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Applic. No P110076/006 

Registration Date 06-Mar-2008 Ward Colnbrook-and-Poyle 
Ref: Mr. P. Taylor 

Applicant 

Agent 

Location Manor Farm, Poyle Road, Poyle, Slough, Berkshire 

Proposal USE OF LAND FOR CONCRETE CRUSHING, SCREENING AND INERT 
WASTE RECYCLING (B2 USE) INCLUDING RETENTION AND 
REMODELLING OF EXISTING STOCKPILES (LIMITED BY HEIGHT 
AND VOLUME), CREATION OF NEW ACCESS, PROVISION OF NEW 
VEHICLE AND LORRY PARKING AND WHEELWASHING 
FACILITIES, NEW PLANT WORKSHOP, LORRY WORKSHOP, 
RETENTION OF EXISTING FUEL STORE AND PROVISION OF NEW 
FUEL STORE, A WEIGHBRIDGE AND OFFICE ACCOMMODATION, 
AN AGGREGATES YARD, PROVISION OF TOILET BLOCK, 
RESTROOM, CANTEEN AND BOUNDARY TREATMENT. 

Recommendation: Refuse 
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P110076/006 

1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 

1.1 Having considered the policy background and comments from 
consultees, it is recommended that planning permission be refused. 

PART A: BACKGROUND 

2.0 Proposal 

2.1 The application seeks retrospective permission for the use of land 
for concrete crushing, screening and inert waste recycling (132 use) 
including retention and remodelling of existing stockpiles (limited by 
height and volume), creation of new access, provision of new 
vehicle and lorry parking and wheel washing facilities, new plant 
workshop, lorry workshop, retention of existing fuel store and 
provision of new fuel store, a weighbridge and office 
accommodation, an aggregates yard, provision of toilet block, 
restroom, canteen and boundary treatment. 

2.2 The application is accompanied by a supporting statement as well 
as an existing volumetric survey dated September 2007, a 
proposed site volumes plan, a drainage plan, transport statement, 
tree survey and photographs. 

2.3 It is proposed to continue to operate the site as an existing 
recycling facility but to delineate it within the application area. This 
proposes the crushing of concrete and screening of soils and 
demolition waste (hardcore) and then sending the recycled material 
out to new construction sites. 

The planning statement details that it is proposed to retain 84,000 
cubic metres of waste on site. It is proposed to retain the existing 
office and other workshop buildings on site and to improve the 
current plant workshop to include a roof and siding. 

The site would operate between 07.30 - 18.00 Monday to Friday 
and 08.00— 13.00 on Saturday. 

No detail is given about the proposed quantities of waste which 
would be processed per annum. Although the proposals include a 
plan showing the proposed site volumes and their locations on site. 
It is intended to retain the current 84,000 cubic metres of waste until 
it can be sold. It is proposed to limit the height of stockpiled 
material to 7.6m. 

There is currently no restriction on the number of movements 
permitted at the site. A new wheel washer is proposed on the 
existing access track. It is proposed to close the existing access 
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and use a new access approximately 20 metres to the north. The 
applicant also states a new dust suppression system would be 
installed. Also new boundary treatment is proposed. In terms of the 
east and west a 2.4m fence with anti climb overhang and poplar 
and conifer screening is proposed. To the north the existing earth 
bund and poplar tree screen will remain. To the south the existing 
boundary will remain. 

3.0 Application Site 

3.1 The site with its new access would be 3.08 ha in size. The site is 
located west of Poyle Road and to the south of Poyle Channel. The 
site is located within the Green Belt, the Council's Strategic Gap 
and the Come Valley Park. The site is located in Flood Zone 3 and 
is at risk from flooding. . 3.2 To the east of the application site are two caravan sites, both of 
which are subject to enforcement action and a pending prosecution. 
To the west of the site is a large area of unauthorised waste 
storage. This is also subject to an enforcement notice and part of 
the pending prosecution. 

3.3 To the north of the Poyle Channel are located 3 residential 
properties (Riverside Bungalows) (twenty metres away) and 
agricultural land on a restored landfill site. To the east of Poyle 
Road is Poyle Industrial Estate. To the south is Poyle poplar 
plantation. West of the Colne Brook is the recently restored (to 
lakes) Berkyn Manor gravel extraction site. 

3.4 The application site encompasses the all the existing buildings on 
site some of which have already have planning permission as part 
of the filter media plant (processing of residual material from the 
Slough coal fired power station). 

4.0 Site History 

4.1 The site gained planning permissions dated 20 October 1952, 18 
January 1972 and 18 December 1972 for use of the site a filter 
media plant. This permitted the residual ash from Slough Coal fired 
power station to be stored and recycled on the site. During the 
1970s and 1980s the type of material being processed on the site 
changed from clinker to concrete. This change was subject at the 
time to a number of enforcement notices which were not complied 
with. 

4.2 Planning permission for importation, crushing, storage and export of 
concrete was permitted in 1991. This was subject to the provisions 
of a Section 106 agreement in conjunction with a temporary 
planning permission granted in 1995 for the land immediately to the 
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east for a concrete recycling facility. This temporary permission 
required the removal of all plant, machinery and materials 
(processed and otherwise), as well as the boundary bund, from the 
site at the end of the three years; the site would however not be 
restored to agriculture as it benefited from a planning permission 
granted in October 1952 for the processing of filter media. The 
legal agreement attached to the permission required the removal of 
all surplus waste materials from the application with most of the 
area restored to grassland with the exception of the far 
northeastern corner where tree planting was to be carried out. 

4.3 In July 1998, the applicant applied for the permanent retention of 
the recycling centre; planning permission was refused. The 
applicant did not cease the activity as required at the cessation of 
the temporary permission and thus an enforcement notice was 
served in August 1999. Following a public inquiry, the appeal 
lodged against the notice was dismissed in May 2000. The 

• applicant challenged the decision in the High Court but 
subsequently withdrew his appeal in April 2001. Following the 
withdrawal of this challenge, the revised timetable for complying 
with the enforcement notice required the land to the west to be 
cleared by the middle of January 2003. 

4.4 To date, the quantities of unauthorised waste material on the whole 
site have reduced. This is contended only as a result of notices and 
prosecutions being progressed by the Council and the Environment 
Agency. The waste contained on land situated between the 
application site and the unauthorised site to the west has been 
separated. The waste contained within the application site has not 
been moved or ordered into separate storage areas as detailed in 
the proposed plans. 

5.0 Neighbour Notification 

5.1 Owners/occupiers: 1 - 3 Riverside Bungalow 
1 - 4 Poyle Farm House 

Occupiers of units on the east side of Poyle Industrial Estate (Aqua 
Det Sales Co., Unit 1, Britannia Industrial Estate, SBS World (SBS 
House), Overseas Courier Service, Pertemps Recruitment, The 
Hollies, 

Advertisement in the Slough Observer as it is major development 

5.2 No objections have been received from any adjoining occupiers. 

5.4 The Parish Council states that the previous enforcement notices 
have not been complied with. Stockpiles have been built up to an 
unacceptable level without control. Any consent should be enforced 
vigorously as opposed to previous history. If permitted the routing of 
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HGVs should be restricted to only turning right onto Poyle Road to 
the M25. The Parish Council concludes that they are "very 
uncomfortable" with this application. 

5.5 The Environment Agency object on flood risk grounds due to 
inadequacy of the submitted FRA. They also object due to 
insufficient information being submitted to demonstrate that the risk 
of pollution to controlled water is acceptable. The Agency would like 
to see the company's environmental strategy covering construction 
retention and remodelling of existing stockpiles, specifically the 
point relating to recycling, waste minimisation and the risk of water 
pollution. 

5.6 The Council's drainage engineer is concerned as he is not fully 
aware of the full history of the site and the site may be 
contaminated which may need remediating. There is a lack of 

• information relating to drainage specifically the figures for discharge 
off site. It is also unclear as to the impermeability of the proposed 
surface areas and the proposed attenuation to reduce off site flow 
rates. Finally additional drawings of the oil storage area need 
submitting to show compliance with current regulations. 

5.7 The Environmental Health officer considers the assessment of 
current on site contamination to be insufficient and a detailed 
contaminated land report is required. In terms of noise and dust the 
officer considers that due to the proximity of local residents this can 
satisfactorily be handled by conditions. 

5.8 The Highways Officer comments that the proposed new access 
improves on the current access by offsetting two opposite junctions. 
The movement of two bus stops to facilitate this is advised could be 
covered under a S278 agreement. Currently the officer requires the 
submission of the raw traffic data and a stage 1 safety audit for the 
junction layout to properly assess the proposals impact. This could 
be covered by condition. 

5.9 The Civil Aviation Authority do not object subject to a condition 
requiring the submission of a bird hazard management plan. 
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PART B: PLANNING APPRAISAL 

6.0 Planning Policy 

6.1 National, regional, and county policies seek to drive waste up the 
waste hierarchy. However, the drive for more sustainable waste 
management must clearly be balanced with the need to avoid 
adverse impacts on environmental quality and amenities as 
highlighted in PPS10 and policies within RPG9 Waste/draft South 
East Plan, as well as the Waste Local Plan for Berkshire and the 
Berkshire Structure Plan. 

6.2 Waste Strategy 2007 

The Government's key objectives with respect to waste are to: 
• decouple waste growth (in all sectors) from economic growth 

• and put more emphasis on waste prevention and re-use; 
• meet and exceed the Landfill Directive diversion targets for 

biodegradable municipal waste in 2010, 2013 and 2020; 
• increase diversion from landfill of non-municipal waste and 

secure better integration of treatment for municipal and non-
municipal waste; 

• secure the investment in infrastructure needed to divert 
waste from landfill and for the management of hazardous 
waste; and 

• get the most environmental benefit from that investment, 
through increased recycling of resources and recovery of 
energy from residual waste using a mix of technologies. 

The Strategy sets higher targets than in the previous Waste 
Strategy to reduce the amount of household waste not re-used, 
recycled or composted; for recycling and composting of household 
waste, the target is at least 40% by 2010, 45% by 2015 and 50% by 

• 2020. 

The Government will shortly be setting a new national target for the 
reduction of commercial and industrial waste going to landfill. On 
the basis of the policies set out in Waste Strategy for England 2007, 
levels of commercial and industrial waste landfilled are expected to 
fall by 20% by 2010 compared to 2004. 

6.3 PPS10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management 

Two of the key planning objectives are set out in paragraph 3 of the 
PPS are to: 

-help deliver sustainable development through driving waste 
management up the waste hierarchy, addressing waste as a 
resource and looking to disposal as the last option, but one 
which must be adequately catered for; and 
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-protect green belts but recognize the particular locational 
needs of some types of waste management facilities when 
defining green belt boundaries and, in determining 
applications, that these locational needs, together with the 
wider environmental and economic benefits of sustainable 
waste management, are material considerations that should 
be given significant weight in determining whether proposals 
should be given planning permission. 

In paragraph 5, waste planning authorities are advised: 
'in considering planning applications for waste management 
facilities before development plans can be reviewed to reflect 
this PPS, have regard to the policies in this PPS as material 
considerations which may supersede the policies in their 
development plans.' . The emerging Waste LDF for Berkshire is addressed in paragraphs 

6. below; 

The guidance states in paragraph 24: 'Planning applications for 
sites that have not been identified, or are not located in an area 
identified, in a development plan document as suitable for new or 
enhanced waste management facilities should be considered 
favourably when consistent with: (i) the policies in this PPS, 
including the criteria set out in paragraph 21, (ii) the waste planning 
authority's core strategy.' Paragraph 21 sets out what waste 
planning authorities should do when deciding sites and areas to be 
identified for waste management: 

assess their suitability for development against each of the 
following criteria: 
* the extent to which they support the policies in this PPS; 
* the physical and environmental constraints on 
development, including existing and proposed 

is neighbouring land uses (see Annex E); 
* the cumulative effect of previous waste disposal facilities 

on the well-being of the local community, including any 
significant adverse impacts on environmental quality, 
social cohesion and inclusion or economic potential; 

* the capacity of existing and potential transport 
infrastructure to support the sustainable movement of 
waste, and products arising from resource recovery, 
seeking when practicable and beneficial to use modes 
other than road transport. 

give priority to the re-use of previously-developed land, and 
redundant agricultural and forestry buildings and their 
curtilages. 

Paragraph 29 address local environmental impacts, stating: 
'In considering planning applications for waste management 
facilities waste planning authorities should consider the likely 
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impact on the local environment and on amenity (see Annex 
E).' 

Paragraph 37 refers to the need for the waste industry to work in 
partnership with waste local authorities; the Berkshire waste LDF is 
in the process of being prepared. The Waste Core Strategy 
Preferred options document was subject to consultation in the 
autumn of 2007, together with the Waste Development Control 
Policies and Site Allocations Issues and Options documents. The 
appellant did not put forward any representations relating to this 
site. Were the development the subject of this application to be 
permitted, it would effectively by-pass the process. 

6.4 PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development 

Paragraph 17 states that: 
The Government is committed to protecting and enhancing the 

at quality of the natural and historic environment, in both rural 
and urban areas. Planning policies should seek to protect and 
enhance the quality, character and amenity value of the 
countryside and urban areas as a whole. A high level of 
protection should be gwen to the most valued townscapes and 
landscapes, wildlife habitats and natural resources...... 

Paragraph 19 of PPS1 states that: Planning authorities should seek 
to enhance the environment as part of development proposals. 
Significant adverse impacts on the environment should be avoided 
and alternative options which might reduce or eliminate those 
impacts pursued. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, 
planning authorities and developers should consider possible 
mitigation measures. Where adequate mitigation measures are not 
possible, compensatory measures may be appropriate. In ilne with 
the UK sustainable development strategy, environmental costs 
should fall on those who impose them - the "polluter pays" principle. 

Finally PPS1 in paragraph 20 refers to the need for development 
plan policies to take account of environmental issues such as: 

'the management of waste in ways that protect the 
environment and human health, including producing less 
waste and using it as a resource wherever possible.' 

6.5 PPG2 - Green Belts 

PPG2 states that: 'The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the most 
important attribute of Green Belts is their openness.' (paragraph 
1.4) 

Paragraph 1.5 sets out the purposes of including land in the green 
belt; these include: 
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• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
• to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 

another; 
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
• to preseive the setting and special character of historic 

towns; and 
• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling 

of derelict and other urban land. 

There is a general presumption against inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt. Such development should not be approved, 
except in very special circumstances. 
Paragraph 3.2 states: 

Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the 
Green Belt It is for the applicant to show why permission 
should be granted. Very special circumstances to justify 

S inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other copsiderations. 

Paragraph 3.15 states that 'visual amenities of the Green Belt 
should not be injured by proposals for development within or 
conspicuous from the Green Belt which, although they would not 
prejudice the purposes of including land in Green Belts, might be 
visually detrimental by reason of their siting, materials or design.' 

6.6 PPS23 Planning and Pollution Control 

Paragraph 15 states: Development control decisions can have a 
significant effect on the environment, in some cases not only locally 
but also over considerable distances. LPAs must be satisfied that 
planning permission can be granted on land use grounds taking full 
account of environmental impacts. 

Paragraph 23 states: In considering individual planning 
applications, the potential for contamination to be present must be 
considered in relation to the existing use and circumstances of the 
land, the proposed new use and the possibility of encountering 
contamination during development. The LPA should satisfy itself 
that the potential for contamination and any risks arising are 
properly assessed and that the development incorporates any 
necessary remediation and subsequent management measures to 
deal with unacceptable risks, including those covered by Part llA of 
the EPA 1990. Intending developers should be able to assure LPAs 
they have the expertise, or access to it, to make such assessments. 

Appendix A of PPS23 sets out matters to be taken into 
consideration when considering planning applications; such matters 
include: 

the possible impact of potentially polluting development (both 
9 
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direct and indirect) on land use, including effects on health, 
the natural environment or general amenity; 

• the potential sensitivity of the area to adverse effects from 
pollution, in particular reflected in landscape, the quality of 
soil, air, and ground and surface waters, nature conservation 
(including Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls), 
National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONBs), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special 
Protection Areas (SPAs), Wetland of International Importance 
(RAMSAR sites), agricultural land quality, water supply 
(Source Protection Zones), archaeological designations and 
the need to protect natural resources; 

• the need to ensure that land, after development, is not 
capable of being determined as contamina ted land under 
Part IIA of the EPA 1990 and that all unacceptable risks 
have been addressed; . • the possible adverse impacts on water quality and the impact 
of any possible discharge of effluent or leachates which may 
pose a threat to surface or underground water resources 
directly or indirectly through surrounding soils; 

• the need to make suitable provision for the drainage of 
surface water; 

• the possibility that (whether or not some aspects of the 
development are subject to pollution control), emissions of 
smoke, fumes, gases, dust, steam, smell, vibration or noise 
from the development might nevertheless be seriously 
detrimental to amenity in addition to constituting a statutoiy 
nuisance under Part III of the Environmental Protection Act 
1990; 

• the objective perception of unacceptable risk to the health or 
safety of the public arising from the development; 

Paragraph 2.17 in Annex 2 (Development on land affected by 
contamination) states: 

Where development is proposed, the developer is responsible 
for ensuring that development is safe and suitable for use for 
the purpose for which it is intended. The developer is thus 
responsible for determining whether land is suitable for a 
particular development or can be made so by remedial action. 
In particular, the developer should cariy out an adequate 
investigation to inform a risk assessment to determine: 
• whether the land in question is already affected by 

contamination through source - pathway - receptor pollutant 
linkages and how those linkages are represented in a 
conceptual model; 

• whether the development proposed will create new linkages, 
e.g. new pathways by which existing contaminants might 
reach existing or proposed receptors and whether it will 
introduce new vulnerable receptors; and 

• what action is needed to break those linkages and avoid new 
10 
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ones, deal with any unacceptable risks and enable safe 
development and future occupancy of the site and 
neighbouring land 

6.7 South East Plan 

The alterations to RPG9 Waste were published in June 2006. The 
draft South East Plan, which was subject to an EIP in 2006/2007, 
addresses waste issues in Chapter 06. The Panel's report on the 
EIP was published the end of August 2007; the Panel did not 
comment on the three policies referred to below relating to the 
recycling of household and commercial and industrial waste, and 
the location of waste management facilities. 

The draft Plan identified the shortfall in waste recycling capacity in 
the South East for municipal, commercial and industrial, and 
construction and demolition wastes. Policies W5 -Targets For 

0 Diversion From Landfill and Policy W6 - Recycling And Composting 
Targets both set out targets for diverting waste from landfill and call 
upon waste planning authorities to ensure policies and proposals 
are in place to contribute to the delivery of these targets. 

With respect to the location of waste management facilities, the 
relevant policy is very similar to that contained in RPG9 Waste and 
Minerals dated July 2006. Policy W17: Location of Waste 
Management Facilities, states that the suitability of sites should be 
assessed on the basis of the following characteristics: 

i Good accessibility from existing urban areas or major new 
or planned development 

II Good transport connections including, where possible, rail 
or water 

iii Compatible land uses, namely 

• • Active mineral working sites; and 
• Previous or existing industrial land use 
• Contaminated or derelict land 
• Land adjoining sewage treatment works 
• Redundant farm buildings and their curtilages. 

iv Be capable of meeting a range of locally based 
environmental and amenity criteria. 

The policy also addresses the issue of Green Belt, stating that: 
Waste management facilities should not be precluded from the 
Green Belt where this is the nearest appropriate location, where 
there are no alternative sites, and provided that the development 
would not cause harm to the objectives of the designation. 
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6.8 Berkshire Structure Plan 

The Berkshire Structure Plan was approved in July 2005 and the 
policies are saved until July 2008. The following polices have been 
saved. 

Policy EN5 (Air Pollution and Noise) states that developments 
should not give rise to unacceptable levels of noise, smells, dust or 
air pollution. 

Policy EN7 (Development and Water Resources) provides that 
developments should not give rise to deterioration in the quality of 
groundwater or surface water or their amenity and biodiversity. 

6.9 Waste Local Plan for Berkshire ' Policy WLP1 states that local planning authorities need to take into 
account the adverse impacts of a proposed waste management 

- development on humans and the natural environment. 

Policy WLP16 relates to proposals for waste management 
developments outside of Preferred Areas, stating that such 
proposals would normally be permitted on sites within existing 
permanent waste management facilities or within industrial area 
subject to environmental impacts and being in accordance with 
other policies in the Waste Plan. 

Policy WLP27 provides criteria for waste management facilities, 
including the proposed development not giving rise to unacceptable 
environmental impacts and that if there are adverse environmental 
impacts, these would be outweighed by a wider environmental 
benefit resulting from the development. This policy appears 
contradictory; however, the supporting text in paragraph 10.3 
makes it very clear that :'Proposals which would give rise to any 
unacceptable adverse impacts on living conditions or in terms of 
pollution risk, danger to public health and safety and other 
detrimental effects will be refused.' 

Policy WLP28 (Development Proposals not According with WLP 
Policies) provides criteria against which to judge development 
proposals which are unacceptable in some planning terms; 
however, one of the three criteria states that the proposals must 
overcome or accommodate all the constraints specified in other 
policies including WLP29 and 30. 

Policy WLP29 lists those areas within which there would be a 
presumption against permission for waste management proposals. 
Such areas include the Metropolitan Green Belt and the aquatic 
environment where the proposed development would result in 
material adverse impacts. 
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Policy WLP30 sets the criteria to be used to assess the general 
environmental and other impacts of waste management proposals. 
It is useful to note some of these criteria: 

(I) the likely effects of the traffic and traffic-related impacts 
which the development would generate; 
the need to safeguard health and living conditions; 
the likely effects of the proposed development on the 
surrounding population and the environment, including the 
effect on living and working conditions; the effect on the air 
and water environment; the amenity and wider 
environmental implications of any emissions, or any 
changes in the nature, quality and quantity of watercourses 
and groundwater, and drainage and flooding impacts; 

(iv)the visual impact of the proposed development; its effect 
on the landscape; the need for additional on-site and off-
site planting, screening, or other landscaped measures, 
including planting in advance of the development; and the 
need to safeguard and enhance areas of attractive 
landscape and local landscape character, individual 
landscapes features (woodlands, hedgerows, etc) the 
character and setting of rivers, canals and streams, and 
areas of nature conservation value; 

(v) the need to safeguard the character, setting and amenities 
of individual settlements and to safeguard important open 
gaps between settlements from development which would 
cause long-term harm to the function of the land; 

(vii) the need to safeguard and enhance site of ecological 
importance and protected species and their habitats and 
the need to safeguard sites of geological, archaeological, 
historic, architectural or scientific importance, and to 
safeguard those sites comprising best and most versatile 

• 
agricultural land; 

6.10 Emerging Waste Local Development Framework for Berkshire 

The Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Preferred Options 
document was subject to consultation in the autumn of 2007, 
together with the Detailed Minerals and Waste Development 
Control and Preferred Areas Issues and Options. It is considered 
that both documents are at too early a stage for any reliance to be 
placed on them. 

6.11 The Local Plan for Slough 

Many of the policies in the Local Plan for Slough have not been 
saved as they essentially duplicate national planning guidance. 
These include policies relating to conservation areas and listed 
buildings, noise, contaminated land, air and water quality, Green 
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Belt, and safety of road users. 

The three relevant policies which have been saved relate to design 
(Policy EN1), the Colne Valley Park (Policy CG1) and the Strategic 
Gap (Policy CG9). 

Policy EN1 seeks to ensure that new development reflects a high 
standard of design and must be compatible with and/or improve 
their surroundings in terms of numerous design issues including 
scale, materials, visual impact and relationship to nearby 
properties. Details of the proposed fencing on the east and west 
boundaries to a height of 2.4m metres have not been provided. This 
height of fencing as opposed to soft landscaping is felt 
inappropriate. 

Policy CG1 seeks, amongst other things, to maintain and enhance 
the landscape within the Colne Valley Park; where development is 
permitted, mitigation measures would be sought to reduce the 
visual impact, enhance nature conservation or provide access to 
the countryside. 

Policy CG9 seeks to protect the Green Belt within the strategic gap 
and to prevent development which would affect the openness of 
this part of the Green Belt. 

6.12 Emerging Local Development Framework for Slough 

The submission Core Strategy contains a number of relevant 
policies. Core Policy 2 (Green Belt and Open Spaces) states that 
the existing areas of Metropolitan Green Belt will be maintained, 
and development will be permitted in the Strategic Gap between 
Slough and Greater London and the open areas of the Colne Valley 
Park only if it is essential to be in that location. 

Core Policy 7 (Transport) seeks to ensure that developments 
improve road safety. Core Policy 9 (Natural and Built Environment) 
seeks to protect and enhance the historic environment and the 
water environment, as well as natural habitats. 

Core Policy 8 (Sustainability and The Environment) states new 
development shall not: 

Give rise to unacceptable levels of pollution including air 
pollution, dust, odour, artificial lighting or noise; 
Cause contamination or a deterioration in land, soil or 
water quality. .... 

As for flooding, the policy states: 

(a) Development will only be permitted where it can be 
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demonstrated that there is no risk of flooding to the 
property and it will not impede the flow of floodwaters, 
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere or reduce the 
capacity of a floodplain; and 

(b) Development must manage surface water arising from the 
site in a sustainable manner which will also reduce the risk 
of flooding. 

This document was submitted in November 2007 and the 
Examination took place in May 2008. The findings of the inspector 
are expected in August 2008. As it has been through the 
examination stage, some weight can be placed on the submission 
policies. 

7.0 Environmental Impacts 

7.1 Planning Considerations 

The main land use planning considerations with respect to the 
application site relate to the whether the development is appropriate 
in the Green Belt and whether there are particular locational needs 
for the development which constitute very special circumstances; 
and whether the development complies with locational criteria for 
waste facilities, in particular the impact of the application site on: 

• Green Belt/Strategic Gap/Colne Valley Park; 
• Protection of surface and ground water quality; 
• local amenity, including visual intrusion, dust, odours, 

vermin, and noise; and 
• road network. 

The application site has not been identified as a Preferred Area in 
the Waste Local Plan for Berkshire or in the recent Waste Site 
Allocations Issues and Options consultation document. The 
applicant did not put forward any representations relating to this 
site. Were the development the subject of this application to be 
permitted, it would effectively by-pass the process. 

The most current guidance in PPS10 on assessing with sites which 
have not been previously identified as suitable for new waste 
management facilities states that such sites should be consistent 
with the criteria set out in paragraph 21 of PPS10. This paragraph 
states that the suitability of a development should be assessed 
against the locational criteria set out in Annex E. The following 
sections assess the site with respect to these criteria. 

7.2 Green Belt/Strategic Gap/Colne Valley Park 

The application site falls within the Metropolitan Green Belt, the 
Strategic Gap, and the Come Valley Park. The unauthorised 
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development on the site is inappropriate development which is, by 
definition, harmful to the Green Belt. The openness of the Green 
Belt has been harmed by the unauthorised buildings and structures, 
the stockpiles of waste and the nature and height of the boundary 
treatment, together with the increase level of activity on the site. 

The development is contrary to Policy W17 in the draft South East 
Plan policy as the application has put forward no justification that 
the site is the nearest appropriate location and that there are no 
alternative sites. The development has also not contributed to any 
of the objectives of the Green Belt but on the contrary, has 
damaged the landscape through the loss of virtually all vegetation 
and has caused serious damage through contamination as a result 
of the uncontrolled importation of waste which has been directly 
placed on the ground. Any contaminants are simply washed off 
onto the adjoining land and watercourse as there is not an . adequate surface water drainage system. 

Paragraph 8.17 of the Companion Guide to PPS10 sets a stringent 
requirement that waste development in the Green Belt will be 
granted only in 'very special circumstances' in accordance with 
guidance in PPG2. 
The applicants argument to setting aside Green Belt policy has 
centred around the need argument. Whilst it is accepted there is a 
need for more recycling facilities this needs to be set against the 
criteria detailed in PPS1 0 Annex E. The capacity which the site may 
contribute towards increasing recycling is not considered sufficient 
to represent very special circumstances given the extensive harm 
by reason of inappropriateness and other harm, therefore the 
proposal is contrary to PPS10. 

This area of the Green Belt in Slough east of Langley has been 
designated as a strategic gap due to its fragmentation and 

• vulnerability. Policy CG9 of the Local Plan for Slough and 
emerging Core Policy 2 of the Core Strategy submission document 
both seek to protect this area of the Green Belt from development 
unless it is essential that it be situated in this location. No such 
evidence has been submitted by the appellant. Similarly, Policy 
CG1 of the Local Plan for Slough and emerging Core Policy 2 of the 
Core Strategy submission document seek to protect the Colne 
Valley Park from development which would harm the landscape 
and result in urbanisation of the countryside. Whilst the site has an 
established use on the land as a filter media plant, this use ceased 
back in the 1990s and the existing use is considered to be very 
different to the previous use. The impact of this unauthorised 
development has cumulatively increased over the years through the 
unrestricted importation of more materials which has led to a 
significant visual impact. Therefore the proposal is contrary to 
Policy CG1 and CG9 of the Local Plan for Slough and emerging 
Core Policy 2 of the Core Strategy submission document. 
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7.3 Protection of surface and ground water quality 

The site drains north and south The proposed system includes silt 
traps for surface water to the south of the site. This will pass into a 
new oil receptor before the water is discharged to a surface drain. 

PPS23 clearly states that the local planning authority needs to be 
satisfied 'that the potential for contamination and any risks arising 
are properly assessed and that the development incorporates any 
necessary remediation and subsequent management measures to 
deal with unacceptable risks...'. 

The guidance also states that developments must make suitable 
provision for the drainage of surface water. The Environment 
Agency considers the submitted surface water assessment is 
inadequate. The applicant has provided no information on 
permeability of the ground, ground conditions (in terms of 
contamination), the prevailing watertable levels, or calculations of 
the storage volume required. 

The Environment Agency has also requested the submission of a 
Flood Risk Assessment. The results of this have concluded that the 
assessment does not adequately assess the following: 

• a topographical survey has not been submitted; and 
• model flood levels have not been compared to site levels 

onto a topographical survey, it is not therefore possible to 
assess the flood risk on the site; 

Soil sampling has taken place across the site. The results reveal 
that the stockpiles are affected by contamination (in particular, 
asbestos, arsenic and chromium). Water sampling has also 
occurred within the sump in the middle of the site. The results will 

0 be reported at the meeting. 

With the unauthorised waste still on site and 84,000 cubic metres 
proposed to remain, the surface run-off is likely to be contaminated 
giving rise to further potential contamination of the surrounding soil, 
ground water and surface water and in turn the adjacent water 
course. 

The Environment Agency have commented that insufficient 
information has been submitted to justify locating this facility in 
Flood Zone 3, adjacent to the Poyle Channel. In the absence of 
suitable risk assessment with regard to controlled waters, including 
a conceptual model and source pathway receptor approach, the 
Environment Agency is not willing to remove its present objection. 

The Environment Agency considers that the current assessment of 
the risk of pollution to controlled water is also inadequate. There 
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has been insufficient survey work carried out on the waste already 
on site to establish the extent and degree of any contamination. In 
the absence of this information it is considered there is the potential 
for ground contamination and the pollution of adjacent controlled 
waters. 

The unrestricted acceptance of waste from sites in the area 
combined with no drainage provision has led to surface water runoff 
containing contaminated substances off site. There is the potential 
that the contamination to the surface water could cause harm to the 
Poyle Channel and further downstream. 

The development and change of use are contrary to PPS10 and 
Annex E criteria, PPS23, PPS25, Policy WLP30 in the Waste Local 
Plan, and Policies EN7 in the Berkshire Structure Plan, and the 
emerging Core Policy 8 in the Council's Core Strategy submission . document, all of which seek to protect groundwater and surface 
water quality, and reduce the risk of flooding. 

7.4 Effect of unauthorised development/change of use on the amenities 
of the occupiers of nearby residential properties 

The criteria in Annex E of PPS10 include air pollution, odours, 
vermin, and noise and vibration. With respect to all of these, 
proximity to sensitive receptors is the key consideration. And PPS 
23 identifies the need to take into account: 

the possibility that (whether or not some aspects of the 
development are subject to pollution control), emissions of 
smoke, fumes, gases, dust, steam, smell, vibration or noise 
from the development might nevertheless be seriously 
detrimental to amenity in addition to constituting a statutory 
nuisance under Part Ill of the Environmental Protection Act 
1990; 

• the objective perception of unacceptable risk to the health or 
safety of the public arising from the development; 

Policy WLP30 states that the effect of a development on the 
surrounding population and environment, including the effect on 
living conditions, need to be assessed. 

The site is located in a west of an existing industrial site in a 
prominent location next to Poyle Road. The nearest residents are 
located immediately north of the application site approximately 20 
metres from the site. The importance of the impact on residential 
properties is not diminished by the number of units. 

The Planning Statement which was submitted as part of the 
planning application included sections on noise and vibration, 
odour, vermin and birds and air emissions and visual intrusion. In 
summary the applicant considers the proposed use and buildings 
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are appropriate in this location and the potential impacts can either 
be mitigated or will not be significant to cause harm. 

It is considered that insufficient information has been submitted to 
assess the risk from the above sources. It is claimed by the 
applicant that the proposed stockpiles of waste are a preferred 
alternative to "built development", and will not have an impact on 
the surrounding area. It is considered a number of 7.6 metre 
stockpiles comprising 84,000 cubic metres of waste will have an 
impact of the residents and surrounding land-uses. No assessment 
has been made of the noise impact, irrespective of the background 
noise levels. 

The lack of environmental assessments submitted with this 
application and the unauthorised nature of this development are as 
such contrary to the locational criteria in Annex E of PPS10, 
PPS23, Policy W17 of the draft South East Plan, Policies EN5 of 

• the Berkshire Structure Plan, Policies WLP16, WLP27, WLP29 and 
WLP30 of the Waste Local Plan for Berkshire, and Core Policy 8 of 
the emerging Core Strategy for Slough. 

7.5 Traffic and access 

Policy WLP30 in the Waste Local Plan which state that the likely 
effects of traffic which the development generates are a key impact 
to be assessed. The supporting text states: Unless the proposed 
access to the site and the surrounding highway network is 
adequate in terms of strength, capacity, safety and environmental 
considerations . . ..then permission for a proposed development will 
be refused.' 

It is proposed to close the existing access and open a new access 
to the north. The reason for this is given as improving highway 
safety. It is claimed due to the closure of the unauthorised caravan 
park adjacent to the application site will reduce the number of 
movements from the site. 

The highways officer considers the proposed access to be 
adequate for the proposed purposes. This would mean, those using 
the turning lane for the proposed access and the industrial estate 
opposite would not be in conflict. It terms of the proposed vehicle 
movements, the highway officer would require to see the raw traffic 
date and a stage 1 safety audit for the junction layout submitted. It 
is anticipated that once this information is submitted the concerns 
can be removed. 

The officer would recommend the imposition of conditions to any 
planning permission to cover the above points. 
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8.0 Conclusion 

8.1 The Council accepts that the business being carried out at Poyle 
Manor Farm involves the recycling of waste and therefore is a 
facility which drives waste management up the waste hierarchy. 
This is in accordance with national and regional policy as set out in 
Section 6, including Waste Strategy 2007, PPS10, RPG9 - Waste 
and Minerals, and draft South East Plan (and the Panel's 
recommendations) which all seek to divert waste from landfill 
through higher rates of recycling (as well as re-use and 
composting). The site is also located just to the east of Slough and 
thus in close proximity to waste risings. 

8.2 The site also meets one of the criteria in paragraph 21 of PPS10 
which identifies the re-use of previously-developed land. Prior to 
the site being used on an unauthorised basis, the previous use of 
the land was for the processing of residual material (filter media) 
from the Slough coal fired power station. However, PPS10, RPG9, 
and the draft South East Plan all contain references to the need for 
waste management facilities to avoid significant adverse impacts on 
the environment and local amenity. This is also highlighted in 
Appendix A to PP523 which states that 'the possible impact of 
potentially polluting development (both direct and indirect) on land 
use, including effects on health, the natural environment or general 
amenity' is a material consideration. 

8.3 The proposal is for the continued use of the site for concrete 
crushing, screening and inert waste recycling. This use is 
considered inappropriate as it would mean the increase in number 
of buildings, storage materials and associated structures which 
would have an adverse impact on the openness of the Green Belt 
within the Strategic Gap and the Colne Valley Park. The materials 
and scale of the unauthorised development will also have an 
adverse visual impact on the occupiers of the residential properties 
which are located in close proximity to the application site. 

8.4 The assessment of the risk of flooding and potential pollution to 
controlled waters combined with existing contaminated waste on 
site has been considered inadequate. In the absence of this 
information it is considered there is the potential for continued 
ground contamination and the pollution of adjacent controlled 
waters. This is not acceptable and is contrary to PPS10 and Annex 
E criteria, PPS23, PPS25, Policy WLP30 in the Waste Local Plan, 
and Policies EN7 in the Berkshire Structure Plan, and the emerging 
Core Policy 8 in the Council's Core Strategy submission document. 

8.5 In conclusion the applicant has not demonstrated that the very 
special circumstances given are significant enough to outweigh the 
environmental harm which is being caused. This recommendation 
of refusal comt5i7id with the Council's pending prosecution relating 
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to breaches of the enforcement notice and the Environment 
Agency's pending prosecution for failure to comply with a Section 
59 notice all aim to cease activities and remediate the site 

PART C: RECOMMENDATION 

11.0 Recommendation 

11.1 To refuse planning permission. 

12.0 PART D: LIST OF REFUSAL REASON(S 

Reason(s) 

The proposed development is contrary to PPS25, Policies EN7, Wi 
and W3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan, Policies WLP 29 and 30 of 
the Waste Local Plan for Berkshire, Policy EN24 of The Adopted 
Local Plan for Slough 2004 because it has not been demonstrated that 
there would be no flood risk, the details of the surface water drainage 
system are unacceptable, and no risk assessment has been carried out 
to determine what remediation is required and no assessment has been 
made of the potential impacts arising from the proposed oerations. 

The proposed development is contrary to PPG2 (Green Belts), Policies 
CG1 and CG9 of The Adopted Local Plan for Slough 2004, and 
Policies WLP29 and 30 in the Waste Local Plan for Berkshire due to 
the scale and irreversible harm it would have on the openness of the 
Green Belt, Strategic Gap and Colne Valley Park. 

The proposed development is contrary to Core Policy 8 and 9 in the 
Council's Core Strategy submission document, Policy EN! of The 
Adopted Local Plan for Slough 2004 and Policy WLP30 in the Waste 
Local Plan for Berkshire due to the harm caused to visual amenity and 

10 
residential amenity in the vicinity of the site. 

The proposed development is contrary to Core Policy 8 in the 
Council's Core Strategy submission document, Policy WLP30 in the 
Waste Local Plan for Berkshire, and Policies EN5 in the Berkshire 
Structure Plan due to insufficient information on the impact of noise 
and vibration of the proposed development has been submitted to 
determine the impact on the amenity of adjoining residential area. 
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 

Appeal by Wiggins Transport Ltd 

a- 

Statement on behalf of the Local Planning 
Authority: 

SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Appeal No.: APP/J0350/N09/2096331/NWF 

LPA Ref No.: P/10076/006 

Description: Use of land for concrete crushing, screening and 
inert waste recycling (b2 use) including retention 
and remodelling of existing stockpiles (limited by 
height and volume), creation of new access, 
provision of new vehicle and lorry parking and 
wheelwashing facilities, new plant workshop, lorry 
workshop, retention of existing fuel store and 
provision of new fuel store, a weighbridge and 
office accommodation, an aggregates yard, 
provision of toilet block, restroom, canteen and 
boundary treatment. 

Location: Manor Farm, Poyle Road, Poyle, Slough, SL3 OBL 
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Text Box
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1.0. Introduction 

1.1. A planning application was received on 6 August 2007 and validated on 6 
March 2008. This application sought retrospective planning permission for 
the use of the land for concrete crushing, screening and inert waste recycling 
(b2 use) including retention and remodelling of existing stockpiles (limited by 
height and volume), creation of new access, provision of new vehicle and lorry 
parking and wheelwashing facilities, new plant workshop, lorry workshop, 
retention of existing fuel store and provision of new fuel store, a weighbridge 
and office accommodation, an aggregates yard, provision of toilet block, 
restroom, canteen and boundary treatment. (Appendix A). After due 
consideration, the application was refused by the Council's Planning 
Committee on 25 June 2008, for the reasons given in the decision notice 
(Appendix K). 

1.2. The officer's Committee report forms theba&s of the Council's case. (Appendix 
J). This made a full assessment of the proposal against the policies contained 
within the Waste Strategy 2007, PPG2 - Green Belt, PPS1 Delivering 
Sustainable Development, PPS10 Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management, PPS23 Planning and Pollution Control, South East Plan, , Waste 
Local Plan for Berkshire, The Local Plan for Slough and the adopted Core 
Strategy for Slough. 

2.0. Site Description 

2.1. To the east of the application site are two former caravan sites, now used as 
open land. To the west of the site is a large area of unauthorised waste 
storage. This is also subject to an enforcement notice which the applicant has 
been recently prosecuted and the agreed terms are pending compliance. 

2.2 To the north of the Poyle Channel are located 3 residential properties 
(Riverside Bungalows) (twenty metres) and agricultural land on a restored 
landfill site. To the east of Poyle Road is Poyle Industrial Estate. To the south 
is Poyle poplar plantation. West of the Come Brook is the recently restored (to 
lakes) Berkyn Manor gravel extraction site. 

S 2.4 The application site encompasses all of the existing buildings on site, some of 
which already have planning permission by virtue of an inspectors decision in 
1999 that permitted part of the site to be used as a filter media plant (Appendix 
I). 

3.0. Site History 

3.1 The site gained planning permissions dated 20 October 1952 (Appendix B), 
dated 261h  May 1959 (Appendix C),18 January 1972 (Appendix D) and 10 April 
1973 (Appendix E) for use of the site a filter media plant (processing of residual 
material from the Slough coal fired power station). This permitted the residual 
ash from Slough Coal fired power station to be stored and recycled on the site. 

3.2 During the 1970s and 1980s the type of material being processed on the site 
changed from clinker to concrete. This change was subject at the time to a 
number of enforcement notices which were not complied with. (Appendix H). 



3.3 Planning permission for importation, crushing, storage and export of concrete 
was permitted in 1995 (Appendix F). This was subject to the provisions of a 
Section 106 agreement in conjunction with a temporary planning permission 
granted in 1995 for the land immediately to the east for a concrete recycling 
facility. This temporary permission required the removal of all plant, machinery 
and materials (processed and otherwise), as well as the boundary bund, from 
the site at the end of the three years (by Vt  April 1998); the site would however 
not be restored to agriculture as it benefited from a planning permission granted 
in October 1952 for the processing of filter media. The legal agreement 
attached to the permission required the removal of all surplus waste materials 

from the application with most of the area restored to grassland with the 
exception of the far north-eastern corner where tree planting was to be carried 
out. This was not complied with. / 

3.4 In July 1996 (Appendix G), the applicant applied for the perman,g '  retention of 
the recycling centre; planning permission was refused (91h  January 1997). The 
applicant did not cease the activity as required at the cessation of the 
temporary permission and thus an enforcement notice was served in 25 August 
1999 (Appendix H). Following a public inquiry, the appeal lodged against the 
notice was dismissed in May 2000 (Appendix I). The applicant challenged the 
decision in the High Court but subsequently withdrew his appeal in April 2001. 
Following the withdrawal of this challenge, the revised timetable for complying 
with the enforcement notice required the land to the west to be cleared by the 
middle of January 2003. 

3.5 In July 2005 (Ph 0076/3), the applicant applied for the change of use to B2 use, 
the planning application was withdrawn. 

3.6 The planning appeal to which this appeal relates (see committee report 
• (Appendix J) and decision notice (Appendix K)) was refused on 31' July 2008. 

3.7 On 20th February 2009, Wiggins Transport Limited was prosecuted for 
continued of breaches and non compliance with the extant enforcement notices 
on the site. The Environment Agency is also pursuing the company for 
breaches of other legislation. Waste is still contained within the appeal site and 
daily crushing and screening occurs without the benefit of planning permission. 

3.8 Wiggins Transport Limited agreed as part of the guilty plea to remove all waste 
material from the site on or before 201h  September 2011. 

3.9 Since the refusal of planning permission was issued a number of the reasons 
for refusal have been resolved with the Local Authority. This relates to reason 
for refusal 1 - flood risk and surface water drainage. The Environment Agency 
has produced a response to the additional information submitted (Appendix Q. 

3 



Reason for refusal 5 - highways has also been resolved in to the additional 
information submitted (Appendix M). 

3.10 The appellant has attempted to address all reasons for refusal. The Local 
Authority has been cooperative with the appellant and responded to all 
correspondence accordingly. This is detailed in the record of correspondence 
(Appendix N). 

4.0. Planning Policy 

4.1. Planning Policy Statements 1 (Sustainable Development) and 10 Planning for 
Sustainable Waste Management and 23 Planning and Pollution Control. 
Guidance - PPG2 Green Belt 

4.2. Waste Strategy for England 2007. 

4.3. Regional Policy - South East Plan Schedule of Changes, July 2008 adopted 
S. 6 May 2009. 

4.4 Waste Policy- Berkshire Waste Local Plan 1998 including the Secretary of 
States Direction letter dated 24 September 2007. 
Policies: 11, 29, 30 and 33. 
(Appendix 0). 

4.4. Local Policy- The Local Plan for Slough March 2004 including the Secretary 
of States Direction letter dated 25 September 2007. 
Policies: CG1 and CG9. 
(Appendix P). 

4.2. Local Development Framework, Core Strategy 2006 - 2026, Submission 
Document, November. 2007 (Found Sound on 28 August2008) 
Core Policy 1 and 9. 
(Appendix Q).. 

5.0. Amplification Of The Local Planning Authority's Case 

5.1. The appeal relates to an application for the continued use of the land for 
concrete crushing, screening and inert waste recycling (B2 use). 

5.2. The site has a long and complicated history centring around the expiry of the 
three year temporary planning permission for importation, crushing, storage 
and export of concrete. This expired on 1 April 1998. Since this date the 
Council has been attempting via enforcement notices to cease this activity on 
the site including the remove the large quantities of imported waste material 
stored on site. 

5.4. The main issues in respect of this appeal can be summarised as follows: 
the impact on the Green Belt; 

• the impact on the Strategic Gap; 

the impact on the Colne Valley Park; and 

the impact on the visual and residential amenity of the locality. 
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6.0. Impact on the Green Belt 

6.1 The application site falls within the Metropolitan Green Belt. PPG2 states that: 
The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to preisn4-tbari-sprawl by 
kpj]anØ nermgn:nfly..epen; the most important anripute 01 GrëWBelts is 

eir openness. 

lists the uses of land within the Green Belt that are considered 
The use of the land for concrete crushing, screening and inert 

waste recycling is not listed as an acceptable use and therefore the proposal 
represents inappropriate development in the Green Belt by definition. 

6.3 There is a general presumption against inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt. Such development should not be approved, except in very 
special circumstances. Paragraph 3.2 states: 

Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt. It 
is for the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Vea'y 

j special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist 

/ unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 
clearly outweighed by other considerations. 

Paragraph 3.4 covers new buildings in the Greeñ\Belt. It stated that the 
construction of new buildings inside a Green Belt is inappropriate "nloes-it-ie.-
for a number Of listed -uses. None of these uses include concrete crushing. 
The construction of a number of buildings without planning permission is and 
continues to have a negative effective on the openness of the Green Belt. 

6.4 Policy WLP29 of the Waste Local plan states there is a strong presumption 
against allowing waste management development either within or adversely 
affecting land within the Green Belt (xii). Policy CP1 of the adopted Slough 
Core Strategy states development will take place within the built up area, 
predominantly on previously developed land, unless there are very special 
circumstances that would justify the use of Green Belt land. 

6.5 It is worth noting the previous planning refusals on this site in 1997 by 
Berkshire County Council ( Ph 0076 / 519539) and Slough Borough Council in 
1998 (P110076/007) / 520722). (Appendix G). The 1997 decision refused 
planning permission for the erection of plant and vehicle maintenance building 
at the site. The reasons for refusal included: 

the proposed development is contrary to policy .. in that that it is 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt and it is not considered 
to be solely ancillary to nor essential to the operation of the permitted 
activities on this site. The applicant has not demonstrated that any 
special circumstances exist whereby an exception should be made to 
development plan policy. 

.the need for the development at this site has not been 
demonstrated, it is not solely associated with the waste recycling 
operations and there is no positive benefit in its location at the site." 

The 1998 decision refused planning permission for the continued use as an 
inert waste (concrete) recycling centre. The following reasons for refusal 
included: 



the proposal is inappropriate development within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt and is contrary to the aims and principles of 
including land within the Green Belt 

The proposal would result in serious harm being caused to the 
character and appearance of this importance Green Belt landscape 
and would be contrary to its designation within the Colne Valley 
Regional Park." 

6.6 The reasons for refusal in these two decisions are still relevant and are 
material considerations in this appeal. It is considered the main principles 
have not changed and the proposed use remains inappropriate in this 
location. 

6.7 It is considered that this retrospective application and current use of the site 
has fundamentally changed from what was envisaged from the 1952, 1959, 
1972 and 1973 planning permissions. It is considered "the use of the site was 

S —pceziousIy very low key pgcl jpvolved mainly the washing and grading of 
power station clinker' (Appendix A Para 7.1 previous proof of evidence). The 
clinker/ash which supplied this site from coal fed power stations is now hard 
to come by due to there being few of these stations in the locality and it is 
therefore considered the previous use nf the site—is unlikely to ever be 
operational. It is considered that the degree and nature of concrete crushing 
byiñti&Its differing use has for a number of years impacted negatively on 
the openness of the Green Belt. 

to the Green Belt has been caused by the construction of unauthorised 
buildings and structures. The appearance and height of the stockpiles of 
waste, together with the increased level of activity on the site has all 
cumulatively impacted on the Green Belt. The exact throughput of the 

has jnot QeQ_tated. All that can be gau the applicant wishes to 
retain and in turn process the 84,000m3 of waste material currently on the 
site. Itis impossible tomake-a--fu1ljvdgeneñt of the appropriateness of this 
use without a full understanding of what is proposed. It can however be 
assumed that if planning permission for the retention of the 84,000m3 of 
material on the site was allowed, the applicant would import further material 

IT onto the site. 

6.9 From the 2005 traffic survey the site generated 127 HGV movements which 
the applicant claims would not increase as a result of this appeal being 
allowed. In spite of the acceptance of highways that the proposed access 
would be acceptable it is considered the proppsed intensification of this 
different use would significantly increase the scã1Wiid1 -on-s site and 
therefore cause harm to the Green Belt. 

6.10 The site has been subject to the public inquiry into the Waste Local Plan in 
1996. (Appendix S). In his report, on the issue of green belt criteria and 
making a change of use to the land or the carrying out of operations, the 
Inspector stated "The use of the site for the recycling of inert waste fails, in 
my view, to meet either of these criteria. Such a use is usually accompanied 
by the storage of concrete and other materials requiring crushing and 
grading ... such storage invariably takes plan in open land. The stockpiles 
associated with the current recycling operations cover much of the site and 

ri 



are between nine and ten metres in height. The p2e s in the Green Belt is 
affected by the stockpiles of waste, interrupting views across this flat and 
open expanse of countryside from a number of public vantage points. This 
use conflicts with one the purposes of including land in the Green Belt, 
namely, to safeguard the countryside from encroachment." The opinion given 
by inspectors report still remains valid. 

6.11 The development has not contributed to any of the objectives of the Green 
Belt but on the contrary, has damaged the landscape through the loss of 
virtually all vegetation and has caused serious damage as a result of the 
uncontrolled importation of waste which has been directly placed on the 
ground. 

6.12 Paragraph 8.17 of the Companion Guide to PPS10 sets a stringent 
requirement that waste development in the Green Belt will be granted only in 
'very special circumstances' in accordance with guidance in PPG2 and Policy 
CG1 of the Ctre-ScaXggy. Js-c) Lzi /t 

6.13 The applicant's argument to selling aside Green Belt policy centres on their 
being a AgDer9l need for these facilities. Whilst it is accepted there is a 
strategic)  nejd(fnraore renycJingjçjlitie within Berkshire, and that part of 
the land haT'Øfeviously been developed, it is considered that this alone does 
not constitute a very special circumstance that would 601ifFfFiff9Iãim 
caused to the openness of the Green Belt. 

6.14 Moreover, when considered against the criteria detailed in PPS10 Annex E, 
the capacity which the site may contribute towards increasing recycling is 
itself not considered to be sufficient to represent a very special circumstance 
that would outweigh the extensive harm caused by the development. The 
proposal is therefore contrary to the guidance in PPG2, PPS10 and policy 
WLP30 of the Waste Local Plan and policy CG1 of the Core Strategy. 

7.0 The impact on the Strategic Cap 

7.1 Policy CG9 of the Local Plan states that any proposal which threatens the 
clear separation or the role of open land within the Strategic Green Belt gap 
between the Slough urban area and Greater London will not be permitted. 
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy states a strategic gap will be maintained 
between Slough and Greater London. 

7.2 The site is located to the west of the Poyle industrial estate. From a visual 
perspective looking west from Poyle Road, ignoring the current illegal piles of 
waste material, the appearance of open grassed land inter-dispersed with 
lakes prevails. When the original planning permission for concrete crushing 
was granted in 1995, this use was granted on a temporary basis. It is 
considered this site represents an important start of the Slough strategic gap 
and this proposal threatens the clear separation of the industrial uses to the 
east and the open countryside to the west. This proposal is considered 
contrary to Policy CG9 of the Local Plan, Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy. 

8.0 The Impact on the Colne Valley Park 

8.1 Policy CG1 of the Local Plan states that any proposal will not be permitted 
unless they "b) Resist urbanisation of existing areas of countryside." Policy 
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CP2 of the Core Strategy states that development will only be permitted in 
open areas of the Come Valley Park if it is essential to be in that location. 

8.2 It is considered that this form of development would constitute an urbanisation 
of this piece of lan hich would not fit with the objectives of thd5iValley 

ar . t is also considered that this use is not essential in this location and 
justification should be provided. As this has not been provided the proposal is 
considered to be contrary to Policy CG1 of the Local Plan and Policy CP2 of 
the Core Strategy. 

9.0 Impact caused by the impact on the visual and residential amenity of the 
locality 

9.1 Paragraph 3.15 of PPG2 states thqjiisuaLamepits of the Green Belt should 
not be injured by proposals for development wiffiin or conspicuous from the 
Green Belt which, although they would not prejudice the purposes of including 
land in Green Belts, might be visually detrimental by reason of their siting, 
materials or design. 

40 
 9.2 Policy EN1 of the Local Plan seeks to protect the visual impact of 

development. Policies CS8 and CS9 of the Core Strategy both seek to 
maintain and improve the quality of the environment and the amenities of 
adjoining occupiers. 

9.3 Policy WLP30 of the Waste Local Plan states that the effect of a development 
on the surrounding population and environment, including the effect on living 
conditions, need to be assessed. 

9.4 The site is located in a west of an existing industrial site in a prominent 
location next to Poyle Road. The nearest residents are located immediately 
north of the application site approximately 20 metres from the site. The 
importance of the impact on residential properties is not diminished by the 
number of units. 

9.5 The Planning Statement which was submitted as part of the planning 
application included sections on noise and vibration, odour, vermin and birds 
and air emissions and visual intrusion. In summary the applicant considers 
the proposed use and buildings are appropriate in this location and the 
potential impacts can either be mitigated or will not be significant to cause 
harm. 

9.6 It is considered that insufficient information has been submitted to assess the 
risk from the above sources. It is opined by the applicant that the proposed 
stockpiles of waste are a preferred alternative to "built development', and will 
not have an impact on the surrounding area. It is considered a number of 7.6 
metre stockpiles comprising 84,000 cubic metres of waste will have a serious 
impact on the residents and surrounding land-uses. 

9.7 The issue of visual impact was an issue which the inspector at the Waste 
Local Plan Inquiry considered. In his report he commented as follows: 

"the site lies in a flat open landscape alongside the Poyle Channel to the 
north and not far away from the Colne Brook to the west. With little in the way 
of cover to interrupt views from Poyle Road to the east and from Stanwell 
Road to the south, the mounds of waste form a large and obtrusive feature in 



the landscape. Given the openness of this stretch of countryside, I find it 
difficult to see j39w  inert waste recycling activities within the site could be 
effectively concealed. 

In terms of a permanent permission helping to secure improvements to the 
site, the inspector at the Inquiry went onto say that "even if the height of the 
stockpiles were to be reduced, they would still, in my assessment, irpjuge on 
the openness nd visual amenity of the Green Belt. The four metre high 
m un paced around much of the perimeter of the site as a result of the 1995 
planning permission does little to lessen the visual impact of the much high 
mounds waste. (Appendix 5). 

9.8 The comments made by the Inspector in his report are still relevant and 
should taken into consideration as part of this determination. 

9.9 A landscaping plan has been submitted recently to the Local Authority. This 
has not given the Local Authority sufficient time to consider these proposals. 
It is noted that the landscape proposals rely heavily on planting. This would 
have little impact on screening the site for a number of years and therefore 
leave exposed mounds of waste material exposed to long reaching views. 

9.10 In terms of noise, a late assessment has been made of the noise impact. This 
proposes a 5.om noise barrier to be constructed next to the concrete crusher. 
It is my opinion that the additional noise cause by concrete crushing in such 
close proximity to residents is a material change which this application 
contributes additional harm to the local environment. 

9.11 It is considered the retention of 84,000 cubic metres of waste and the 
supposed 7.6 metre stockpiles have and will continue to have a negative 
impact on the surrounding landscape. It is considered that any landscape 
proposals would have limited impact on screening the large stockpiles and 
therefore can not be relied upon to mitigate this harm. 

9.12 It is considered the site creates a visual intrusion into the surrounding 
landscape and impacts upon those residents in immediate proximity to the 
site and to those who also travel past the site. It is considered the amenity of 
residents have been seriously affected since the temporary planning 
permission expired in 1998. This has had a serious detriment to the amenity 
of these residents who have had to live in close proximity to this unauthorised 
use without any mitigating controls for over 10 years. The fact that no 
complaints from residents have been substantiated is not conclusive evidence 
to demonstrate the absence of harm. As such the proposal is contrary to 
PPG2, Policy EN1 of the Local Plan, Policies CS8 and CS9 of the Core 
Strategy and Policy WLP30 of the Waste Local Plan. 

10.0 Further information to support the reasons for refusal 

10.1 The appeal site is not currently a Waste Preferred Area in the adopted 
Berkshire Waste Local Plan. The initial consultation of the candidate site for 
inclusion into the forthcoming Minerals and Waste Development Control 
Policies and Sites Development Plan Document commenced on 2401 
September 2007. This consultation closed on 5th  November 2007. The site 
has not been put forward by the appellant as a candidate site for inclusion. 



10.2 Policy WLP28 of the Waste Local Plan states Local Authorities will take 
account of whether there is a need to develop land outside of Preferred Areas 
and whether this need could be more acceptably be met elsewhere than on 
the application site. Policy W17 in the draft South East Plan also seeks 
suitable demonstration whether the site is the nearest appropriate location 
and that there are no alternative sites. No assessment has been submitted to 

ere. It is therefore t;;tpd need  
 cons; cons!:; 

whether  11 
5 do not meet the 1th t  b tf ith policy. e proposa 

10.3 In summary the appeal site is not a waste preferred area and therefore from a 
strategic perspective there is no presumption in favour of a waste 
management facility in this location. The need to develop land outside 
Preferred Areas needs to be considered firstly in terms of Policy WLP27 of 
the Waste Local Plan. This policy sets the context for the plan's subsequent 
policies. It states that waste management development will only be permitted 
if there is a wider environmental benefit resulting from the development which 
outweighs any adverse environmental and other effects resulting from it. It is 
considered that because the proposal does not satisfy the considerations of . this policy in respect of Policy WLP30 which specifically relates to the impact 
on the need to safeguard health and living conditions, the weight afforded to 
the need argument must be limited. 

10.4 Details of the Environment Agency comments are contained within Appendix 
J. Although their objection has been withdrawn, exhaustive conditions are 
suggested to be attached to any consent. The detail of these conditions is 
based on the removal of all waste material prior to the commencement of 
development on site. The reason for this is the tact this application is 
retrospective and large quantities of un-tested waste has been imported onto 
the site without planning permission. 

11.0. Conclusion 

11.1. The proposed retrospective application seeks the retention of 84,000 cubic 
metres of waste material on site. It also seeks the creation of a new access 
and in summary the retention of associated related buildings. The site has 
been operating a concrete importation, crushing and exportation business 

110 
without planning consent since 1998. This has had a serious detrimental 
impact on the area for over 10 years. 

11.2. The proposal is considered to be an incompatible use of this land which in 
within the Green Belt, Strategic Gap and the Come Valley Park. The 
proposed development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt and 
represents a material intensification of activity on this site. The appellant has 
failed to put forward very special circumstances which would override the 
harm which this use continues to cause to residents and others in the 
surrounding environment. The appellant has also not demonstrated that any 
assessment of alternative sites has been carried out. 

11.3. Given the above considerations and the continued impact caused to visual 
and residential amenity by this development, the Inspector is therefore 
respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal. 

10 
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Appendix 6 

Planning History 

1. As explained in Section 6 of this rebuttal, the Appeal does not turn on the precise 

nature of the lawful uses/development on the Appeal.   

2. Mr Murphy’s and Mr Webster’s PoE explain that it is accepted that parts of the Appeal 

Site are not PDL for the purposes of the NPPF.  As a result, the Grey Belt case that 

is made by the Appellant demonstrates that the land does not fulfil a ‘strong’ 

contribution to Green Belt purposes a), b) and d). This is freestanding and does not 

rely on the areas of disagreement in the planning history.   

3. Therefore, whilst parts of the Appeal Site clearly have a long history of 

commercial/industrial activities, the precision of the planning history will not materially 

affect the Inspector’s/Secretary of State’s overall judgment on the Appeal.  

4. However, for completeness this appendix provides a response to the Planning 

History PoE prepared by Mr Ray which is attached at Appendix T to his PoE [CD 

11.1 T].   

5. Plan 1 ([CD 11.1 T1] (which is replicated in CD 11.1 Appendix U)) graphically depicts 

what Mr Ray considers to be the relevant planning history.  To assist the 

Inspector/Secretary of State, Table 1 below summarises the decisions referred to in 

Plan 1 and highlights specific errors: 

SBC Plan 1 [CD 
11.1 T1]  
Colour 
Reference  

SBC Plan 1 [CD 11.1 
T1]  
Decision Reference 
(RAG colouring 
identifying those in 
error) 

Corrected 
Reference 
Number 

Notes  

Yellow Line EN 262 Area A EN 262 Area A - 
Shaded Yellow EN 262 Area B EN 262 Area B - 
Shaded Purple EN 343 EN 343 - 
Black Line P/10076/005 P/11442/005 - 
Lime Green Line P/10076/006 P/11442/006 - 
Orange Line  P/10076/007 P/11442/007  Corresponding error 

within paragraph 3.6 of 
Mr Ray’s Planning 
History PoE 

Dark Green Line P/10076/008 P/11442/008 Spatial extent of the 

ELMCPH
Text Box
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certificate incorrectly 
drawn - please refer to 
the plan at Appendix 8. 
Error within paragraph 
3.9 of Mr Ray’s Planning 
History PoE – 
P/10076/005 should be 
P/11442/005 

Turquoise Line P/10076/009 P/10076/009 Spatial extent of the 
certificate incorrectly 
drawn - please refer to 
the plan at Appendix 9 

Purple Line P/10076/010 P/10076/011  - 
Brown Line  P/10076/011 P/10076/012  - 
Green Shaded 
Area 

P/10076/006 P/10076/006 - 

Table 1: Analysis of SBC Plan 1 [CD11.1 T1] 

6. The section below identifies the specific areas of agreement and disagreement 

regarding lawful activity on the Appeal Site.  Within the summary below reference is 

made to Plan 1 attached to Mr Ray’s Planning History PoE [CD 11.1 T1] and 

Document 6 attached to Mr Murphy’s PoE [CD 11.13, Document 6] which are 

reattached at Appendix 10 for ease of reference.. 

Areas of Agreement 

7. Parcel A & Link Road Parcel 

(a) Enforcement Notice 262: Area A (yellow line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1]) – The 

requirements of the enforcement notice (issued in August 1999, with an 

appeal dismissed in 2000) expressly exclude the main access route into 

Parcel A from Poyle Road, as well as areas of hardstanding, workshops, a 

toilet block and store [as shown on plans on pages 10 and 11 of CD 11.1 

T4a]. The requirements of the enforcement notice have been superseded by 

the 2009 Appeal [CD 7.6]. 

(b) Enforcement Notice 262: Area B (yellow shading on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1]) – 

The large earth mounds to the west of the Appeal Site (i.e. outside of the 

Appeal Site) remain in place which suggests that the requirements of the 

enforcement notice remain unactioned following the pre-action protocol 

letter in 2008 [CD 11.1 T6].   

(c) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/005 (black line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and Plot 
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55 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for residential use 

adjacent to the main access route from Poyle Road (July 2009). 

(d) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/006 (lime green line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and 

Plot 56 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for two storey 

detached building as a house in multiple occupation at the junction of the 

main access route and Poyle Road (July 2009). 

(e) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/007 (orange line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and 

Plot 57 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for use of land 

to the east of Parcel A, along the Poyle Road frontage, for commercial car 

parking and retention of hardstanding (July 2009). 

(f) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/008 (dark green line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and 

Plot 60 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for warehouse 

distribution unit, ground and first floor office unit, associated operational 

development, and parking and turning areas (August 2009).  The spatial 

extent of the certificate is inaccurately drawn in Plan 1, but accurately drawn 

on Plot 60 on Document 6 – see the certificate plan at Appendix 8 (with the 

certificate number documented in the bottom right hand corner and its date 

reflecting the same as the certificate approval).   

(g) Certificate Ref No: P/10076/012 (brown line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and Plot 

67 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 192 certificate confirming the 

proposed Class B2 use of the building to be lawful (October 2010).  The 

Officer’s Report to Committee confirms the proposed use to be part of that 

consented in the 2009 Appeal and as a result the requirements of Condition 

28 apply regarding conversion to agricultural land.  This is consistent with 

the approach adopted in Mr Webster’s evidence where he has assumed the 

land is converted to agriculture.  

8. Parcel B 

(a) It is agreed that Parcel B should be treated as an open grassed field with no 

relevant extant permissions or certificates.  

Areas of Disagreement 
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9. All areas of disagreement relate to Parcel A & the Link Road Parcel: 

(a) Enforcement Notice 343 (purple shading on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1]) – The 

enforcement notice was dated August 2003. Historic aerial photography 

provided at Document 5 of Mr Murphy’s PoE [CD 11.13] shows that the 

caravans were removed post October 2008, which followed the Council’s 

pre action protocol letter earlier that year [CD 11.1 T6].  As Mr Murphy 

explains in his PoE, the aerial photography at Document 5 shows 

progressive greening of the land between c.2013 and 2017 consistent with 

what appears to be attempts to seed the land for agricultural use, 

presumably reflecting the enforcement notice requirements.  From c.2018 it 

appears that hardstanding was installed on the land [CD 11.13, Document 

5], and it was used for commercial parking. It does not appear that planning 

permission was secured for the use/activity, and we are not aware 

enforcement action was taken by the Council.  Notwithstanding this, Mr 

Webster’s evidence has adopted the conservative approach of assuming the 

land is converted to agriculture. 

(b) Certificate Ref No: P/10076/011 (purple line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and Plot 

66 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for retention of 

existing use of open land for the importation, open storage and distribution 

of primary aggregates at a height of 5 metres, in addition to operational 

development including a perimeter wall and partition walls (May 2010).  The 

certificate was granted post the determination of the 2009 Appeal on the 

basis that the use already existed.  It is arguably not subject to the 

requirements of Condition 29 regarding conversion to agricultural land.  The 

background context is described in the statutory declaration by Cecil 

Wiggins submitted in support of the certificate of lawfulness application 

(Appendix 11).  Notwithstanding this, Mr Webster’s evidence has adopted 

the conservative approach of assuming the land is converted to agriculture.      

(c) Certificate Ref No: P/10076/009 (turquoise line on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and 

Plot 63 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) – Section 191 certificate for retention of 

existing use on open land for importation, open storage, and distribution of 

non-perishable/salvage and/or reclaimed materials (May 2010).  The spatial 

extent of the certificate is inaccurately drawn in Plan 1, but accurately drawn 

on Plot 63 on Document 6 – see the certificate plan at Appendix 9 (the ‘C’ 
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shaped section should bound the north, west and southern extents of the 

unit it surrounds).  Paragraph 3.11 of Mr Ray’s Planning History PoE 

suggests that the changes have occurred to the use of the land such that 

the certificate is no longer lawful. Section 191 states that the lawfulness of 

any use, operation or other matter for which a certificate is in force shall be 

conclusively presumed.  We are not aware that the certificate has been 

revoked. The certificate was granted post the determination of the 2009 

Appeal [CD 7.6] on the basis that the use already existed – unlike certificate 

P/10076/012, no reference is made to the 2009 Appeal in the Officer’s 

Report.  It is arguably not subject to the requirements of Condition 29 

regarding conversion to agricultural land.    

(d) Certificate Ref No: P/10076/007 [Plot 58 on Document 6 of CD 11.13] – 

Section 191 certificate for retention of operational development including a 

single storey warehouse building (August 2009) to the north of the Link Road 

Parcel (Appendix 12). The Council’s planning history records fail to identify 

this lawful certificate.  

(e) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/009 [Plot 59 on Document 6 of CD 11.13]) – 

Section 191 certificate for retention of operational development including a 

single storey warehouse building (August 2009) to the north of the main 

access route into Parcel A (Appendix 13). The certificate confirms that the 

use was lawful prior to the grant of the 2009 Appeal, – unlike certificate 

P/10076/012, no reference is made to the 2009 Appeal in the Officer’s 

Report.  It is arguably not subject to the requirements of Condition 29 

regarding conversion to agricultural land.  Notwithstanding this, Mr 

Webster’s evidence has adopted the conservative approach of assuming the 

land is converted to agriculture.      

(f) Certificate Ref No: P/10076/008 [Plot 61 on Document 6 of CD 11.13] – 

Section 191 certificate for retention of operational development including a 

3-sided barn with dual pitched and sand menage bound by post and rail 

fence (November 2009) to the north of the Link Road Parcel (Appendix 14). 

Part of the area covered by the certificate is superseded Ref No: 

P/10076/009 as shown on Document 6 [CD 11.13]. The Council’s planning 

history records fail to identify this lawful certificate.  
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(g) Certificate Ref No: P/11442/10 [Plot 68 on Document 6 of CD 11.13] – 

Section 191 certificate for retention of existing land as hard standing 

(February 2011) adjacent to the access route into Parcel A off Poyle Road 

(Appendix 15).  The Council’s planning history records fail to identify this 

lawful certificate.  

(h) Planning Permission Ref No: P/10076/006 (Appeal Ref No: 2096331) (green 

shaded area on Plan 1 [CD 11.1 T1] and Plot 54 on Document 6 [CD 11.13]) 

– The permission was granted having regard to those elements of the use 

that were accepted to be immune from enforcement action following 

Enforcement Notice 262 (ie main access route into Parcel A from Poyle 

Road, as well as areas of hardstanding, workshops, a toilet block and store 

[as shown on plans on pages 10 and 11 of CD 11.1 T4a], which in turn 

influenced the certificates that have been granted (as referred to above).  

Condition 29 requires buildings and structures to be removed and the site to 

be converted to agriculture (save where certificates exist as described 

above).  
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Figure 3.1 

Approximate boundary of the Appeal Site 
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Figure 3.2A 
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Figure 3.3A 
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Figure 3.5A 
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Figure 3.7 
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Mr. Tim North, 
Tim North & Associates Ltd 
17a, Reading Road 
Pangbourne 
Berkshire 
RG8 7LR 

Page I 

Application No P/ 10076/007 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990: SECTIONS 191 AND 192 (AS 
AMENDED BY SECTION 10 OF THE PLANNING & COMPENSATION ACT 1991) 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURE) 
ORDER 1995: ARTICLE 24 

CERTIFICATE OF LAWFUL USE OR DEVELOPMENT (EXISTING) 

Slough Borough Council hereby certify that on the 17th August 2009 the use, 
operational development or activity described in the First Schedule to this 
certificate in respect of the land specified in the Second Schedule and edged 
red on the plan attached to this Certificate, was lawful within the meaning of 
section 191 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) for the 
following reason(s) :-

On the basis of the evidence submitted; the Local Planning Authority is 
satisfied that the operational development, having been present on the 
said land for the requisite period, has not been subject to formal 
enforcement action. It is therefore immune from any such future 
proceedings and is thus, lawful. 

INFORMATIVE(S) 

The applicant is advised that any material alteration(s) to the 
appearance, or increase to the existing provision of floorspace I ground 
area of the development hereby approved shall be subject to planning 
control, requiring an expressed determination from the Local Planning 
Authority. 

The applicant is reminded that the issuance of this certificate relates to 
the carrying out of building operations on the land and does not provide 
a determination for any material change(s) of use therein, which would 
require an expressed determination from the Local Planning Authority. 

I First Schedule: CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR THE 

ELMCPH
Text Box
Appendix 12




Page 2 

Application No P/10076/007 

RETENTION OF OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
SITUATED IMMEOIATEL Y SOUTH OFF THE MAIN 
ACCESS ROAD COMPRISING A SINGLE STOREY 
BUILDING WITH A POLYCARBONATE GABLED 
PITCHED ROOF INCORPORATING 10 NO. ROOF 
LIGHTS ANO PARTIALLY CLAD WALLING; 
MEASURED EXTERNALLY AT 434 SQ.M. ANO 
APPORTIONED INTERNALLY FORMING TWO 
SEPARATE UNITS MEASURING 80 SQ.M. ANO 318 
SQ.M.; 2 NO. AND 1 NO. ROLLER SHUTTER DOORS 
APPLIED TO NORTH AND WEST ELEVATIONS 
RESPECTIVELY; 1 NO. ANO 1 NO. EXTERNAL 
DOORS APPLIED TO NORTH AND SOUTH 
ELEVATIONS RESPECTIVELY; FENESTRATION, 
INCLUDING 1 NO. AND 2 NO. WINDOWS APPLIED TO 
NORTH ANO EAST ELEVATIONS RESPECTIVELY. 

Second Schedule: THE LAND REFERRED TO AS, THE STORAGE 
BUILDING, MANOR FARM, POYLE ROAD, SLOUGH, 
BERKSHIRE, SL3 OBL 

Dated this 17th August 2009 



Page 3 

Application No PI I 0076/007 

Your attention is drawn to the attached notes . 

......................... 
Wesley McCarthy 
On behalf of 

DEC 1 certexli Head of Planning Policy and Projects 

Notes: 

1. This certificate is issued solely for the purpose of Section 191 & 192 of the Town 
and Count Plannin Act 1990 as amended . 

2. It certifies that the use I operational development I activites specified in the First 
Schedule taking place on the land described in the Second Schedule was lawful 
or would be lawful on the specified date and thus would not have been or would 
be liable to enforcement action under Section 172 of the 1990 Act on that date. 

3. This certificate applies only to the extent of the use I operational developments/ 
activities described in the First Schedule and to the land specified in the Second 
Schedule and identified on the attached plan. Any use I operational 
developments/ activities which are materially different from that described or 
which relates to other land may render the owner or occupier liable to 
enforcement action. 
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TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended) Certificate of Lawful Use 

s1c;u~-~h 
Borough Coundlg 

Depatlmenl ol the Green and Built Environmenl 
Town Hall, 
Bath Road, 
Stough, SL 1 3UQ 

The Storage Building, Manor Farm, Poyle Road 
Retention of operational development 
comprising a single storey building 

Application No. 

P/10076/007 

The Site 



Mr. Tim North 
17a, Reading Road 
Pangbourne 
Berkshire 
RG8 7LR 

Page I 

Application No P/11 4421009 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990: SECTIONS 191 AND1 92 (AS 
AMENDED BY SECTION 10 OF THE PLANNING & COMPENSATION ACT 1991) 

TOWN AND ~OUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURE) 
ORDER 1995: ARTICLE 24 

r.ERTIFICATE OF LAWFUL USE OR DEVELOPMENT (EXISTING) 

Slough Borough Council hereby certify that on the 20th August 2009 the use, 
operational development or activity described in the First Schedule to this 
certificate in respect of the land specified in the Second Schedule and edged 
red on the plan attached to this Certificate, was lawful within the meaning of 
section 191 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) for the 
following reason(s):-

On the basis of the evidence submitted, the Local Planning Authority is 
satisfied that the operational development, having been present on the 
said land for the requisite period, has not been subject to formal 
enforcement action. It is therefore immune from any such future 
proceedings and is thus, lawful. 

INFORMATIVE(S) 

The applicant is advised that any material alteration(s) to the 
appearance, or increase to the existing provision of floorspace/ground 
area of the development hereby approved shall be subject to planning 
control, requiring an expressed determination from this Council. For 
further advice please contact the Council's Planning Services. 

The applicant is reminded that the issuance of this certificate relates to 
the carrying out of building operations on the land and does not provide 
a determination for any material change(s) of use therein, which would 
require an expressed determination from this Council. For further 
advice please contact the Council's Planning Services. 

I First Schedule: CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS FOR THE 

ELMCPH
Text Box
Appendix 13
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Application No P/l 1442/009 

RETENTION OF OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
SITUATED IMMEDIATELY NORTH OFF THE MAIN 
ACCESS ROAD COMPRISING A SINGLE STOREY 
BUILDING WITH DUAL PITCHED, CORRUGATED 
ROOF INCORPORATING 10 NO. TRANSLUCENT 
CORRUGATED ROOFLIGHTS AND PART CLAD, 
PART CONCRETE BLOCK WALL MEASURED 
EXTERNALLY AT 275 SQ.M., GARAGE INSPECTION 
PIT (11 SQ.M) AND TWO ROLLER SHUTTER DOORS 
TO SOUTH ELEVATION AND ENTRANCE DOOR TO 
REAR, NORTH ELEVATION; SINGLE STOREY LEAN­
TO STRUCTURE, ATTACHED ALONG THE ENTIRE 
WEST ELEVATION MEASURING 51 SQ.M. 
COMPRISING CORRUGATED ROOF, ENTRANCE 
DOOR TO SOUTH ELEVATION. 

Second Schedule: THE LAND REFERRED TO AS THE INDUSTRIAL 
WORKSHOP, MANOR FARM, POYLE ROAD, 
SLOUGH, BERKSHIRE, SL3 OBL 

Dated this 20th August 2009 



Page 3 

Application No P/ 11442/009 

Your attention is drawn to the attached notes. 

DEC1certexli 

Notes: 

Wesley McCarthy 
On behalf of 

Head of Plannin Polic and Pro· ects 

1. This certificate is issued solely for the purpose of Section 191 & 192 of the Town 
and Count Plannin Act 1990 as amended . 

2. It certifies that the use I operational development I activites specified in the First 
Schedule taking place on the land described in the Second Schedule was lawful 
or would be lawful on the specified date and thus would not have been or would 
be liable to enforcement action under Section 172 of the 1990 Act on that date. 

3. This certificate applies only to the extent of the use I operational developments/ 
activities described in the First Schedule and to the land specified in the Second 
Schedule and identified on the attached plan. Any use I operational 
developments/ activities which are materially different from that described or 
which relates to other land may render the owner or occupier liable to 
enforcement action. 
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TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended) Certificate of Lawful Use 

SIOUah 
Borough Coundlg 
Oepartrrenl ol lhe Green and EluHI E11V1ronment 

Town Hall, 
Bath Road, 
Slough, SL 1 3UQ 

Industrial Workshop, Manor Farm, Poyle Road 
Slough, Berkshire, SL3 OBL 
Retention of operations development 

Application No. 

P/11442/009 

The Site 
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