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: Dulwi ch, London

: SE22 8UR
SUBM TTED BY : M Ralph Ellison
DATE SUBM TTED : 26/11/2025

COWENTS:
FAO. Devel opnent Managenent - Case O ficer Wki ngham Bor ough Counci

Regardi ng: Objection to Planning Application 252604 - Proposed
Devel opnent at [ Penguin, Wargrave Road, Henl ey-On-Thames R& 3JD)

Dear Sir/ Madam

I amwiting on behalf of ny family as the |long-standing fanily
owners (26 years) of the adjoining property "The Moorings"

i Mmediately to the north-west of the property in question "Penguin".
W amwiting to strongly object to this planning application

Qur objections are twofold: (A) substantive planning concerns
regardi ng the proposed devel opnent (in particular the proposed
"store" indicated as added under Perm tted Devel opnent), and (B)
serious issues with inaccuracies/msleading information in the
submitted plans. | outline each of these in detail below, with
reference to relevant planning policies and guidelines for clarity
and i npact .

Pl ease note:

- We have given sources cited using " 1 " notation where " ~1 "
refers to source nunber 1. and so on. The list of sources is bel ow
nmy nain nessage

- We have provided access to several inages of the site as

references in nmy conpl aint:

https://drive. google.conidrive/fol ders/ 14i K2WDhEOROLTy8r DAMOSY] 00UE9QuU
y p4?usp=sharing (Please paste entirety of link in search bar for

i mages to | oad)

A. Grounds for Qpposing the Proposed Devel opnent

1. Harmto Nei ghbouring Anenity (Overbearing and Over shadow ng):

The proposed store/outbuilding, |abeled "store added under PD' on
the plans "(Revised) Proposed Site Plan" subnmitted alongside this
application, sits immediately adjacent to the boundary (on the

sout h-east side) of ny property. By virtue of its proximty and
size, this structure would have an overbearing inpact, creating a
sense of enclosure or "henming in" of ny property”2. A 2.5nhigh
structure so near the boundary will doninate the outl ook from our

si de,

significantly degrading ny famly's visual anenity. Wiile loss of a
view is not a planning natter, an unacceptably closed-in outl ook and
feeling of enclosure are valid concerns™®"2. Please see in particular
t he photograph "I MG Contai ner_Side Profile. HEIC' on the attached
link. This shows a shipping container which has recently been placed
on the site (with inplications discussed below). This is 2.59m

high (fromthan the road level, which is the ground | evel | assune
the subnmitters are claimng as their reference point), which

whi I st 0.09m hi gher than the proposed store, denobnstrates how
overbearing this

store would be, even if a new building was 0.09m | ower. You can see



how high this towers above the height of the wall. The proposed
devel opnment woul d al so cause shading/loss of light to parts of ny
fam|ly's property. This can also be clearly seen in

"I MG Container_Side Profile.HEIC'. Gven the orientation (our
property being north-west of the site), a tall structure on the
sout h-eastern boundary wi Il block sunlight, especially during
nor ni ng and m dday hours, thus reducing natural light to our garden
and wi ndows. Woki nghanmi s desi gn gui dance advi ses that extensions or
out bui | di ngs shoul d "not domi nate or unreasonably overshadow
adj oi ning buildings or garden areas or result in undue |oss of
privacy."”1. In ny view, this proposal violates that principle. It
woul d be overbearing in scale and unreasonably overshadow ng,
contrary to good planning practice and ny right to reasonable

enj oynent of our property.

2. Doubtful Conpliance with Pernitted Devel opnent (PD) Rul es:

The applicant |abels the store as "added under PD' with a height "no
nore than 2.5m as neasured fromthe hi ghest ground level". W urge
the Council to scrutinise this claimclosely. Under UK Pernitted
Devel oprment rights (Cass E for outbuildings), any outbuilding
within 2 netres of a boundary is linmted to 2.5min height*4. The

pl an's notation about nmeasuring fromthe "hi ghest ground | evel"

rai ses

concern that ground | evels may have been artificially built up to
technically neet the letter of the PD height limt. In fact, as we
detail below, the ground has not been legitinmately raised - the
structure sits on a pile of rubble. If the true height fromnatura
ground exceeds 2.5m the outbuil ding does not qualify as pernmitted
devel opnent. In that case, it would require full planning perm ssion
inits owm right, and its inpacts (as outlined above) should be
judged on their nerits. It would be wholly unfair for the applicant
to circunvent scrutiny by nisusing PD allowances. W respectfully
request the Council to verify the actual ground | evel and hei ght of
this "store." If it fails PDcriteria, it nust be included as part
of this application's assessnment (or enforcenent action) rather

than allowed by default. Further to this, assum ng that the

"hi ghest ground level" used by the applicant is the level of the
adjoining road, we would like it please noted that the vast majority
of our gard en that will be adjoining this devel opnent (of
shed/store) is at a level significantly (I netre) bel ow the road

| evel, neaning that the effective height is nuch higher than 2.5m

Pl ease see

"I MG Container_Current_River Profile. HEI C' where the |evel of our
garden is shown clearly with the current shipping container that is
in situ. Either way, the structure's inpact is harnful - permtted
devel opnent status (even if it were truly applicable) does not
negate the very real planning harmit causes to the nei ghbour
(nmyself and ny fanmily). The Council's own gui dance on nateri al
considerations lists "overbearing inpact" and "desi gn/ appearance" as
valid grounds to consider in any application®6, and those certainly
apply here. There is no fall-back entitlenment to build sonething
that ruins the

nei ghbour's anenity; planning policies exist to prevent exactly that
ki nd of harn5.

In summary, the proposed devel opnment (particularly the large store
out bui | di ng) woul d cause an unacceptable | oss of anenity for ny

fam ly as a neighbour. W urge the Council to refuse the application
on the basis of the above points. The harmin terns of



over shadowi ng, overbearing presence. No anount of personal benefit
to the applicant can outweigh the planning harmto the surroundi ng
properties (and we note that the applicant's personal reasons or
intentions are not

materi al considerations in any event”~2). The public interest lies
in preventing inappropriate devel opnment, and we believe this
proposal squarely falls into that category.

B. Inaccuracies and Msleading Information in the Application
(Formal representation in submitted plans)

In addition to the substantive objections above, we wish to fornally
put on record that the application docunents contain inaccurate and
m sl eadi ng statenents about the existing site and conditions. This
is a matter of serious concern. Planning decisions should be based
on a correct understanding of the facts on the ground. Any

m srepresentation - especially if deliberate - underm nes the
integrity of the planning process. W highlight the foll ow ng
specific discrepancies in the plans and statenents subnitted by the
applicant:

1. Erroneous Claimof an "Existing Shed/Store": The plans
"(Revised) Existing Site Plan" indicate a structure to the north
west of the plan and adjoining our property described or inplied as
an "existing

shed/store.” In reality, no pernmanent shed or outbuilding has ever
existed in that position in the last 26 years. In fact, it was
previously an area of green vegetation - see inmage in above fol der
"Mborings_Penguin_Front _Profile 2024.jpg". Wat the applicant has on
site presently is a shipping container, which was placed there only
recently and is a non-pernmanent structure. A shipping container
cannot be considered a customary shed/store that has |ong forned
part of the property's established layout - it is a nakeshift
storage unit. By inplying it is an "existing shed/store," the plans
give the fal se

i npression that a lawful, pre-existing outbuilding of simlar bulk
was in situ. This is factually incorrect and nisleading. It appears
the applicant may be trying to suggest that their new store is
nmerel y

repl acing or upgrading an old shed, to downplay its inpact. W w sh
to stress to the Council that prior to the recent appearance of the
contai ner, there was no such shed on that part of the site.
Phot ogr aphi c evidence in the attached |link above confirns this. In
particul ar please see "Morings Penguin_Front Profile 2024.jpg" and
"I MG Container_Current_River Profile.HEIC'. The container itself has
no planning permssion that we are aware of, and its presence is, at
best, tenporary. It should not be treated as an "exi sting" pernanent
feature. Any references or inplications to an existing shed/store
shoul d be di sregarded as fal se. The true baseline condition is an
open area (fornerly green vegetation with wildlife and bats) now
occupied informally by a netal container and the true ground | eve
covered in rubble. This distinction nmatters, because the visual and
physi cal

i mpact of the proposed pernmanent store nust be assessed as a new
structure where currently there is nothing (a tenporary container
that could be renoved cannot be used to justify a pernanent

devel opnent) .

2. Msrepresentation of Gound Levels (Fal se "Raised" G ass

Level ): The application drawi ngs al so depict the ground | eve

bel ow and to the south west of the "shed/store" and "Garage" as



being raised (with a grass bank). This is msleading. There is no
rai sed ground level or grass bank in that area. In reality, the

shi ppi ng container is propped up on a pile of rubble, which sits
just above river level by the concrete path (along the side of the
river). The wooden garages also sit on brick structures rather than
a raised grass bank. There is no true rise in the lawful ground

| evel ; rather, debris has been nounded to support the container
Furt hernmore, the plans' notation about

measuring hei ght from "highest ground | evel" suggests an attenpt to
use this rubble pile as a new ground datum This is not an accurate
portrayal of the site - it is essentially an artificial contrivance.
By indicating a higher ground |l evel than the natural grade, the
applicant may seek to claimthe store's height is within 2.5m(to
fit PDlimts). This is disingenuous. G ound | evel s cannot be
arbitrarily raised in drawings to evade height restrictions. As the
cont ai ner

sits on a pile of rubble, the true height fromoriginal ground is
greater. The Council should note that presenting incorrect ground
levels on plans is a serious matter - it distorts the assessnent of
bui | di ng hei ght, and thus the assessnent of conpliance and i npact.
We respectfully request the planning officers to conduct a site
visit or require corrected drawings to reflect actual levels. An
accurate drawing would likely show that the proposed "store" (or
contai ner) exceeds 2.5mfromnatural ground, neaning it is not
pernmtted

devel opnent. At the very least, the inconsistency between the drawn
"raised grass level" and the reality of ground beneath the rubble
shoul d cast doubt on the reliability of the applicant's subm ssion
Pl ease see evidence to support all of these statenents in the folder
of photos attached above. In particul ar please see

"I MG Contai ner_Current_River_ Profile.HEl C

These nisrepresentations are not mnor errors; they go to the heart
of how the proposal is presented. By falsely portraying a shed
where there is none and altering ground | evel depictions, the
applicant may be attenpting to nmake the devel opnent seem nore

i nnocuous or lawful than it truly is. My family and | would be
grateful if the Council «could treat this matter w th utnost
seriousness.

The pl anning systemrelies on trust that applicants provide truthfu
i nformati on. Indeed, the Mnistry of Housing, Comunities & Loca
Gover nnent has enphasise d that applicants nust confirmtheir
information is truthful and accurate, and that know ngly providing
false or msleading information in a planning application can even
be prosecuted under the Fraud Act 2006"7. W are not in a position
to

determne intent, but the effect of the subnmitted misinformation is
clear it it would nislead the decision-nmaker and public consultees
about the devel opnent's context. | ask that the Council please

i nvestigate these discrepancies and, if necessary, require the
applicant to correct them At a mninmum no decision should rely on
the incorrect facts as currently presented. W understand that the
pl anni ng process nust be based on reality, not a distorted version
of

it.

Finally, we note that the public consultation on this application is
currently open. W are subnmitting this objection via the officia
Woki ngham Bor ough Council| planning portal, which is the standard and



recommended nethod for public comments (For conpl eteness, a copy of
these coments can also be sent in witing to the Planning
Department, though the online subnission alone will ensure it is

| ogged and consi dered.) W appreciate the opportunity to voice ny
concerns.

In conclusion, we respectfully maintain that this application, by
virtue of its adverse inpacts and questionable accuracy, should be
refused. The proposed outbuilding ("store/shed") is harnful to
mne and ny famly's anenity, and the application's nisleading
details only conmpound the reasons for refusal. W hope that the
Council will give due weight to these objections, uphold the

rel evant planning policies, and protect nei ghbours froma

devel opnent that is both inappropriate and unfair.

Thank you for your attention to this objection. W are happy to
supply further photographs or any further infornmation to assist your
assessnent.

Yours faithfully,

Ral ph Ellison and Famly
The Moori ngs

War gr ave Road

Henl ey- On- Thanes

R® 3JD
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