest part of the tree canopy 
west of the blocks that provides the screening to the river and Maidenhead beyond. 
The blocks would obviously not be higher than the tree canopy to the east that rises 
up the riverbank beyond the Jubilee River and screens the site from Taplow Court.  
 

6.3.3 The visual impact resulting from new buildings across the Mill Lane site 
should represent an improvement over the existing situation, particularly when 
considered from the key viewpoints outlined on Plan 7. 
 

4.12 Many objectors consider the proposals fail to preserve or enhance views into and 
out of the Conservation Areas. However this is a matter of judgement. English Heritage 
do not object to the proposals in the vicinity of Skindles. If the gateway buildings are 
suitably detailed and finished to a high quality then they could create a bold entrance 
feature to the development and a high quality visual feature on the riverbank within 
the setting of the Grade 1 listed bridge. This would need to be balanced against the 
concern that their height is not consistent with protecting the openness of the Green 
Belt. Throughout the site dilapidated buildings and industrial areas would be replaced 
by high quality new development that is sensitive to the river setting in which it is to 
be located. Therefore, setting aside concerns about the height of buildings and impact 
on the Green Belt, in many regards there will be visual enhancement of the locality.    

 
6.3.4 The survey information at Appendix A provides robust baseline information 
on the footprint, height and spread of existing development. The Council will use 
this information (and the original survey plans) to inform its assessment of the 
relative impact of existing and proposed development on the openness of the 
Green Belt. Importantly, the Council will need to assess matters in the round. In 
addition to the height and footprint of existing and proposed development, 
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consideration will be given to the spread of proposed development across the site 
and the impact of land uses and features associated with the new housing and 
commercial development on the openness of the Green Belt. 
 

4.13 Whilst the footprint is decreased, the spread of buildings on the Severnside area 
is increased and the height of buildings is increased. As the policy states, these issues 
will have to be considered ‘in the round’. Therefore it is not as simple as saying that 
the height is increased and therefore the scheme must be refused. Therefore even if 
buildings are higher, if they have a much smaller footprint then on balance they may 
be considered acceptable. However if they have a smaller footprint but then are 
spread much further around the site then any benefit to openness becomes difficult to 
perceive, whilst the impact of the height is clear for all to see. 
 

6.3.5 Table 2 (pages 55-56) provides an overview of the potential form, scale and 
massing of development within each of the Potential Development Areas. The 
indicative scale of replacement footprint is deduced from Table 1. The actual 
scale of replacement footprint appropriate within each of the Potential 
Development Areas can only be determined once development proposals have been 
prepared, and the likely impact of this development can be appraised. 

 
4.14 In this regard, whilst the footprint on the Mill site and Skindles west of Mill Lane 
have been significantly reduced, the footprint on Severnside is substantially increased. 
Therefore the footprint is being reallocated around the site. This is allowed for in the 
SPD which identifies areas for development, particularly Severnside, which are not 
currently covered in buildings. This is sensible because the Mill and gasholder have 
substantial industrial volume which it would not be desirable to replace immediately 
where they currently stand. Therefore much of the spread by itself has been allowed 
for in the SPD, it is the increased heights that do not accord with the parameters in 
the SPD.   
 

‘Visual Impact of the Gasholder and Replacement Development 
 

The height of the gasholder has varied over time, depending upon the amount of 
gas being stored. When at full capacity, the gasholder was approximately 30 
metres in height, and could be clearly seen from much of the Mill Lane site and 
surrounding vantages points. At its current height of about 8 metres, the 
gasholder has a limited visual impact, being heavily screened by mature hedging 
and trees. 

 
The Council will need to assess the relative impact of the existing gasholder on 
the openness of the Green Belt and any proposals for replacement development. 
In making such an assessment, the Council will take into account the footprint of 
the existing gasholder, and its height when partially inflated (i.e. between 15 
metres and 20 metres in height). In coming to a view on the scale of replacement 
development that might be justified through decommissioning and removal of the 
gasholder, the Council will also need to have  regard to viability considerations 
(i.e. the  cost of decommissioning and removing the  gasholder, and remediating 
the land). 
 

4.15 Whilst the gasholder is the subject of the separate application 14/01760/FUL it 
has wider implications for the SPD site as a whole. The SPD allows for the spread of 
development on Severnside in part because of the removal of the gasholder. 
Accordingly, if this application were to be approved, it is considered that it would 
need to be tied in to the removal of the gasholder. It is also worth noting that the 
office building proposed under 14/01760/FUL is now much larger and higher than 
previously approved so there may be an argument that the removal of the gasholder 
has to be used in part to justify the spread on Severnside.   
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Land Uses 
 

6.4.1 Core Policy 15 seeks a high quality mix of development, watercourses and 
parkland. Future development proposals should deliver a well-balanced living 
environment that respects the heritage and landscape of the site.   

 
6.4.2 The broad spread and mix of land uses deemed suitable on the site are 
shown on Plan 10 and described below:  

 
Residential Development   

 
6.4.3 The focus for the new residential development will be the Taplow Mill and 
Severnside Potential Development Areas. There is broad acceptance amongst local 
residents and  stakeholders that residential development on  the site of the 
current Mill buildings would be  acceptable. The land falls within Flood Zone 2, is 
generally very well screened from wider public views, and would avoid 
development in an area of high biodiversity interest.   
 

4.16 Residential development is proposed on the The Mill and Severnside sites in 
accordance with the SPD.  
 

6.4.4 To ensure no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt, new 
residential development will need to be sensitively designed and be of a similar 
height to the existing Mill buildings. 
 

4.17 The apartment blocks are a contemporary design as envisaged by the SPD, but 
they are not the same height as the existing Mill buildings. They are 7.5m higher than 
the maximum allowed for in the SPD therefore the scheme does not fall within the 
parameters established by the SPD. Furthermore the SPD envisaged a redevelopment 
between 2-5 storeys high to take account of the variety in height displayed by the Mill 
building. The application apartment blocks to replace the Mill are a uniform 6 storeys 
in height. This will make a more urban style development and is not consistent with 
ensuring no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt.    
 

6.4.5 The northern part of the Severnside Potential Development Area is also 
considered suitable for residential development, lying within Flood Zone 2 and 
being of low biodiversity and heritage value. The justification for residential 
development within this part of the Potential Development area will be based 
upon removal of the Servernside sheds. In accordance with Core Policy 15, the 
scale, height and massing of development should ensure that there is no greater 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and that development has a reduced 
visual impact. The decommissioning and  removal of the gasholder, as supported 
by Core  Policy 15, could be used to justify additional  residential development on 
the northern part  of the Severnside site, and a related increase in  the spread of 
development.   
 

4.18 The Severnside sheds would be removed and the gasholder is shown for removal 
in application 14/01760/FUL. If the application is to be approved then control by 
means of legal agreement or condition will be essential to ensure this. 
 

6.4.6 There might also be scope for residential development on the Riverside 
Potential Development Area. The principle constraints on such development are 
the potential for flooding and the potential visual impact of new development 
(particularly from the Maidenhead side of the River Thames). If in due course 
these issues can be satisfactorily addressed, the footprint of new development 
would need to be justified by the decommissioning and removal of the gasholder, 
or potentially through ‘use’ of the extant permission for a new office building on 
the National Grid Riverside land.  
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4.19 This land is subject of application 14/01760/FUL but it should be noted that 
flooding issues mean the land next to the river is not suitable for residential; the 
gasholder is proposed for replacement with residential on its own site and an office by 
the river. 
 

6.4.7 The sensitive refurbishment of Dunloe Lodge for residential use is likely to 
be appropriate.   

 
4.20 Dunloe Lodge is proposed for refurbishment as a single dwelling which is 
consistent with its original use and design and will contribute positively to the 
Conservation Area.  
 

Flood Resistant and Resilient Design   
 

6.4.8 Due to the inherent flood risks of the site and the effects of climate change 
in increasing the flood risk over time, flood resistant and/or resilient construction 
is required for all development. The following principles should be adhered to:   

 
Finished floor levels of all developments in Flood Zone 2 should be set to the 
greater of: 300mm above the surrounding ground level, or; 600mm above the 1 in 
100 year  flood level, with an allowance for climate  change included.   

 
Flood resilience should be incorporated in the design and construction of all 
development.   

 
Surface water will need careful management across the site to ensure that there 
is no increase in flood risk on or  off site.’  
 

4.21 The Environment Agency and the County Council Flood and Water Management 
Service are satisfied that, subject to appropriate conditions, the proposals are 
acceptable in terms of flood resilience.   
 

‘Commercial Development   
 

6.4.9 Comprehensive redevelopment of the Mill Lane site will provide scope to 
retain some of the existing commercial uses and deliver new employment 
opportunities. The employment uses on the Taplow Investments land should be 
retained. In the medium to longer term, there may be scope for alternative 
economic uses on the site, in accordance with the provisions of Core Policy 10.’   

 
4.22 Taplow Investments is not within the application site and the Applicant does not 
have any control over its use.  
 

‘6.4.10 New employment opportunities will be provided through the sensitive 
refurbishment and re-use of Glen Island House and Mill Island House. The extant 
permission for office development on the National Grid Riverside land could be 
developed in situ, or relocated and developed on land within the Severnside  
Potential Development Area.’   

 
4.23 It is intended to refurbish both Glen Island House and Mill Island House for 
residential use. Whilst this does lose opportunities for employment on the site it is not 
considered objectionable. Both buildings were originally constructed as dwellings and 
suited to such use. Glen Island House is listed so its conversion is subject to the 
consideration of the details of the design as proposed under application 14/01715/LBC. 
 

‘6.4.11 The car dealership fronting the A4 Bath Road occupies a prominent site 
although the modern design is incongruous in terms of its design and materials. 
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Any future redevelopment in terms of design, massing and scale should make a 
positive contribution to the character of the area and enhance the setting of 
Maidenhead bridge.’  
 

4.24 The car dealership is outside the application site and would remain in situ and in 
operation.  
 

‘6.4.12 Core Policy 15 establishes the principle of a hotel use broadly on the site 
of the former  Skindles Hotel building. It will be essential  that any refurbishment 
(and extension) or  redevelopment on the Skindles site is of a  design and massing 
which enhances the  setting of the Grade I Listed Maidenhead  Bridge, and makes a 
positive contribution to  the Conservation Areas.’   
 

4.25 Many resident’s representations support the fact that the proposal does not 
include a hotel. The application is accompanied by a report into the redevelopment 
options and potential for hotel use that concludes that there is no demand for a hotel 
use in this location and that it is extremely unlikely that there will be any interest 
from hotel operators now or in the future. This seems consistent with the history of 
the site, which has stood vacant for many years despite the benefit of a permission for 
a substantial hotel extension. In these circumstances it is not considered that there 
are grounds for objecting to the lack of a proposal for a new hotel. RBWM specifically 
consider that the proposals for the Skindles site would fail to preserve or enhance the 
conservation area and do not relate satisfactorily to the bridge. 
 

‘6.4.13 Restaurant and cafe uses will be supported within the Mill Lane 
Opportunity Site area,  subject to the provisions of Green Belt  policy, and the 
need to ensure that overall  development has no greater impact on the  openness 
of the Green Belt. Given its amenity value, the Riverside Development Area would 
be particularly suitable for restaurant and cafe  uses.’   
 

4.26 The proposal includes a restaurant building on the southern part of the site of the 
existing Skindles building. However its bold design includes an increase in height, to 
15m from the 11m parameter identified in the SPD, that would not normally be 
considered consistent with ensuring no greater impact on the openness of the Green 
Belt. Whilst there is a reduction in footprint on the Skindles site that is made up for by 
the spread of development into the Green Belt to form the affordable housing block.  
 

‘Other Land Uses   
 

6.4.14 Provision for the Sea Cadets should be retained on the Riverside Potential 
Development Area.  Opportunities to enhance the Sea Cadets  accommodation and 
its surroundings will be  supported by the Council, in keeping with  aspirations of 
Core Policy 15 for a high quality  mix of development that is sympathetic to the  
historic nature of the site.’   
 

4.27 Provision for the Sea Cadets is retained. 
 

‘6.4.15 Additional car parking provision should be made on the Severnside 
Development Area. This car parking should cater for visitors and employees based 
on the Taplow Investments  land, helping to remove the on road parking  along 
Mill Lane.’  
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4.28 An 83 space car park is proposed north of the Sea Cadets building to cater for 
employees and visitors. To meet the Council’s standards the new office (proposed 
under 14/01760/FUL) next to this car park requires 80 spaces. Taplow Investments 
currently have car parking on their site, with overspill on the road. The proposals keep 
Mill Lane as an adopted highway and any changes to prevent parking here are outside 
the Applicant’s control and a matter for The Highway Authority.  Further to this the 
scheme provides parking for the new office space which is designed to be used as a 
pay and display car park in the evenings and at weekends by  members of the public 
wishing to use the site for recreational purposes and the restaurant. The precise detail 
of the operation of the car park has not yet been finalised but it is understood from 
the Applicant that they have set up privately run pay and display car parks as part of a 
management company before. If Taplow investments were interested in any of this car 
parking the Applicant has indicated they would be happy to discuss a potential 
arrangement but it is understood no conversations have occurred to date and there 
seems limited flexibility beyond the Council’s standard requirement for 80 spaces. 
Objectors and the Police have raised concern about the parking arrangements for the 
restaurant which requires 55 spaces under the Council’s standards but would only 
have a small number by its premises and then be required to rely on the car park near 
the riverside office. Objectors have also raised concern that there is not enough 
parking near the Jubilee square so people visiting the square or intending to walk from 
this location would have limited potential to park and even limited turning areas. It is 
also noticeable that dwellings shown with a relatively large study that that could be 
used as an extra bedroom do not have the requisite number of parking spaces for a 
dwelling of that size under the Council’s standards. 
 

‘6.4.16 The other principal land uses within the site are woodland and areas of 
open space. These land uses are addressed below.     

 
Heritage and Conservation   

 
Future redevelopment of the Mill Lane Opportunity Site should be conservation-
led, in accordance with Core Policy 15. In addition to influencing the overall scale 
of future development that may be appropriate on the site, a conservation-led 
approach should  ensure that:   

 
i. Development proposals on the Skindles  Hotel respect and enhance the setting  
of the Grade 1 listed Maidenhead Bridge  and make a positive contribution to  
Taplow Riverside and Maidenhead  Riverside Conservation Areas.   

 
Any proposals should seek to demonstrate how the design and function of a  new 
hotel will assist in recreating the atmosphere and activity once associated  with 
this part of the River Thames. Box 2  (below) outlines the approach to be taken  to 
assessing the suitability of Skindles  Hotel for refurbishment (and extension) or  
redevelopment and provide boating and  leisure facilities.  
  

4.29 Skindles would be demolished and replaced by riverside townhouses and a 
restaurant building designed to form part of a gateway feature for the site. English 
Heritage consider this to be the appropriate way forward. The townhouses would 
relate well in scale to the existing townhouses directly to the north but would provide 
a more contemporary and high quality design in a style appropriate for this setting by 
the river. The restaurant and its partner building east of Mill Lane are bold statements 
in a broadly classical design and if finished in high quality materials will provide a 
positive enhancement to the conservation area and to the setting of the bridge. 
However they would not be consistent with maintaining the openness of the Green 
Belt and a balanced judgement has to be reached in this regard. The original 
boathouse will remain between the restaurant and the bridge. 
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ii. Glen Island House is restored, and the  setting of this Grade II listed building is  
enhanced.   

 
Glenn Island House is presently vacant and in a poor state of repair. Its re-use  for 
employment purposes (offices) will be  sought, whilst development neighbouring  
the building will have to respect its  setting and grounds that extend down  to the 
River Thames. The grounds to the property should be enhanced and could be used 
as amenity space for the residential development proposed on the Taplow Mill 
site.  
 

4.30 Glen Island House would be restored and its setting would be enhanced because 
the apartment blocks would be significantly further away from the house than the Mill 
buildings are. However the apartments are much higher than the Mill building which 
could undermine this potential benefit. The Conservation Officer raises concerns 
about parking near Glen Island House but this parking is broken into small landscaped 
sections and is an improvement on what is near the building at the moment and most 
of the parking for the apartments is undercroft parking which minimises its impact on 
the setting of the listed building and character of the Conservation Area and also helps 
reduce the spread of residential parking in this Green Belt location.    

 
‘The historic elements of the ‘curtilage’ listed stables block to the north of the 
existing Mill buildings should be retained and refurbished for employment or 
residential use.’ 
 

4.31 The stable block would be refurbished and converted to residential use. This will 
be a positive enhancement of the Conservation Area. 
 

‘iii. Mill Island House and Dunloe Lodge  are restored, and the setting of these  
buildings enhanced.   

 
The Taplow Riverside Conservation Appraisal identifies these properties as  
significant unlisted buildings which are  ‘at risk’. The re-use of these properties 
for employment (Mill Island House) and residential (Dunloe Lodge) will be  
encouraged. If in due course it is found that there is no reasonable prospect of 
Mill Island House being let for office use, an alternative economic use for the 
buildings will be sought by the Council.’  
 

4.32 Both Dunloe Lodge and Mill Island House would be reused for residential. Given 
the age and style of Mill Island House it is not considered that continuing to pursue an 
economic use would be appropriate. It was built as a dwelling and would be returned 
to that use. These works are considered to enhance the Conservation Area.   
 

‘Other development within the vicinity of Mill Island House and Dunloe Lodge will 
have to respect and enhance the grounds to both of these properties. The grounds 
of Mill Island House could be used as amenity space to accompany new residential 
development on the Taplow Mill site.’  
 

4.33 The grounds of Dunloe Lodge are well wooded and have biodiversity value and 
their retention as residential curtilage for the rebuilt dwelling is considered 
appropriate, as is the retention of the grounds of Mill Island House in association with 
its conversion to residential use. 
 

‘iv. Driftwood Cottage and the Boathouse on  Taplow Investments land are 
retained.’   
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4.34 These are outside of the application site. 
 

‘v. The new footbridge over the Thames  is sensitively designed, ensuring that  it 
makes a positive contribution to the  Taplow Riverside and Maidenhead  Riverside 
Conservation Areas.’  
 

4.35 The bridge is the subject of separate application 14/01716/FUL. Since it was 
originally submitted, the design of the bridge has been amended from a basic 
functional feature to a more carefully designed architectural feature intended to 
compliment and enhance its setting. 
 

‘vi. More generally, future development  on the site preserves and enhances  
views to and from Maidenhead Bridge,  Taplow Riverside Conservation Area,  
Maidenhead Riverside Conservation Area  and Taplow Court.  

 
4.36 Taplow Court is well screened from the site by the trees on the riverbank slope. 
From Taplow Court you can look down and get glimpses of the site through the trees 
during the winter but even then any view is very much interrupted. This will remain 
the case if the Mill site is redeveloped. Views from Maidenhead bridge will be 
enhanced by the new high quality development especially when compared to the 
Skindles building which has been in a derelict state for many years now. Many of the 
views from Maidenhead Riverside Conservation Area are interrupted by mature trees 
on islands in the Thames. The trees on the Mill site also screen those buildings to a 
large extent although there are glimpses available, for example at the point where one 
faces the tall chimneys from the Maidenhead side of the river. The apartment blocks 
will not be as high as those chimneys but will still be visible in those gaps in the trees 
and at points where the tree screen is lower. However apartment blocks typify this 
part of the riverside in Maidenhead and therefore being able to see apartments 
through trees on the other side of the river is not considered to amount to 
demonstrable harm that could justify refusal, especially when compared to being able 
to see a substantial paper mill and gasholder on the opposite side of the river. The 
whole SPD area would be rejuvenated by the scheme and this is considered to not only 
enhance the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area but also views from the Maidenhead 
Riverside Conservation Area and bridge. Nevertheless the potential benefits to the 
Conservation Area have to be balanced against the need to protect the Green Belt.  
 

‘vii.  Archaeological remains are identified and  their significance recognised (by 
public  displays) and conserved.    
 

4.37 Although seeking more detail, the County Archaeologist raises no objection to the 
proposal subject to an appropriate condition. 
 

Refurbishment or Redevelopment of the Skindles Hotel   
 

The former Skindles Hotel building is identified as a significant building at risk in 
the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area Appraisal. The building is in a very poor 
state of repair and there are different views amongst local stakeholders over the 
attractiveness of the  existing building.   

 
There is an extant planning permission for extension of the Skindles Hotel on the 
land between Mill Lane and the VW garage (see Table 1). Implementation of this 
planning permission would nearly double the footprint of the hotel.   

 
The Council’s preference would be for the existing Skindles Hotel building to be 
sympathetically refurbished.   
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Any proposals to demolish the existing hotel building and redevelop the site would 
need to be robustly justified. A future applicant would need to demonstrate that 
it was not feasible or viable to refurbish the existing hotel building.   

 
4.38 As Members will be aware, Skindles would be demolished. The Application is 
accompanied by a structural survey which confirms the building is beyond practical 
repair and an economic assessment that establishes that a hotel is not a realistic 
aspiration for this site. These reports are consistent with the condition and history of 
the site. This is accepted by English Heritage.   
 

Any new hotel building would need to be of  a lesser scale and massing than the 
existing  building (with the extant permission for  extension considered) and be of 
exceptional  appearance - enhancing the setting of  Maidenhead Bridge and 
respecting the roofline  of adjacent properties, whilst also making a  positive 
contribution to the Taplow Riverside  and Maidenhead Riverside Conservation 
Areas.  
 

4.39 The replacement buildings are not of the same scale and massing as the existing 
building but the riverside dwellings respect the roofline of the adjacent properties. 
The restaurant is unashamedly higher than the existing buildings because it is intended 
as a bold gateway statement and feature building.     
 

Access and Movement 
 

6.6.1 Development of the site must comply with the Council’s sustainability 
objectives by encouraging a choice of pedestrian, cycle and public transport routes 
within, to and from the site. Existing links between the site with Maidenhead and 
Taplow should be improved, respect desire lines and integrate with surrounding 
longer-distance cycle paths and footpaths, including National Cycle Routes 61 and 
4 and the Thames Path. 

 
6.6.2 The following principles will be applied to future development on the site: 

 
i A new vehicular access into the site from  Bath Road.’  
 

4.40 Many of the representations strongly support the new access onto the A4 as 
designed by the Applicants, suggesting it is preferable to previous larger and more 
highly engineered design options. The access is basically in the position envisaged in 
the SPD. It involves tree loss, but this was recognised as inevitable in the SPD, and the 
design minimises the loss.    
 

‘ii The closure of Mill Lane will be by means  of manual gates, which will normally 
be  closed to traffic but can be opened by the  emergency services. Both sets of 
gates will also automatically be unlocked in order to provide a direct safe escape 
route for vehicles to higher ground during a one  in 100 year flood event.  

 
iii The southern-most section of Mill Lane  will be retained for vehicle access to 
the  Skindles building, with access to and from  Bath Road for pedestrians, cyclists 
and  emergency use only. New vehicular access to the Skindles Hotel will be from 
the  north, from a new junction with Mill Lane.’ 
 

4.41 The existing Mill Lane/A4 would be retained, but altered to allow left-turn in 
manoeuvres from A4 only. The existing exit lane would be replaced with a traffic 
island segregating inbound vehicular traffic from outbound cycle traffic which would 
use a newly created cycle lane.  
 

‘iv Mill Lane will be closed to through vehicle  traffic between points A and B (see 
Plan  11). A new turning head to the east will be provided on the south side of  
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Mill Lane, to the west of Taplow village,  while the existing Thames Water access  
will be reconfigured and act as a turning  head to the west. The location of these 
turning heads are indicated on Plan 11, access for pedestrians and cyclists will be  
maintained.’ 
 

4.42 Many people have raised objection to the closure of Mill Lane. This closure 
formed part of the SPD because the Highway Authority considered that the junction of 
Mill Lane with Berry Hill was inadequate and unsafe to take additional traffic and they 
did not want to see rat-running traffic through a new residential area. As this formed 
part of the SPD it is not considered appropriate for the Council to now object to this 
aspect of the scheme, despite the significant level of concern raised by some local 
residents. It should be noted that there is a level of support for the closure from 
residents of Mill Lane and from those concerned that the road is used as a ‘rat-run’ 
and who argue that its closure will create a more pleasant environment with less 
traffic. Even if planning permission were granted for this application including the 
closure of Mill Lane the Applicant would still have to apply for a Traffic Regulation 
Order to secure the closure and that process is subject to public consultation. 
 

‘v New footpaths should be provided in the following locations: 
 

a. along the length of Mill Lane; 
b. alongside the River Thames, for as much of its length as possible, taking into 

account existing uses,  land ownership and the extent of  woodland; 
c. alongside the Jubilee Relief River  through the Severnside and Taplow  Mill 

Development Areas; and   
d. between the Taplow Mill development area and the new footbridge (shared 

pedestrian and  cycle surface)’ 
 
4.43 Footpaths are proposed along Mill Lane and to link to the new footbridge 
alongside the Jubilee River east of the 3 large apartment blocks and then across the 
undeveloped part of the island north of the converted stable block. People will be able 
to walk their bikes across the footbridge. Paths are not proposed alongside the Thames 
and the Environment Agency has not allowed the footpath to continue along the bank 
of the Jubilee River south of the weir.  

 
‘vi A new footbridge (with provision for  dismounted cyclists) will be required to  
be provided across the River Thames  between land to the north of the site and  
Boulter’s Lock.’  

 
4.44 Subject of application 14/01716/FUL. 
 

‘vii Car and cycle parking for residential  development should be provided in line  
with the Council’s adopted standards  and both should be well overlooked by  
buildings to create a secure environment.’   
 

4.45 The Police Architectural Liaison Officer has raised concern about whether the 
parking is secure and adequately overlooked. Given the continued precise concerns 
raised by the Police your officers are not in a position to say that this requirement has 
been met.  
 

‘viii Car parking associated with the Skindles  site should be used to accommodate 
car parking for walkers and leisure users,  providing a suitable management 
regime can be implemented. Additional car parking provision should also be made 
within the Severnside Development Area to cater for visitors and employees based  
on the Taplow Investments land, helping  to reduce the on road parking along Mill  
Lane.’   
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4.46 The 83 space car park north of the Sea Cadets building is intended to serve the 
new offices and visitors to the area. As the offices require 80 spaces to meet the 
Council’s standards it is not clear that there is capacity for such mixed use. The 
residential development proposed for the Severnside area does not include provision 
for Taplow Investments. 
 

‘ix Improvements should be made to the bus  shelter on the A4 to the south of the 
site.  Within the Taplow Mill and / or Severnside Development Area, provision 
should be made for Real Time Information on public transport services and 
improvements to bus services and provision of a crossing facility.  
 

4.47 The Applicants are prepared to make a contribution to real time bus stops but are 
waiting on formal feedback and comments from the Highway Authority and RBWM 

highways on the proposals before these items can be confirmed.   
 

Bath Road Access   
 

An approximate location for a new junction and access road into the site is 
indicated on Plan 12, to the east of the Volkswagen garage.  Its location here 
would provide improved visibility and scope to achieve a safer junction alignment. 
The broad positioning of the new junction has been agreed in principle, following 
discussions with South Bucks District Council and Transport for Buckinghamshire.   

 
The exact design of the new junction will be determined through the planning 
application process. A balance will need to be struck  between providing an access 
that minimises  the visual impacts of the junction (and the  loss of the TPO trees 
that front this section  of the A4) and the need to ensure that  any new junction 
has sufficient capacity to  accommodate a viable and comprehensive  
redevelopment scheme on the Mill Lane site.  The Highways Issues and Options 
Report prepared in support of the Development Brief indicates two indicative 
junction designs (one  smaller and one larger). Both junction designs  would be 
signalised but the larger capacity  junction would also involve widening of the A4  
in the vicinity of the new junction.   

 
Transport for Buckinghamshire is currently  of the view that the larger junction 
would be  needed if there were more than around 100  new houses or 200 new 
apartments on the  Mill Lane site (along with the other potential  land uses, 
including a hotel and commercial  development).   

 
Whilst the Development Brief identifies the  broad location and likely alignment 
of a new  access into the Mill Lane site, the detailed  design of the junction, its 
capacity and the  need for widening of the A4, should be  matters for further 
discussion at the planning  application stage, once more detailed work has  been 
completed in conjunction with Transport  for Buckinghamshire, and the planned 
scale  and form of development on the Mill Lane site  is known.   

 
Loss of Trees   

 
The location of the new junction will necessitate the loss of some trees that are  
protected under a Tree Preservation Order.  In order to mitigate the loss of these 
trees, a comprehensive landscaping strategy would  need to be submitted as part 
of any planning  application.’   
 

4.48 Recognising that the SPD proposes an access at this point, the Council’s 
Arboriculturalist does not object to the tree loss, which has been kept to the minimum 
that is practical. Significant landscaping and tree planting is proposed and full details 
would be required by condition if the application were to be approved. The route that 
is proposed allows for this to be a well landscaped and treed access road.   
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‘New Footbridge and Footpath to Mill Lane’ 
 

4.49 This section is dealt with in the report application 14/01716/FUL for the 
footbridge.  
 

Landscape Setting and Biodiversity   
 

6.7.1 Future development on the Mill Lane Opportunity Site should retain the 
largely open character of the site. This is to be achieved by focusing new 
development broadly on the footprint of the existing buildings that are to be 
demolished.’  
 

4.50 A great deal of the land within the application site is retained as open, in 
particular Jubilee meadow and the island land north of the stable block. However, 
notably the Severnside site is shown to have a spread of dwellings that goes well 
beyond the existing building on the site. Such a spread is alluded to in Plan 9 of the 
SPD which indicates the whole area as ‘potential development area’ and para. 6.4.5 of 
the SPD specifically indicates that the decommissioning and  removal of the gasholder 
could be used to justify additional  residential development on the northern part  of 
the Severnside site, and a related increase in  the spread of development. Therefore 
even though the proposal does go beyond the footprint of existing buildings this was 
considered and allowed for to some degree in the SPD.    
 

‘6.7.2 Development on the site of the former Mill buildings will be visually 
contained, with views of the site largely restricted to those available from Mill 
Lane. On the Severnside Development Area, new residential  development is to be 
focused on the northern  part of the site, with the retention and  enhancement of 
the boundary hedging and  trees helping to screen development from  the 
footpath that leads down from Taplow.  Locating development on this part of the 
Severnside Development Area should also ensure there are no views of the 
development  available from Taplow Court.’   

 
4.51 Taplow Court is well screened from the site and development of Severnside need 
not adversely affect it in any way. The scheme allows for the retention of the 
screening by the footpath.  
 

‘6.7.3 In accordance with Core Policy 15, future development proposals will need 
to deliver a net gain in biodiversity resources. This will require the protection and 
enhancement of those parts of the Mill Lane Opportunity Site and surrounding 
environment that provide important habitats (see paragraph 5.2.12). It is also 
likely to mean that future proposals for  development will need to demonstrate 
where  and how new areas of habitat can be created.  Particular consideration will 
need to be given to retaining wildlife corridors, ensuring that important habitats 
do not become isolated.’   

 
4.52 Heavy industry has been conducted on this site for many years along with 
associated lorry movements generating dust and dirt and it is considered that, in 
principle, the proposed development offers significant opportunity to improve the 
environment of the locality. Objectors have raised concerns about the validity of much 
of the environmental evidence put forward by the Applicant but the County Ecologist 
and Environment Agency have considered all of these aspects in detail and, subject to 
appropriate conditions, are satisfied with the proposals. Concern had been raised by 
objectors about specifics such as river mussels and mill races (small river inlets by the 
Mill) but the County Ecologist considers that through targeted invertebrate surveys 
undertaken in 2011 it has been established that the races were important for a variety 
of river mussels. These surveys have valued these features at ‘District level’ which he 
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considers is reasonable. They have also placed considerable value on them as a result 
of the breeding bird surveys (kingfisher). 
  
4.53 The lengths of culverted mill race which would be closed have limited value as 
there is not much in the way of vegetation and associated fauna (no light), nonetheless 
they may be used by fish and mussels to some extent. The open areas of mill race are 
at risk of impact during construction - which they have recognised. The County 
Ecologist does not feel that further surveys would place any greater value on these 
areas of habitat than ‘District level’. 

  
4.54 The Applicant’s have stated that measures will be detailed in the Construction 
Environment Management Plan (CEMP) to mitigate potential impacts to these habitats. 
The Ecologist considers this is the appropriate approach and can be conditioned. 
 

‘6.7.4 More specifically, the wildlife and habitats survey work has identified that 
Development  should:   

 
i Protect the areas of woodland to the  north of the site, as these are high in  
biodiversity.   

 
4.55 The woodland to the north is protected from development apart from the 
boardwalk to the bridge and the bridge itself. 
 

ii Retain hedgerows along Mill Lane,  wherever possible.  
 

4.56 The scheme allows for the retention of significant hedges along Mill Lane 
wherever possible. 
 

iii Protect trees across the site wherever  possible. It is acknowledged that some 
trees will have to be removed as part of access improvements (for both vehicles 
and pedestrians), particularly to the south along Bath Road, and to the north, 
adjacent to the location of the proposed new footbridge. Limited tree removal 
may also be necessary in other locations across the site as part of a comprehensive 
management strategy to improve  woodland areas. New mature tree planting will 
be carried out as part of the landscape and open space improvements.   

 
4.57 The scheme keeps tree loss to the minimum possible and allows for significant 
new planting. The Council’s arboriculturalist raises no objection to the proposal 
subject to conditions. 
 

iv Water courses need protection and  enhancement and compliance with the  
Thames River Basin Management Plan and  Water Framework Directive. Consent 
will be needed for piling on or near the river bank or any works within 8m of 
riverbanks from the Environment Agency.  
 

4.58 The Environment Agency is fully aware of the proposals and raise no objection 
subject to a significant number of conditions. 
 

v Nesting and Roosting boxes to be built as part of the fabric of the building for  
building reliant birds (e.g. swift, swallow  and house martin) and bats and birds  
associated with urban areas (e.g. house  sparrow and starling). As a guideline a 
minimum overall average of one built in nest/roost site per residential unit should 
be provided.  
 

4.59 The County Ecologist is satisfied with the proposals and this type of issue 
regarding provision of bird boxes can be made a condition of approval. 
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6.7.5 Whilst recognising that the wooded area north of the site is outside the site 
boundary and in different ownership, development should seek to work with the 
owner of the woodland to:   

 
i Survey it to establish whether it is a  priority habitat, (and if so supply relevant  
data to the local wildlife sites register);   

 
ii Identify what biodiversity enhancement  opportunities the area presents (e.g.  
eradication of invasive species, or habitat  management) if any;     

 
iii Provide a contribution from the  development to undertake such  biodiversity 
enhancement opportunities  identified   

 
iv Consider the suitability of this area for  public access   

 
v If suitable for public access provide  suitable infrastructure, and if not ensure  
suitable measures are put in place to  prevent public access.  
 

4.60 This area remains outside of the application site in private ownership and is not 
suitable for or intended for public access. There is no development intended within 
the vicinity of this area - the nearest being the boardwalk to the bridge, but that is 
well south of the area of the island outside of the Applicant’s ownership.   
 

6.7.6 The Council will require any future applicants to robustly demonstrate that 
their development proposals will deliver a net gain in biodiversity resources across 
the site. As part of this a biodiversity management plan will need to be agreed 
with the council to manage wildlife on the site.  
 

4.61 If the application is to be approved then a condition requiring a biodiversity 
action plan would be appropriate. 
 

Layout and Design   
 

Structure   
 

6.8.1 The structure and layout of development will be a matter for consideration 
at the detailed planning application stage. However, the  following criteria should 
be adhered to when  considering development:   

 
i New development should be well connected to its surroundings and be  
positioned along and around public  spaces.’  
 

4.62 Although the Design Council (CABE) raise some concerns about the proposal they 
do state that the overall design strategy is sound. Objectors argue that closing Mill 
Lane would cut off the site from Taplow Village. However the road closure would still 
allow, and possibly encourage, pedestrian and cycle access to the Village and stopping 
the current rat-run would benefit the environment and safety of the new 
development. Adding a bridge linked by footpaths will also benefit the connectivity of 
the site for pedestrians and cyclists. A public footpath circuit would be established 
allowing people to walk from the new bridge to the existing Grade 1 listed bridge and 
back again. Whilst it needs detailed resolution, the Design Council see the proposed 
Jubilee Square as a positive move which has the potential to be a successful public 
open space. A large, managed open space would be created at Jubilee Meadow by the 
Jubilee River as well as the smaller area of newly accessible space south of the new 
bridge.   
 

‘ii The use of small development blocks will be encouraged which offer a choice of  
routes across the site.’   
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4.63 A choice of pedestrian routes in and around the site is established. There are 
blocks of development of a different character throughout the site, ranging from the 
converted traditional buildings to the apartment blocks, detached dwellings and 
affordable apartment block. 
 

‘iii Active frontages to buildings will be  encouraged along the River Thames  and 
potentially to Mill Lane in order to  encourage increased activity within these  
areas.’  

 
4.64 The proposed restaurant and dwellings on the Skindles site have active frontages 
to the River as do the offices and boatyard. The Jubilee Square would have apartment 
blocks with active frontages. The 6 storey apartment blocks have active frontages to 
the new riverside walk.  
 

‘iv The layout of new development must  carefully consider the orientation of  
buildings in terms of making the best use  of passive solar design. 

 
4.65 Para. 2.5 of the Energy and Sustainability Statement says that the dwellings will 
benefit from considerable passive gain due to the site’s generally favourable southerly 
orientation, which they argue will reduce space heating demand for the dwellings and 
allow living and frequently occupied areas to face south benefitting from more solar 
gain than the rest of the building. Expanding on this following submission of the 
application the Applicant argues that the proposals make the best use of passive solar 
design by the way the properties are orientated, shaded and glazed. The majority of 
the proposed houses and apartments are designed to be orientated east-west. This 
maximises solar heat gain in the mornings and evenings without the risk of excessive 
heat gain during the middle of the day which could result in the need to introduce 
artificial cooling. Some houses and apartments are orientated north-south but all 
properties have been designed with balconies and large overhanging roofs to control 
excessive heat gain in the middle of the day by creating natural shading. All proposed 
houses and apartments have been designed with open, well glazed facades to optimise 
passive solar lighting and heat gain. Living rooms are located to be on the sunny side of 
the properties wherever possible. 
 
 

v.  New development must reduce crime  through the creation of a safe place to  
live.’   
 

4.66 The Police Architectural Liaison Officer has been in detailed negotiation with the 
Applicant regarding details of the design. In particular surveillance of parking areas, 
defensible space and ownership and responsibility for certain areas have been 
discussed as well as how parking will operate satisfactorily. The Applicant has 
attempted to address these concerns but the Police are still raising objection to 
aspects of the design which have not been resolved to their satisfaction and which 
they do not feel will satisfactorily reduce the opportunity for crime. In these 
circumstances your officers are not in a position to say that the application meets this 
SPD requirement or complies with Policy EP6 that says that development should be 
designed to reduce crime. 
 

‘vi New buildings must ensure a clear definition between public and private  
areas.’ 
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4.67 A condition regarding details of means of enclosure is likely to be appropriate in 
this regard. Landscaping and contrasting surface materials can also be used. 
 

‘Open Space Strategy   
 

6.8.2 There is a clear and important interrelationship between maintaining the 
character of the Mill Lane Opportunity Site, delivering a net gain in biodiversity 
resources and the provision of open space. This should also include improving 
riverside biodiversity habitats. In relation to open space, development proposals 
should deliver:   

 
i An enhanced area of open space to  the west of Mill Lane, adjacent to the  
Severnside Development Area. The area should be subject to a sensitive  landscape 
strategy that provides informal  recreational space for future residents.   

 
ii Sensitive improvements to the gardens to  Mill Island House and Glen Island 
House  to provide semi public open space that  can be used for future residents of 
the  Taplow Mill Development Area.   

 
iii Improvements to the large area of open  space to the south of the site, 
including  replacement tree planting. The largely informal, open character of the 
space should be retained.   

 
4.68 There would be 5.1ha of open space at ‘Jubilee Meadow’ south of the gasholder 
site; 2.4 ha at ‘Jubilee Down’, east of the Jubilee River and 2ha north of the stable 
block in the area with the footpath leading to the bridge. This is a total of 9.5 ha of 
public open space in the overall 20.8 ha site. The land west of Mill Lane, north of 
Dunloe Lodge referred to in point (i) above is not identified as public open space. The 
gardens of Mill Island House and Glen island House would be available for residents of 
those properties now that it is intended that they would be converted to residential 
rather than used for employment purposes.  
 

‘6.8.3 New residential development must incorporate well-designed open space 
for future residents in the form of clearly defined private and public open space.’  
 

4.69 The scheme includes significant areas of public open space and private space for 
dwellings. If the application were to be approved then a condition requiring details of 
means of enclosure for gardens etc. would be appropriate. 
 

‘6.8.4 A comprehensive management regime for open spaces across the site must 
form part of  any future planning application.’   
 

4.70 Should the application be approved the legal agreement will address the 
management of the open spaces which is intended to fall within the remit of the 
management company that will run the site and these spaces will all be available for 
use by the public.  
  

‘Table 2 - Development Areas      
 

Appearance   
 

6.9.1 The design of buildings must be exemplary and appropriate to the sensitive 
location of the site.   

 
6.9.2 The overall architectural theme across much of the site should respect the 
buildings that are proposed to be retained - in particular, those  with heritage 
value. Given the likely scale and massing of new development on the site of the 
former Mill buildings, a more contemporary  style of architecture is likely to be 
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appropriate,  in order to avoid risks associated with pastiche  development, whilst 
also providing an  opportunity to respond to the unique setting  of this part of the 
site. The design, siting and orientation of new development in this area  will need 
to respect and enhance the setting of  Glen Island House and Mill Island House.’   
 

4.71 The application does follow the idea of having more contemporary buildings to 
replace the Mill in the form of the 3 apartment blocks. Objectors have raised 
significant concern about the design suggesting it is not of sufficient quality and is not 
conservation led. There have been concerns raised that these are generic Berekely 
designs that could be seen on other sites. It may be that a similar format can be 
witnessed at other lakeside or riverside schemes but that is because such dwelling 
styles are appropriate for sites by water. This site is dominated by the Thames on one 
side and the Jubilee River on the other and it is considered that the style of buildings 
proposed throughout the scheme takes account of that fact. This is an attractive 
aesthetic appropriate in its context and it is not considered that the evidence suggests 
that this would not be a high quality development. On the contrary this would be a 
unique scheme and is likely to be a very high quality development that enhances a 
conservation area currently dominated by features such as a gasholder and a 
substantial industrial building in the form of the old paper mill. Nevertheless it is not 
considered necessary to make the buildings so high in order to achieve a quality design 
and in fact higher buildings can be argued to give the design a more urban quality. 
 
4.72 Original gentlemen’s residences are to be conserved and reinstated in a high 
quality manner as is the stable block to the north of the site. This will conserve 
important aspects of the conservation area whilst other parts of the conservation area 
such as the Mill and gasholder are significantly improved by removing these unsightly 
features and creating an attractive residential environment. For many years the area 
of Mill Lane around the Mill and Severnside operations has presented a relatively 
unwelcoming environment to residents, pedestrians and cyclists and this proposed 
development will address that issue in a positive manner. Apart from the height of the 
6 storey apartment blocks and the detailed design for Glen Island house, English 
Heritage consider the proposals to have a number of positive elements and have 
specifically identified the demolition of Skindles and its replacement with new 
buildings as the best way forward for this important riverside site and therefore, 
whilst all of these judgements represent a balance of competing viewpoints, it is 
important to recognise that a scheme for this site has the potential to have a very 
positive impact on the vicinity. 
 

‘6.9.3 A clear design strategy must form part of the proposals at the planning 
application stage, ensuring that the appearance of buildings:   

 
i reflect the general scale and massing principles outlined in Table 2;’  
 

4.73 Table 2 indicates a proposed range of building heights. This is supplemented by 
the information in appendix A of the SPD about existing building heights. On the Mill 
site it indicates a range up to 12.5m and describes the buildings as to extend between 
2-5 storeys. The proposed apartment blocks are 6 storeys and 20m in height therefore 
substantially exceeding what was envisaged in the SPD. Members may consider that 
this, by itself or along with other aspects of the proposal, may justify refusal of 
planning permission. The question is not just whether the scheme adheres to the SPD, 
but whether any deviation from the SPD gives rise to demonstrable harm that justifies 
refusal. The applicant argues that the proposed height would not exceed the existing 
tree canopy. It is correct that para. 6.3.2 of the SPD does say that ‘On the site of the 
former Taplow Mill, it will be particularly important to ensure that the height of new 
development does not exceed the height of the surrounding tree canopy.’ However 
your officers do not consider that means that all of the other references to the height 
of the replacement building not exceeding the height of existing buildings can be 
ignored. The Applicant further argues that the scheme will not adversely impact any of 
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the key viewpoints identified in the SPD and contends that there will be no adverse 
impact on landscape character or the Green Belt and that the footprint of the 
proposed blocks is a significant reduction from the footprint of the Mill building that it 
replaces.  
 
4.74 The Applicant suggests that to lower the height of these blocks would mean 
getting rid of the under-croft parking (Para. 6.9 of the Planning Statement). This is not 
accepted. The building could be lowered whilst still retaining the under-croft parking 
which avoids an excessive spread of parking in the Green Belt, the Conservation Area 
and near to a listed building. 
   
4.75 Table 2 indicates a height range of 5-11m with development up to 3 storeys for 
the Skindles site. The proposal is for a 3 storey affordable housing block at 11.2m, 3 
storey dwellings 11.5m high and a restaurant building 15m high which substantially 
exceeds what was envisaged in the SPD. The logic for the height of the riverside 
dwellings being greater than the Skindles building they replace is obviously derived to 
a large extent from the fact that they continue the height of an existing row of 
dwellings at Mallards Reach that front the river at this point. In that context it is not 
considered that they would look out of place. The gateway building is a modern 
classical design specifically designed to act as an entrance feature to the site and that 
is why the design breaches the requirements of the SPD. English Heritage support this 
approach although our own Conservation Officer considers that the precise details of 
the design may need further resolution for example proper stone dressing would be 
needed, rather than reconstituted stone.   
 
4.76 Table 2 indicates a range of 5-9.5m in height with buildings between 2-3 storeys 
for the Severnside site. The proposed buildings are all 3 storey with dwellings up to 
11.7m in height and apartment buildings 13.2m in height so again the envisaged 
heights are substantially exceeded. Therefore although the Applicant claims to be 
‘compliant’ with the height requirements of the SPD except at the Mill and Skindles, 
that is not the case. The scheme as a whole exhibits substantial increases in height 
from those set out in table 2 of the SPD. 
 
4.77 Table 2 also sets out indicative footprint figures for the redevelopment. These 
give a total of 13,917 sq.m. Table 1 in the SPD gives an analysis of existing buildings, 
showing a total existing footprint of 16,817 sq.m to which can be added the permission 
for a 500sq.m office on the National Grid land (12/01835/XFUL) and 1,490 sq.m for the 
permitted hotel extension at Skindles giving a total existing allowing for permissions of 
18,807 sq.m for the SPD site. In appendix C of the Planning Statement the Applicants 
indicate what is to be removed, which accords with the SPD, and that the replacement 
figure would be 16,216 sq.m equating to a reduction of 669 sq.m in footprint. Your 
officers consider the reduction on the whole SPD site is probably greater than this, 
around 1,200 sq.m. Either way there is a significant reduction in footprint, but as 
already mentioned there will be little perception of reduced footprint given the 
increasing spread of the buildings. Therefore this reduced footprint is not considered 
to outweigh the substantial increase in height throughout the scheme.          
 

‘ii. enhance or preserve key viewing corridors  and sensitive areas of the site, 
including  the Grade I listed Maidenhead Bridge;’   
 

4.78 Plan 13 in the SPD indicates key views of the site. At the moment the listed 
bridge is next to the boathouse, which would remain in place, and the Skindles 
building which would be demolished. In its place would stand the gateway restaurant 
building that rises to 15m in height, and then the row of new 3 storey houses. This 
would be a bold modern replacement. English Heritage and our own Conservation and 
Design officer accept that such demolition and replacement is a realistic way forward 
and have not raised objection in terms of the setting of the listed bridge. The conflict 
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is between the design approach and the restraint that normally applies in the Green 
Belt. 
 

iii are derived from a cohesive palette of high  quality materials;   
 
4.79 If the application were to be approved, final agreement to materials would need 
to be subject of conditions. The application does include indications of materials 
which appear high quality and will assist with creating an attractive, high quality 
development.   
 

iv reflect and enhance the landscape setting  of the site.  
 

4.80 Skindles has deteriorated over 2 decades and under various ownerships and now 
has a negative visual impact and it is accepted that it is structurally beyond practical, 
viable refurbishment. When in use the gasholder also had a significant visual impact on 
the locality from both sides of the river which, though accepted as a functional 
feature, was not conducive to achieving an attractive landscape in this vicinity. The 
Mill is a purely functional structure that does not benefit the landscape character of 
the area although it has been well screened for many years thereby minimising its 
impact. The Severnside site, building and use had a negative impact on the character 
of the area and even standing idle as it does at the moment it has a negative impact. 
Dunloe Lodge also stands derelict and fire damaged detracting from what could be a 
very attractive site. The scheme will address each of these issues and also upgrade the 
public open space thereby enhancing the landscape character of the area. The scheme 
does involve the loss of significant trees that currently provide an attractive feature 
on the road frontage to the A4 however the new access will itself be an attractive 
feature opening up the landscape and allowing for significant tree planting.   
 

6.10 Affordable Housing and Mix   
 

6.10.1 A level of affordable housing (40%) in compliance with Core Policy 3 should 
also be provided, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that this is not 
economically viable.   
 

4.81 The Application includes provision for affordable housing in the form of 60 units 
on site and a financial contribution for off-site provision meeting the 40% 
requirement. 
 

6.10.2 In assessing viability, the Council will give limited weight to the price paid 
for the site.  This is because any developer should have been mindful of the need 
to deliver 40% affordable housing when entering into a contract to purchase the 
site.  In delivering affordable housing on the Mill Lane Opportunity Site, the 
following principles should be adhered to:   

 
Tenure and Mix   

 
6.10.5 About two thirds of the affordable units should be rented with the 
remainder provided as intermediate affordable dwellings.  A mix of unit sizes and 
dwelling types will be encouraged and should relate to the Council’s Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment but have regard for the different needs of applicants 
on the Council’s Housing Register, the Council’s statutory duty to house homeless 
people, the Homebuy Agent’s Shared Ownership Register and the experience and 
outcomes of recent affordable housing provision in the area.  
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4.82 Two thirds of the units would be rented and the remainder shared ownership. 
The Council’s Housing Officer has no objection to the proposals subject to completion 
of an appropriate legal agreement. 
 

‘Design and Location  
 

6.10.6 Affordable housing should provide modest, high quality units of 
accommodation designed with maximum occupancy and daily living in mind. For 
example two bedroom units should be able to accommodate 4 people in 
accordance with the Homes & Communities Agency’s Housing Quality Indicators or 
registered providers’ own housing standards.’   

 
4.83 The units are considered to be high quality and appropriate for their purpose. 
The 2 bedroom units designed as ‘Senior Living’ accommodation are 3 person units 
rather than 4 person as this is recognised as being appropriate for accommodation 
designed for the elderly.  
 

‘6.10.7 An element of one bedroom units should be provided at ground floor 
level.’  
 

4.84 There are one bedroom units on the ground floor. 
 

‘6.10.8 The location of the affordable housing should be integrated within the 
wider residential development avoiding large clusters but mindful of achieving 
management efficiencies.’  
 

4.85 Paradigm, the registered social housing provider who will manage the site, 
consider the design and provision to be appropriate and practical. 
 

‘6.10.9 Design features that create high service charges such as lifts, underground 
parking and large communal gardens should be avoided.’  
 

4.86 The communal gardens are not excessively large considering the number of units 
and will assist in making a high quality environment. There is no underground parking. 
A lift is proposed but this is on the basis that most of the units are intended to be 
senior living accommodation.    
 

‘6.10.10 When designing mixed tenure blocks consideration must be given to 
potential management issues and the ability to obtain a mortgage.   

 
Affordability   

 
6.10.11 The developers must engage with Registered Providers to ensure that 
rented units can be delivered with rental values that are within the Local Housing 
Allowance and that intermediate units are accessible to applicants on lower 
quartile incomes.   

 
6.10.12 Shared ownership units should demonstrate comparable value to the 
Council’s YourChoice shared equity product in terms of incomes and the 
percentage of the property applicants are able to purchase.   

  
Supported Housing   

  
6.10.13 It may be appropriate to explore the possibilities of supported housing 
provision if the need can be identified and the necessary funding secured.’   
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4.87 The developers have engaged with a registered provider in the form of Paradigm 
who will manage the affordable housing. The details of the operation and provision 
will be dealt with by legal agreement. The Council’s Housing Manager does not object 
to the proposals. 
 

‘Sustainability   
 

The following sustainability objectives should be adhered to:   
 

i. Development should incorporate  decentralised and renewable or low  carbon 
technologies (for example,  combined heat and power, or potentially  water 
power), unless it is clearly  demonstrated that this is not viable or feasible. This 
should ensure that at least 10% of the energy needs for the development are 
secured from these sources.   

 
ii. Renewable energy techniques  and sustainable construction and  design should 
be incorporated into  development.  

 
iii. The use of locally sourced, sustainable  building materials will be sought.’  
 

4.88 The Applicants state that they employ a ‘fabric first’ approach which generates 
CO2 savings that far exceed the 10% saving made from generating energy via 
renewable sources. In this regard they intend to install levels of insulation beyond the 
requirements of the Building regulations. In order to comply with Policy CP12 the 
Applicants have also agreed to provide a combination of energy from renewable 
sources, including solar PV and air source heat pumps as well as the fabric first 
approach in tandem in order to generate savings in excess of the 10% target. If the 
application were to be approved then a condition to require full details of the 
renewable energy strategy would be appropriate. 
 

iv. New development must comply with the Lifetime Homes criteria.   
 
4.89 Policy CP12 requires that a proportion of homes of development such as this are 
built to Lifetime Homes standard. The applicant intends that 10% of the homes on the 
development would meet Lifetime Homes requirements that relate to aspects such as 
level access, width of doorways, w.c. facilities and parking space widths. 
 

v. Sustainable drainage systems should be  used to reduce the rate and volume of  
surface water run-off.   
 

4.90 The design includes a sustainable drainage scheme. Subject to agreement of final 
details the County Flood and Water Management Service and the Environment Agency 
are satisfied with the proposals.   
 

‘vi. Flood resistance/resiliance measures.’  
 

4.91 The flood resistance strategy is acceptable to the County Authority and the 
Environment Agency. 
 

‘vii. Contaminated land should be adequately remediated’   
 

4.92 The Environment Agency have suggested conditions for site investigation and 
remediation, verification and dealing with unsuspected contamination which should be 
included if the application is to be approved.  
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SUMMARY 
 
The parameters set out in the SPD exist for a reason. In particular the idea is to facilitate 
a major redevelopment without, amongst other matters, having a greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt. For this reason the SPD evolved, with inputs from parties 
including a previous prospective developer, landowners and local residents, to include 
parameters for height. 
 
The application breaches the height parameters in a significant way. The buildings to 
replace the Mill should be between 2-5 storeys high and up to 12.5m high. They are in fact 
all 6 storeys and 20m high. The buildings on the Severnside site should be up to 9.5m high. 
The dwellings are in fact 11.7m high and the apartments 13.3m high. The boathouse would 
be 9m high on a site where there are no buildings of this size to be replaced. The 
restaurant and its sister gateway building would be 15m high where the SPD identifies 11m 
as the maximum height for that area.  
 
The idea that the reduction in footprint outweighs the increase in height is not convincing. 
The reduction in footprint will not have a perceivable impact because the buildings will be 
far more spread around the site. The SPD allowed for a much greater spread of buildings 
but to allow for much greater height as well would have been to ignore the Green Belt 
completely. The scheme does not accord with the height parameters of the SPD and as a 
result will adversely affect the Green Belt and will have a more urban appearance that 
will not preserve or enhance the conservation area or respect the setting of the historic 
buildings. 
 
However this is a complex scheme with many facets and any decision will inevitably 
represent a balance of competing issues. Removing the gasholder and industrial Mill 
buildings will improve the character of the area. High quality public open space forms a 
large part of the scheme, the introduction of a bridge, sensitive refurbishment of historic 
buildings and provision of affordable housing are also major positives of the proposal. 
Nevertheless the SPD itself took account of the balancing exercise and this is why it 
facilitates such a large spread of development on areas where there are currently no 
buildings. In the view of your officers, to implement this spread into the Green Belt but 
also substantially increase the height of the buildings would be to go beyond a reasonable 
balance. Furthermore Members adopted the SPD and it forms part of the Councils policy in 
order to provide a degree of certainty for the redevelopment of the site. To ignore one of 
its major requirements, that relating to height of buildings, would be to set aside the 
Council’s own policy for this site. Nevertheless, failing to comply with the requirements of 
the SPD is not by itself necessarily a reason for refusal – if there are robust grounds for 
deviating from the SPD, such as for using Glen Island House as residences rather than 
offices, then those aspects can be considered acceptable. However the increase in height 
over the parameters set out in the SPD would give rise to demonstrable harm and 
therefore your officers do not recommend it be considered acceptable.  
 
Despite significant negotiations the Police do not consider the application meets their 
requirements for designing a scheme to reduce crime. In these circumstances your officers 
are not in a position to recommend that those detailed design requirements have been 
met and this would also form a reason for refusing the application.  
 
Despite the above, it is of course for the Committee as the decision maker to carry out the 
balancing exercise. If the Committee considers that any harm from the increase in height 
is outweighed by the significant benefits of the scheme then it can of course decide it is 
minded to approve the scheme. In that case it is suggested that the Committee defer the 
application to the Head of Sustainable Development to finalise the relevant legal 
agreements and conditions to attach to an approval. If this were to be the case then the 
application would need to be referred to the Secretary of State as constituting a 
development which, by reason of its scale, would have a significant impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt (Circular 02/2009; para. 4b).   
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CONCLUSION 
 
It is considered that a fair and reasonable balance would be struck between the interests 
of the community and the human rights of individuals concerned in the event of planning 
permission being refused in this instance. Given the level of public interest and the size 
and complexity of the site it is considered that value would be added to the decision 
making process if Members were to carry out a SITE VISIT before determining the 
application. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refusal of Planning Permission:- 
 
 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY 
 
 
Reasons: 
 

1. This is a Major Developed Site within the Green Belt where redevelopment is 
appropriate provided, amongst other criteria, it would result in no greater impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt. Due to the significant height of the buildings 
proposed in the application the development would adversely affect the openness 
of the Green Belt. In particular the buildings would be significantly higher than 
existing buildings on site and would substantially exceed the height parameters set 
out in the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document adopted July 2013. 
As such the proposal is contrary to Core Policy 15 of the Core Strategy (adopted 
February 2011) and to the requirements of the Supplementary Planning Document. 
 

2. Due to the height of the apartment blocks intended to replace the Mill building the 
development will fail to preserve or enhance the setting of Glen Island House, a 
Grade II listed building and the stable block and will introduce an urban style of 
development that is inconsistent with the aim of preserving or enhancing the 
Conservation Area. As such the proposal is contrary to Core Policy 15 of the Core 
Strategy (adopted February 2011), the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning 
Document adopted July 2013, Policy C1 of the South Bucks District Local Plan 
(adopted March 1999) and Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3. The development has not been designed and laid out in a way that will reduce the 
opportunity for crime or help to create a safe place to live. As such the proposal is 
contrary to Policy EP6 of the South Bucks District Local Plan (adopted March 1999) 
and the requirements of the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document 
adopted July 2013. 
 

4. The proposal fails to demonstrate adequate and practical parking provision to meet 
the Council’s parking standards which could lead to pressure for on street parking 
detrimental to highway safety and to the character of the area. In particular the 
restaurant would have insufficient practical provision. As such the proposal is 
contrary to Policies EP3 and TR7 of the South Bucks District Local Plan (adopted 
March 1999). 
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5. Notwithstanding the fact that each application has to be dealt with on its own 
merits, the proposed development, if permitted, would be liable to act as a 
precursor for further proposals of substantial inappropriate development at other 
sites in this vulnerable and threatened part of the  Green Belt which the District 
Planning Authority would find increasingly difficult to resist and which, 
cumulatively, would be seriously detrimental to the character of the District and 
effectiveness of this part of the Green Belt which forms the boundary of the Town 
of Maidenhead and contributes to preventing the coalescence of the town with 
settlements to the east including Burnham and Slough. Precedent is of particular 
concern in this case because the application is submitted in conjunction with 
another application (14/01760/FUL) which also proposes new buildings.   
 

6. Any reasons for refusal that the Highway Authority may consider to be required. 
 
Informative:- 
 

1. The applicant’s attention is drawn to the fact that the Council received many 
detailed consultation responses regarding the application and many detailed letters 
of representation. For practical reasons all the detailed points contained therein 
cannot be referred to in this Committee report which by necessity has to précis the 
information. Consequently the applicant is advised to take full account of all of 
those representations before formulating any future plans for the site. 

 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 


