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Appeal Decision Report

23rd July – 20th August 2008

WINDSOR
	Appeal Ref.:
	08/60025/REF
	Planning Ref.:
	07/00823/FULL
	PIns Ref.:
	APP/T0355/A/08/2064581

	Appellant:
	Simon Cooper Developments Ltd c/o Agent: Woolf Bond Planning The Mitfords Basingstoke Road Three Mile Cross Reading RG1 1ST

	Decision Type:
	Committee
	Officer Recommendation:
	Refuse

	Description:
	Construction of 21 dwellings comprising 8 flats and 13 houses following demolition of existing, garages, bin and cycle stores and landscaping, revised access from Charters Road

	Location:
	Summerwood And Pucksfield Charters Road Sunningdale Ascot 

	Appeal Decision:
	Allowed
	Decision Date:
	28 July 2008

	Main Issue:
	Over-provision of housing (reason withdrawn); impact on the SPA; impact on the character and appearance of the area, including trees; highway safety; provision for affordable housing and community infrastructure requirements.



	Appeal Ref.:
	08/60059/REF
	Planning Ref.:
	07/01048/FULL
	PIns Ref.:
	APP/T0355/A/08/2063806

	Appellant:
	Mr S Virdi c/o Agent: Mr Ian Latter 43 Green Lane Walton On Thames Surrey KT12 5EZ

	Decision Type:
	Delegated
	Officer Recommendation:
	Refuse

	Description:
	New boundary wall and metal entrance gates to front

	Location:
	45 London Road Datchet Slough SL3 9JY

	Appeal Decision:
	Dismissed
	Decision Date:
	30 July 2008

	Main Issue:
	The Inspector considered that the boundary wall caused harm to the Green Belt and highway safety.




	Appeal Ref.:
	08/60063/REF
	Planning Ref.:
	07/01934/TEMP
	PIns Ref.:
	APP/T0355/A/08/2067745

	Appellant:
	Mr N Chbat c/o Agent: Ms Deirdre  Wells Redlands Wing Maidenhead Court Park Maidenhead Berkshire SL6 8HN

	Decision Type:
	Committee
	Officer Recommendation:
	Refuse

	Description:
	Retention of a marquee structure and change of use from agriculture to car washing for a temporary period of 2 years

	Location:
	Crown Farm Eton Wick Road Eton Wick Windsor SL4 6PG

	Appeal Decision:
	Dismissed
	Decision Date:
	29 July 2008

	Main Issue:
	1. Despite the marquee being small, it is by definition inappropriate development in the Green Belt, conflicting with the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, which is to keep land permanently open. The proposal  therefore fails under Local Plan Policies GB1 and GB2. 2. The application was not accompanied by a flood risk assessment, and therefore does not meet the minimum requirements as set out in Annex E of PPS 25 Development and Flood Risk. 3. However, the proposal would not unduly harm the character and appearance of the area. 4. Questions about established use of hardstanding for parking fall outside the scope of the appeal. 5. The petition in support of a valuable local asset does not outweigh planning policies which seek to protect the wider public interest.




	Appeal Ref.:
	08/60067/REF
	Planning Ref.:
	07/02548/FULL
	PIns Ref.:
	APP/T0355/A/08/2067484

	Appellant:
	Michael Shanly Homes Sorbon Aylesbury End Beaconsfield  Bucks HP9 1LW

	Decision Type:
	Delegated
	Officer Recommendation:
	Refuse

	Description:
	Construction of 12 x 2 bedroom apartments following demolition of existing hotel

	Location:
	Aurora Garden Hotel 14 Bolton Avenue Windsor SL4 3JF

	Appeal Decision:
	Dismissed
	Decision Date:
	30 July 2008

	Main Issue:
	The Inspector considered that this would be a very large bulky building with a wide front and deep side elevations totally out of keeping with the surrounding two storey properties of much smaller proportions that give the area its main character.  Alleged poor natural light to some rooms leading to increased use of electric lighting had not been backed up by firm and substantive evidence. Even is this was the case, the concerns were considered to be very limited bearing in mind the scheme’s other sustainability credentials arising from its location and easy access to services.  There was concern that, while the number of parking spaces would meet the Council’s standards the arrangement of some could cause parking on the local roads. Against the background that the proposal could represent a significant reduction in vehicle movements to and from the site compared to a hotel use, and less parking on the road than when certain functions such as wedding receptions were held, the Inspector found little to substantiate concerns about harm to highway safety.
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