
South Bucks Capswood, Oxford Road, Denham, Bucks
Telephone: 01895 837200 DX: 40261 Gerrards Cross

District Council www southbucks gov uk

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended)
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT

PROCEDURE) ORDER 2010

REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

Berkeley Homes (Three Valleys) Ltd
C/o Maddox And Associates Ltd
F.A.O Mr Thomas Darwall-Smith
Amadeus House
27B Floral Street
London WC2E 9DP

Date of Application 17.09.14 Application No. 14/01 714/FUL

Particulars and location of development:

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.

St Regis Paper Mill And Adj Land Including Skindles Hotel Site, Mill Lane, Taplow,
Buckinghamshire,

Under the powers given to it by the Act and Order set out above, South Bucks District
Council as District Planning Authority hereby REFUSES planning permission for the
development referred to above for the reasons set out in the attached schedule of
reasons for refusal.

Your attention is drawn to the attached notes.

Dated :19th day of December 2014

\\ Lt’

Peter Beckford

A 4 Head of Sustainable Development
I . for and on behalf of the Council

It INVESTORS Chief Executive: Alan Goodrum

4tk IN PEOPLE { Bronze Directors: Jim Burness (Resources) Bob Smith (Services)
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SCHEDULE OF REASONS FOR REFUSAL

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 to replace the Mill building and those intended for the former Severnside

site along with the unjustifiable spread of housing across the former Severnside site

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. Furthermore as the

proposal does not include the removal of the gasholder there would be no

justification for spreading new houses across the Green Belt in the manner

proposed. As such the proposal is contrary to Core Policy 15 of the Core Strategy

(adopted February 2011) and to the requirements of the National Planning Policy

Framework and the Supplementary Planning Document.

2. Due to the height and insensitive design 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 unsympathetically designed 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) and the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document adopted July

2013 and Policy C6 of the South Bucks District Local Plan (adopted March 1999).

3. The proposal does not constitute a mixed use redevelopment but is, instead,

dominated by residential development and fails to incorporate other uses such as

employment provision to any significant degree. As such the proposal is contrary to

Core Policy 15 of the Core Strategy (adopted February 2011) and the Mill Lane

Taplow Supplementary Planning Document adopted July 2013.

4. The proposal fails to include an enhanced area of public open space for informal

recreational use, with associated visitor parking, next to the River Thames. As such

the proposal is contrary to the Mill Lane Taplow Supplementary Planning Document

adopted July 2013.

5. 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. In particular there is

inadequate potential for surveillance from active frontage windows in dwellings and

potential conflict for use of parking spaces near the restaurant. 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.

6. 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 detrimental to the character of the area, In

particular the restaurant and affordable housing 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).

7. 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
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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 was originally submitted in conjunction
with another application (14/01760/FUL - subsequently withdrawn) which also
proposed new buildings.

8. The appLicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed new site access junction
onto the A4 Bath Road will operate within capacity and will not have a severe
impact on the function of A4. The likely delays to vehicles attempting to exit the
access junction onto the A4 will lead to driver frustration and taking unnecessary
risks increasing the chance of conflict and confusion to the detriment of Highway
safety and convenience. The development is contrary to the aims of
Buckinghamshire LTP3 and the National Planning Policy Framework and Core Policy
15 of the Core Strategy (adopted February 2011).

9. The proposed layout is inadequate by reason of it geometry to allow all vehicles to
manoeuvre within the site to achieve a safe and suitable access. The development
is contrary to the aims of Buckinghamshire LTP3 and the National Planning Policy
Framework.

INFORMATIVE:

The applicants 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.

NOTE

The Council positively encourages potential applicants and their representatives to take-up
the pre-application services offered by the Council. In reaching this decision the Council
has sought, via the offer of the provision of pre-application advice, to work proactively
with the applicant(s) and their representatives in order to foster the delivery of
sustainable development, in accordance with the requirements of the National PLanning
Policy Framework.
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APPEAL NOTES

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the District Planning Authority to refuse

permission or approval for the proposed development, or to grant permission or approval

subject to conditions, he or she may appeal to the Planning Inspectorate (part of the

Department for Communities and Local Government), in accordance with section 78 of the

Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The applicant must appeal within twelve weeks from

the date of this notice for householder applications and minor commercial developments

(see note). Appeals for all other types of application must be made within six months from

the date of this decision notice.

Please note that if an enforcement notice has been issued against this development (or

substantially the same development) prior to the issue of this decision notice, the deadline

by which you must submit your appeal is 28 days from the date of this refusal.

Appeals can be submitted electronically at:

http: /Iwww. planninportal. gov. uk/planning/appeals/ontine/makeanappeal

Hard copies can be obtained from the Planning lnspectorate via their Customer Services

Team on 0303 444 5000. Your appeal and all required supporting documents should be sent

to: The Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, BS1

6PN.

The Planning Inspectorate has power to allow a longer period for the giving of a notice of

appeal but it wilt not normally be prepared to exercise this power unless there are special

circumstances which excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal. The Planning Inspectorate

is not required to entertain an appeal if it appears that permission for the proposed

development could not have been granted by the District Planning Authority, or could not

have been so granted otherwise than subject to the conditions imposed by them, having

regard to the statutory requirements (a), to the provisions of the development order, and to

any directions given under the order. The Planning Inspectorate does not in practice refuse

to entertain appeals solely because the decision of the District Planning Authority was based

on a direction given by them.

The Planning Inspectorate has introduced an online appeals service which you can use to

make your appeal online. You can find the service through the Appeals area of the Planning

Portal - see www.planningportal.gov.uk/pcs. The Inspectorate will publish details of your

appeal on the internet (on the Appeals area of the Planning Portal). This may include a copy

of the original planning application form and relevant supporting documents supplied to the

local authority by you or your agent, together with the completed appeal form and

information you submit to the Planning lnspectorate. Please ensure that you only provide

information that you are happy will be made available to others in this way. If you supply

personal information belonging to a third party please ensure you have their permission to do

so. More detailed information about data protection and privacy matters is available on the

Planning Portal.

If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions, whether by the

District Planning Authority or by the Planning Inspectorate and the owner of the land claims

that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and

cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any

development which has been or would be permitted he may serve on the Council of the

district in which the land is situated, a purchase notice requiring that Council to purchase

his/her interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Part VI of the Town and

Country Planning Act, 1990.

NOTE “minor commercial development” means development of an existing building, or part

of a building, in use for certain commercial purposes. It does not include a change of use,

development not wholly at ground floor level, an increase in floor space or a change to the

number of units in a building.
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