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South Bucks District Council 
Planning Committee 

 
 
Date of Meeting: 17 December 2014  Parish:   Taplow 

 

Reference No: 14/01760/FUL                                              Full Application 

Proposal: Demolition of existing gas holder and associated structures and 
redevelopment of site to provide a commercial building and 12 
dwellings, car parking, landscaping and associated works.  

Location: Maidenhead Holder Station, Former BG Depot Site & Maidenhead 
Sea Cadets, 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 
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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 

 
  



67 
 

THE PROPOSAL: 
 
This application is for 12 dwellings and what is described on the application forms as 
commercial space, but is described elsewhere in the overall submission as an office 
building, with an associated car park. The application is submitted in conjunction with 
applications 14/01714/FUL, 14/01715/LBC and 14/01716/FUL for a comprehensive 
redevelopment of the Mill Lane site. These houses and office form part of that overall 
development and whilst this is a separate application it should not be viewed in isolation.  
 
Please read this report in conjunction with the report on application 14/01714/FUL for the 
full appraisal of all the issues relevant to this and the full scheme for the Mill Lane site.  
 
The application forms describe the scheme as including 930 sq.m of commercial space; a 
figure that may well relate to internal space. The building would be 15mx33.4m  which 
gives a footprint of 501sq.m. It has another floor of the same size, thereby giving at least 
1002 sq.m and then fenestration within the double ridge roof which could in theory allow 
for more floorspace at that level although no floorplan is shown for a second floor. The 
ridge height of the building would be 9.8m. The double gable elevation with balconies 
facing the river has a style reminiscent of Edwardian Thames side boathouses. 
 
The car park has 83 spaces and allows for a significant amount of landscaping. There is 
open space in the form of grassed seating areas indicated next to the river which include 
walkways too and by the river. 
 
There would be 2x4 bed detached dwellings each with a double garage and 2 parking 
spaces and a ridge height of 11.7m. There would be 10 further units described as 3 bed 
although they each have a study and first floor level that could also be used as a bedroom. 
These 10 units each have a single garage and 1 parking space and a ridge height of 10.7m. 
All of these house types are shared with the wider scheme for the old Severnside site and 
the road that serves them also emanates from the housing area on the Severnside site 
where the access from Mill Lane is taken. Therefore in reality this would end up as one 
residential development although for ownership reasons it currently forms part of 2 
applications.  
      
    
LOCATION & DESCRIPTION OF SITE: 
  
This application site is 2.0299 hectares and is located approximately in the middle of the 
overall development scheme for Mill Lane. 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 gasholder is located to 
the east of Mill Lane and the other part of the site is located to the west of Mill Lane 
adjacent to the Thames. The gasholder is not in use at the moment and stands at 8m in 
height. In the past when it was full it would rise to 30m. The Sea Cadet building is within 
the application site but would not be altered. 

Please see the report on application 14/01714/FUL for the full location and description of 
the site.    

  

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY: 
 
Please see the report on application 14/01714/FUL for the relevant planning history for 
the site as a whole. 
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REPRESENTATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS: 
 
PARISH COUNCIL COMMENTS: 
 

A comprehensive summary of the Parish comments is included in the report on 
14/01714/FUL. They do specifically state that the demolition of the unsightly 
gasholder and associated remedial works is welcomed and consider it is crucial that 
this removal is tied to the wider scheme which relies on the removal as a 
justification. 

 
CORRESPONDENCE: 
 
Please see the report on application 14/01714/FUL for details of all the correspondence 
received. Many of the letters quote the application number for all 4 applications but most 
of the points focus on the main application. With regard to the proposals in this 
application the representations include the following:- 
 
- Delighted that it will be developed as it is currently an eyesore in a fantastic part of 

South Bucks;  
- Access to the Thames is minimal; behind a brick wall and an office block; 
- Retaining brick wall would not be consistent with opening up access and vistas; 
- Question use of riverside site for parking, it is ideal for a marina with integral 

commercial, leisure and residential use; 
- Design of offices pleasantly reflects Edwardian vernacular; 
- Housing designs are unremarkable – pale pastiches of boathouses they are supposed to 

emulate;  
- Public parking is welcomed but needs to be more – restaurant is under-served; 
- Should be a requirement of any permission for the wider overall development that this 

land is cleared and restored as soon as possible; 
- Fiendishly difficult and expensive site to redevelop but scheme forms framework for a 

starting point; 
- Commercial viability of offices is questionable – public access in this area would be 

appropriate; 
- Car park is inadequate for employment building so parking in Mill Lane will be essential 

for tourism and commerce to continue. 
 
SPECIALIST ADVICE: 
 
Many of the consultation responses overlap with the main site. The following are the 
comments that are most specifically related to this site. 
 
Health and safety Executive:  
 

Advises against the granting of planning permission unless a suitably worded 
condition is included in any permission to ensure that the development could not 
be occupied until the hazardous substances consent for the Maidenhead Gas Holder 
Station has been formally revoked.  

 
Environment Agency:  
 

No objection subject to 7 conditions and 3 informatives. 
 

  



69 
 

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 05/12/14 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. 
 

Bucks County Education: 
 

Financial contribution is required (to be dealt with by legal agreement) 
 
Bucks County Policy and Sustainability Services: 
 

Design should be linked in to plans for A4 cycleway. Travel plan must include 
commercial development.  

 
Bucks County Rights of Way: 
 
 Requests condition to require upgrading of footpath and cycle links. 
 
Bucks County Archaeology: 
 
 No objection subject to condition. 
 
Bucks County Flood and Water Management Service: 
 

Pleased to see Sustainable Urban Drainage scheme (SuDS). No objection subject to 
condition. 
 

Police Architectural Liaison Officer: 
 

Remains concerned about practicality of restaurant customers using the office car 
park which could lead to conflict about residential parking spaces nearer the 
restaurant; and other detailed points. 

 
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.   
 

South Bucks Conservation and Design Officer: 
 

Demolition of gasholder and redevelopment of site is acceptable from the point of 
view of the Taplow Riverside Conservation Area. Demolition of historic walls along 
Mill Lane would be unacceptable from the conservation viewpoint – they should be 
retained and repaired.  
 
(The proposal is to retain the full height southern part of the wall by the Sea 
cadets site, including the gate piers topped by metal fittings that are noted in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal. This will maintain the key contribution of the wall and 
gate piers to the conservation area, which derives from their historic role in 
signifying the old gasworks site, and also from their prominent position on the S-
bend of Mill Lane. Further north the historic wall has been lowered and some parts 
have been removed entirely and replaced by a modern metal fence and stretches 
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of modern brickwork: it is intended to remove these parts to allow the creation of 
a much improved landscaped area including open spaces and benches, where the 
public can access and enjoy the riverside that is otherwise inaccessible on this 
stretch of the bank.) 

 
 
ISSUES & POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
RELEVANT POLICY 
 
Please see report on 14/01714/FUL 
 
1.0  KEY POLICY ASSESSMENT 
 
1.1 Every application must be considered on its individual merits, however one of the 
merits of this application is that it forms part of the wider proposals for redevelopment 
the Major Developed Site formally identified along Mill Lane. Therefore whilst this 
application must be considered on its individual merits it must also be considered as part 
of the wider scheme. It is inextricably linked to the wider scheme because the access to 
the housing goes through the residential development proposed to the north before it gets 
to the existing road, so there would be no access to these 12 houses if this application was 
purely to be viewed in its own right. Furthermore the proposed office development is 
advanced by the Applicant as contributing to the employment provision on the wider site, 
and the gasholder removal was supposed to provide part of the justification for what is in 
effect a new housing estate in the Green Belt across this site and the old Severnside site 
to the north. The Applicants Planning Statement is ‘a single document which applies to all 
four applications’ (para. 1.2, Planning Statement) because even though there are 4 
applications, they form a planned comprehensive redevelopment. 
 
1.2 The first bullet point of Core Policy 15 requires that any redevelopment should see the 
gasholder removed. The application meets that requirement.  
 
1.3 The 9th bullet point of Core Policy 15 requires that any redevelopment should ensure 
that there is no net loss of jobs. The office proposed in this scheme is the Applicant’s 
major new contributor to that requirement and that issue is further assessed under the 
report for 14/01714/FUL. In overall terms an office on this site is considered to accord 
with the requirements of the Core Policy. 
 
1.4 There is already an historic approval for an office on this site, most recently renewed 
under 12/01835/XFUL. That is for a 500 sq.m single storey building that had evolved over 
time to be that size as it was the maximum that could be justified on this Green Belt site. 
In effect the approved footprint and floorspace are the same. The applicant now wants a 
building with the same footprint but with 2 storeys and, at 9.8m high the potential for 
rooms in the roof. Therefore whilst the office would have a footprint of 500 sq.m as 
already approved for the site, it would have a floorspace of at least 1,000 sq.m making it 
at least twice as large as what has already been considered the maximum allowable 
commercial building on this site.    
 
1.5 The gasholder has a footprint of 1600 sq.m. The 12 dwellings have a footprint of 1,132 
sq.m so by themselves represent a reduction in footprint of 468 sq.m from the gasholder. 
Therefore within this application site there could be the basis of an argument for saying 
that even though the office is much larger than would normally be allowed in the Green 
Belt, the removal of the gasholder could justify both the houses and the new office. This 
sort of exchange of footprint is alluded to in table 2 of the SPD which indicates that 2-3 
storey housing with a height up to 10m might be an appropriate use on this Riverside area 
instead of the office if the gasholder is removed. This issue also needs to be considered on 
a wider level because the para. 6.4.4 of the SPD states that ‘The decommissioning and 
removal of the gasholder, as supported by Core policy 15, could be used to justify 
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additional residential development on the northern part of the Severnside site, and a 
related increase in the spread of development.’ The result of this is that Plan 9 in the 
SPD, which shows potential development areas, shows a large spread of development from 
south of the gasholder right up to the north of the Severnside site where there are 
currently no buildings.   
 
1.6 As well as facilitating a spread of development across the Major Developed Site the 
SPD also established parameters for height (Table 2, pp. 55 and 56). The rationale for this 
is that whilst it might be justifiable to spread the development around the site on the 
grounds of removal of buildings, the Green Belt status meant it would not also be 
justifiable to increase the height of development. The proposed building height range for 
Severnside (which includes the gasholder site) identified in the SPD was 5-9.5m with 
buildings to extend between 2 and 3 storeys in height. The lowest dwellings now proposed 
are 10.7m with 2 proposed at 11.7m. The office would be 9.8m high but for the Riverside 
site the SPD indicates 10m as a maximum. However whilst the gasholder is 8m high at the 
moment it used to extend to 30m high when full and the SPD makes it clear that an 
average height of 15-20m will be taken into account when assessing what weight is to be 
given to its removal. Therefore when viewing this application site in isolation there may 
be an argument for saying that the removal of the gasholder justifies having higher 
buildings on the site and the SPD recognised this by allowing for 10m on the Riverside 
portion of the site. However it is also relevant to consider that as it is not in use the 8m 
high gasholder does not have that much of an impact on the wider area so its removal is 
not a ‘green light’ to build anything whatsoever that a developer wants on the site. If 
proposals are pushed to the extreme then they would outweigh the benefits of removing 
the gasholder and it may as well be left in place in a lowered state and screened with 
mature planting. 
 
1.7 Nevertheless whilst the applications are separate due to the different ownerships, 
they are really part of one redevelopment. The main application is recommended for 
refusal and one of the central concerns is the excessive height of the buildings. Amongst 
other criteria, the buildings proposed for the Severnside site in the main application 
significantly exceed 9.5m in height. Therefore to then recommend 12 dwellings that are 
10.7m-11.7m in height which effectively form the end of the cul-de-sac would be 
inconsistent. The idea in the SPD is that the dwellings can spread across the whole of this 
site but they must be a maximum of 9.5m in height because that is the height of the 
Severnside shed to be removed. Furthermore the 6 storey 20m apartment blocks on the 
main site are recommended for refusal because they substantially exceed the height 
parameters in the SPD; to take that approach and then allow the buildings on Severnside 
to exceed those height parameters would also be inconsistent. Whilst matters are 
complicated by the fact that there are 2 separate applications, ultimately the important 
issue is what impact the development would have on the Green Belt, the Conservation 
Area and other interests of acknowledged importance.   
 
OTHER ISSUES 
 
1.8 In design terms the treatment of the office building is considered appropriate for this 
riverside setting.  
 
1.9 Whilst many objectors have argued that the dwellings are not of an appropriate style 
and quality for the Conservation Area they do have a boathouse style that is often seen in 
river or lakeside developments and as this site is dominated by 2 rivers that is not 
considered to be inappropriate. Furthermore, given the removal of the gasholder it is 
considered that the proposal would preserve and enhance the character and appearance 
of the Conservation Area and that this style of dwelling (subject to a reduction in height) 
would be an attractive feature of the Conservation Area.  
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1.10 At 83 spaces the proposed car park is considered to be of an adequate size for the 
office building, for which the Council standards require 80 spaces. However it does also 
have to serve visitors and restaurant customers in the wider development beyond this 
application site and that issue is addressed in the report on 14/01714/FUL. Albeit that 
many restaurant customers may visit at night, it is not clear that there is sufficient 
capacity beyond the 80 spaces required for the office to meet the flexible use demands 
related to recreational visitors and existing offices that the Applicant has indicated are 
being considered. 
 
1.11 The units identified with 4 bedrooms each have 4 parking spaces. This meets the 
Council’s standards. The units identified as having 3 bedrooms each have 2 parking spaces. 
That would meet council standards. However each of those units also has a study room 
identified at first floor that could easily be used as a bedroom. This gives rise to concern 
that the provision for parking would be inadequate. 
 
1.12 The public open space west of the car park next to the river is considered to be a 
positive benefit to the community and the area. Whilst there is a wall on this frontage at 
the moment only the southern part of that near the Sea Cadet building would be retained 
thereby opening up views towards the river. The hard surfacing allows significant space for 
landscaping and if the application were to be approved it is considered that this aspect 
should be the subject of conditions. At the moment the walls and metal fencing along the 
east boundary of this site create an unattractive visual barrier and opening up this area as 
intended will significantly enhance the character of the Conservation Area. 

 
 
2.0 SUMMARY 
 
2.1 There are many positive aspects of this proposal, not least the removal of the 
gasholder, but it is not possible to separate this application from the wider scheme of 
which it forms an integral part. That overall proposal fails in the fundamental aim that it 
should result in no greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and that the height 
of the redevelopment should ensure a reduced visual impact.  
 
2.2 Due to the height of the proposed buildings it is not possible to conclude that they will 
ensure a reduced visual impact or result in no greater impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt because the massively increased spread of buildings is combined with a 
significantly increased height, whilst the SPD allows for the spread on the basis that height 
is not increased above existing. The removal of the gasholder can be used to justify 
increased spread, but to use it to justify increased height, except on the riverside site, 
would not accord with the SPD.   
 
2.4 The Police do not consider the scheme addresses their concerns. It has not been 
demonstrated that the parking is adequate to meet the needs of the proposal. Approval 
would also set an undesirable precedent for ignoring the parameters in the SPD on the 
main application site. Therefore your officers do not consider it would be appropriate to 
recommend the current application for approval.  
 
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. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refuse Planning Permission 
 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF THE HIGHWAY AUTHORITY. 
 
 
Reasons 
 
1. This is a central part of 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. The buildings would significantly 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. 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. 
 

3. 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 office 
car park would not represent practical provision for the restaurant. As such the 
proposal is contrary to Policies EP3 and TR7 of the South Bucks District Local Plan 
(adopted March 1999). 
 

4. 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 (14/01714/FUL) which 
also proposes new buildings and this application is inextricably linked to that 
application.   

 
5. 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 precis the 
information. Consequently the applicant is advised to take full account of all of those 
representations before formulating any future plans for the site. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
5 December 2014     Head Of Sustainable Development 


