PLANNI NG REF . 252968
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Mayfield
. Lower Sandhurst Road, Finchanpstead, Berkshire

: R0 3TH
SUBM TTED BY : Ms Jenny Brett-Phare
DATE SUBM TTED : 30/12/2025

COMMVENTS:

I wish to fornally object to the application to provide a
two- bedroomdwelling with a | ower ground floor gymat the above
addr ess.

The application is fundanentally flawed for a nunber of reasons.

- [ ] There are key di screpancies between the application and
pl anning statenent, and reference to a devel opnent of '5 new
dwel lings' on this site.

- [ ] Adisregard to safeguard or address any inpact on the very
particul ar green corridor setting ( PEA, Drainage ,Boundaries
etc.)

- [ ] The anbiguity of how the renmainder of the site outside the red
line will be dealt with

- [ 1 It is not in keeping with the existing devel opnent on the
road.

- [ ] Msmatched data in respect of highways and traffic concerns.

- [ ] The expectation of |eniency by the council to engage 'tilted
bal ance' to mitigate the adverse inpact of building on the
countrysi de- a zone which should have even nore protection with
governnent pressure for housing densification.

- [ ] Setting a precedent for this 'planning by stealth' approach
will rmake future applications difficult for the council to refuse.

- [ ] The proposal is also clearly a stal king horse for a |arger
devel opnent at a | ater date.

The details of these concerns are set out bel ow

1. It is noted that the planning statenent refers to "a ful
application for the conversion of the existing Ofice building to an
i ndependent dwelling with associated external alterations, together
with a change of use of the adjacent land to residential curtilage"

This is entirely inconsistent with the description of devel opnent on
the application form which refers to"the change of use of existing
O fice building (use class E (g) (i)) to an independent

dwel ling with associ ated external alterations"

The application form nmakes no reference to the required change of
use of the I and.

This omission is on its own sufficient reason to invalidate the
appl i cation.



2. Failure to properly reference the residential change of use of
the land is possibly the reason why the applicant has restricted the
ecol ogi cal surveys to only assessing the potential for bats within
the existing building whilst ignoring the potential w der inpacts.

In this regard, as the application site falls within 400m-5 km of
the Thanes Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA), the

pl anning application formisincorrect in stating that the site does
not

potentially affect a designated area.

As the application nakes no reference to falling within the buffer
zone of the TBHSPA, it makes no reference to any necessary
tigation.

Furthernmore, in addition to the site's proximty to the TBHSPA, it
lies within a green corridor which includes a nunber of waterways,
former gravel pits and nature reserves and within an SSSI | npact
Ri sk Zone. On this basis, the LPAis obliged to consult Natura
Engl and.

In this context, should the applicant have provided, as a ninimm a
Prelim nary Ecol ogi cal Assessnent (PEA) to deternine the potentia
i mpact on protected species and habitats.

The existence of the pond inmediately to the north of the building,
woul d suggest the need to assess the potential for Great Crested
Newts. A PEA would al so deternine the potential inpact on other
protected species such as ow s and badgers.

Any necessary financial contributions towards inpacts on the SPA
(SANG / SAW paynents) would need to be secured by the applicant
agreeing to a | egal agreenent unless the applicant can explain why
t he devel opnent m ght be exenpt.

The | ocal planning authority should require the applicant to review
the biodiversity and geol ogi cal conservation features that nmi ght be
affected by this proposal. If the applicant has failed to correctly
identify and subnmit all information required the application will be
deened to be invalid. It can only be considered valid once all
information required by the |ocal planning authority has been
subnitted

The application should not be deternined until all necessary
assessnents have been undertaken and submitted, or until the
appl i cant has denonstrated that the application is exenpt from such
requirenents.

3. The applicant has stated on the application formthat the
requirenent to denonstrate a bio-diversity gain does not apply. It
is unclear why the applicant believes there is no requirenent to
deliver any on-site gains.

The applicant should set out why BNGis not required in this
instance. |f the BNG requirenent does apply, the application cannot
be

determned until the necessary information is provided and the
appl i cant has denonstrated how the gain will be delivered.



4. It is noted that the planning statement refers to a nunber of
historical applications relating to the site:

Application 160159 - "Househol der application for proposed new
access" was approved on 29/03/2016. This granted approval for a new
access to the west of the existing access to the property.

The justification for the proposal was to provide access for |arger
vehicles to access the grounds for gardening etc., and to all ow
deliveries of pellets to the bio-nass boiler that served the main
house.

It is questioned how such deliveries will be nmade if the subject
pl anni ng perm ssion is approved now that the nmain house is in
separ ate ownership.

5. Inrelation to the site's planning history:

251080 - "Application for a Certificate of Existing Lawful

Devel opment for use of the existing building as Ofice Use Cass E
(9)

(retrospective)". The Certificate was refused on the 'bal ance of
probability' that suggested the building had not been used as an

of fice under O ass E.

However, 252293 - al so sought a "Certificate of Existing Lawful
Devel oprment for use of the existing building as Ofice Use Cass E

(9)(i)".

In support of this application the applicant provided further

evi dence regarding the use of the building as offices and in
circunstances where the authority was unable to evi dence otherw se,
the Certificate was approved.

It is noted that the Certificate only related to the | and occupi ed
by the access drive, parking courtyard and the barn itself. It did
not include any of the surrounding land within the applicant's
owner shi p.

It is not clear following the grant of the Certificate, for what
purpose the land around the building is being used. It is clear
however that planning permission is required for the change of use
of the Iand around the building to provide an appropriately sized
residential curtilage (as stated above).

6. Whilst the site falls within Flood Zone 1, reference to the

Envi ronment Agency Flood Map clearly indicates that the site is at
medi umri sk of surface water flooding and the existing building sits
centrally within this area

It is surprising that a Drai nage strategy has not been submtted to
denonstrate that the |l ower ground floor is habitable.

7. It is noted that the application includes no details of the
proposed | andscape or boundary treatnents.

Such details are needed to justify why the frontage land is not
proposed as garden anenity space, in keeping with the surroundi ng



area. Such details should be subnmitted prior to the deternination of
the application.

8. Inrelation to the land - it is understood that the owner's title
extends to 1.470 acres, yet the application site extends to only
part of the site (0.26 acres).

The application site itself occupies approximately 25% of the site
with a relatively long drive linking the courtyard parking area to
the Lower Sandhurst Road.

Why does the application site only include part of the site? such a
form of devel opnent is totally out of character with the surroundi ng
area, which conprises large dwellings in the main sited on deep

pl ots extendi ng between one and two acres, or nore.

If the Local authority is to correctly apply it policies robustly it
should at the very least require the whole of the frontage to be
i ncluded within the site boundary.

As proposed, the residential curtilage is considered to be too snal
and out of character with the surroundi ng area.

Pl anni ng perm ssion should not be granted unlessthe frontage land is
included within the application site boundary, so as to nmaintain the
character of the surrounding area.

Accordingly the current application should be w thdrawn and
resubmtted, with the red line around all of the land in the
appl i cant's ownership.

In addition, in the event that a revised application is approved, a
pl anni ng condi tion should be inposed to renove pernitted devel opnent
rights to restrict further devel opnment on the site in order to

mai ntain the character of the area and avoi d devel opnent
unacceptably encroaching into the countryside.

Whilst it is appreciated that this application has to be deternined
on its own nerits and possible future developnent is not a nmateria
consi deration, the Council needs to understand the precedent the
grant of planning approval m ght set.

This is not sone unsubstantiated rant based on specul ation, as the
applicant has made it clear in the application subm ssion that the
intention of this application is to establish the principle of
residential developnent in this location, with the intention of
returning for further devel opnent on the residual |and, at sone
future date.

I would refer you to paragraph 6.1(iii) of the applicant's

pl anni ng statenment (Summary & Concl usi ons), which references the
Council's

inability to denbnstrate a 5-year Housing Land Supply (currently
1.7 yea rs) and the applicant's statenent that "the proposal would
make a neani ngful contribution to addressing this shortfall by
providing five new dwellings in a sustainable |ocation adjacent to
the settlenent edge with nunerous other planning benefits"



Clearly, this is a 'Freudian' nistake by the applicant who has shown
his cards in error

This is an obvious attenpt to establish a dwelling in the centre of
the site with the intention of conming back for 3 nore dwellings to
the rear and one to west of the drive. Which wholly explains the
peculiar shape of the application site.

If this were not the case there is no reason why the red |ine should
not have extended around the whole of the plot, or as a m ni num
include all of the land between the building and the Lower Sandhur st
Road.

Furthernmore, the application formconfirns that the existing
prenises enploy two full-tine enployees and no part-tine workers.
However, the H ghway Statenent suggests that the existing building
(861 ft ) could accommpbdate between four and ei ght enpl oyees,
based on a space

requi renent of between 100 and 200 ft. each

Using the 100 ft2 per enployee i.e., the building' s nmaxinum
potential, the statenent confirns the building could acconmpdate 8
staff, of whom six could be assuned to travel to work by car
generating 12 daily traffic novenents. Unsurprisingly, the report
confirnms that the two-bedroom dwelling would generate between six
and eight daily

traffic novenents. Less that the optinmal existing use.

This is clearly an attenpt to justify higher baseline traffic
generation figure, which could in the future be used to justify
additional residential floor space. However, adopting the
applicant's own figures an additional 4 dwellings on the site would
generate between 24 and 32 additional novenents. Cunulatively with
ot her

approved devel opnents in the immediate vicinity the character of
Lower Sandhurst Road coul d change markedly.

Concl usi ons

Irrespective of ny legitinmte concerns about the applicant's
intentions for this site, the application should not have been
val i dat ed due to:

* the error on the application forns regardi ng the description of
devel opnent and

* the lack of adequate supporting information, particularly in
relation to ecology and BNG given the site's proximty to the
Special Protection Area and other |ocal nature conservation

desi gnati ons

(SSssl).

Whil st | woul d advocate the withdrawal of this application for the
reasons set out above, if this course of action is not taken, the
additional information nust be provided prior to the determ nation
of this application

Even if the application were to be resubnmitted or anmended, and the
m ssing information provided, | would still maintain that the
proposal is inappropriate and should be refused on the basis that it
is out of character with the surrounding area, which prinarily



conprises dwellings occupying large plots with garden space to the
front.

Whil st | accept the need to provide additional housing in the
District, it is inportant that that the devel opnent plan policies
are correctly applied, and this is especially inportant outside of
the established settlenent boundaries and on sites not specifically
al | ocated for devel opnent.

Devel opnent in the nore rural parts of the Borough should be only
all o wed where conpliant with policy, with site densification
concentrated on sites within, or on the i nmedi ate edge of existing
settlenents. The application site falls in neither category

Infill devel opnent of the nature proposed should only be all owed
wher e it is in keeping with the character and appearance of the
surroundi ng area, and devel opnent by 'stealth', as so obviously
proposed here (at the applicant's own adm ssion) should be soundly
resisted.

Using pernitted Devel opnent Rights

It is noted that the Planning Statenent references that the change
of use of the building could be secured Under O ass MA of the GPDO
and on the basis that this is correct it is surprising the applicant
did not adopt this far sinpler route.

The answer is sinple- by seeking full planning perm ssion the
extent of the application site could be restricted and enabl e ot her
land in the client's ownership to be retained for future

consi derati on.

The applicant's approach appears to be akin to 'planning by
stealth'.

| trust that ny coments will be taken into account when consi dering
this very poorly conceived application



