
 Executive Officer 
 Stephen Chown 

SANDHURST TOWN COUNCIL 
COUNCIL OFFICES 

SANDHURST MEMORIAL PARK 
YORKTOWN ROAD 

SANDHURST, BERKSHIRE 
GU47 9BJ 

Tel: 01252 879060 (24hr answer phone) 
Fax: 01252 860070 

Email: stc@sandhurst.gov.uk 
 

1. Apologies for absence

2. Members’ interests
To receive any declaration of interests from Members on the business to be transacted. 

3. Minutes of Planning Committee meeting
To receive and confirm the Minutes of the proceeding of the Planning Committee Meeting 
held on 2nd March 2015 as a true and correct record. 

4. Appealed Planning Application
To receive and consider the following appealed application.  

a) P.A. 14/01043/FUL – 117 College Road, College Town (Annex 1)

5. Planning List 10/2015
a) P.A.15/00172/FUL – 23 Harts Leap Road, Little Sandhurst
b) P.A.15/00183/FUL – 7 Sunray Estate, Little Sandhurst

6. Planning List 11/2015
a) P.A.15/00195/FUL – 10 Sunray Estate, Little Sandhurst

7. Next Meeting Monday 30th March 2015.

Dear Cllr Mrs P McKenzie, Cllr D Birch, Cllr Brossard, Cllr Hodge, Cllr Ramsey, 
Cllr Wallington and Cllr Widdowson. 
You are hereby summoned to attend a meeting of the Sandhurst Town Council 
Planning Committee to be held in the Kitty Dancy Room, Sandhurst Community Hall 
Complex, Sandhurst, on Monday 16th March 2015 at 7.45pm for the purpose of 
considering and resolving upon the subjects and matters set out in the agenda below. 

Stephen Chown 
Stephen Chown 

 

All Planning Meetings are open to the Public and Press. 

mailto:stc@sandhurst.gov.uk
http://www.sandhurst.gov.uk/


 
 

Report: APP/R0335/W/15/3003657 – 117 College Road, College Town  

Meeting: Planning Committee Date: 16 March 2015 

Agenda item: 4 Author: Executive Officer 
 
1. Purpose of report 
 
Resolution 362(c) of the Planning Committee meeting held on 13 October 2014 entered a 
recommendation of refusal on application P.A. 14/01043/FUL, located at 117 College Road. 
 
This application was subsequently refused by the local Planning Authority further to a 
decision of the Borough Planning Committee and this refusal has now been taken to appeal. 
 
As part of the appeal process the Town Council is afforded the opportunity to review the 
most current information available within the application, before deciding whether to make 
further comment or whether to modify / withdraw the previous comments in the light of the 
additional information submitted. 
 
2. Supporting information 
The full detail of the application and appeal documentation is on the planning portal and 
available to councillors as usual: http://planlive.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NCEBNABVFLJ00  
 
The previous STC reason for refusal was based upon a concern regarding increased car 
movements and it was observed by the committee at the time of the meeting that the traffic 
survey was flawed as it had not been conducted within term time. 
 
In making a new decision for the appeal it is expected that all aspects of the application be 
considered afresh, in light of any new information presented.  For clarity there is no 
detriment to the council in situations where new information indicates a change in response 
is appropriate. 
 
To support councillor decision making the key appeal documents are given in full within the 
supporting papers. 
 
There is now an additional parking survey which was conducted during October, and which 
therefore took place within the school term.  The Borough Council has also now conducted 
their own traffic surveys during November, which was also within the school term.  The 
information of all the surveys indicated that there was no current parking problem within the 
vicinity of the nursery.  The analysis of all the data by the Borough Highways Officer 
indicated that there were no transport or parking reasons for refusal of the application and it 
was their recommendation that the application be approved. 
 
3. Recommendation 
The committee is asked to review the updated information relating to the appeal, and 
particularly the evidence within the Appeal Statement which summarises the most current 
position. 
There are three possible decisions that can be taken as an outcome to this agenda item: 
a) to withdraw previous comments entirely and submit a new comment 
b) to confirm that the previous comments should stand unaltered 
c) to modify previous comments 
The decision will be submitted directly to the Planning Inspectorate. 

http://planlive.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NCEBNABVFLJ00
http://planlive.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=NCEBNABVFLJ00
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THE STATEMENT OF CASE 
  
A. Background Information 

1. Mr. and Mrs. Sanderson, the Applicants, are extremely disappointed with the decision 

of Bracknell Forest Borough Council to refuse planning permission for their recent 

planning application (LPA Ref: 14/01043/FUL).  They have therefore instructed Scott 

Planning Associates Ltd. to lodge an appeal against the decision.  The grounds for the 

appeal are set out in this Statement. 

 

The Appeal Site and Surrounds   

2. A full description of the site and its context was given in the Planning Statement 

submitted with the planning application (paragraphs 2.1–2.5).  The site contains an 

extended detached building with a parking area to the front and some detached 

outbuildings to the rear, including a timber shed used as an office / swimming changing 

room, a covered swimming pool and a covered outdoor play area.  The site is within the 

predominantly residential area of Sandhurst known as College Town, and is surrounded 

on all sides by other detached and semi-detached residential dwellings 

 

3. The appeal site is not within a designated Conservation Area or an Area of Special 

Character.  Neither the appeal property, nor any of the buildings in the immediate 

vicinity, is a statutory listed or locally listed building.   

 

The Lawful Use and Planning History   

4. The site has had a lengthy planning history going back at least to 1990 when planning 

permission was first granted for a change of use from residential to a Nursery School. 

The most relevant of the previous planning applications and a description of the ethos 

and character of the Nursery were set out in the Planning Statement accompanying the 

application (paragraphs 3.1-3.5). 

 

5. Since 1990 a number of applications have been approved that have enabled to 

Nursery to grow to meet the growing demand for places.  One of those applications in 

2006, to increase the number of children attending from 30 to 36, was refused by the 

Council’s Planning Committee (contrary to the Officer’s recommendation) and allowed  
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on appeal (PINS Ref: APP/R0335/A/06/2021678).  The appeal decision letter dated 12 

December 2006 is attached as Annex A. 

 

6. For the last 5 years the Nursery has been operating within the limitations imposed by 

conditions attached to planning permission 10/00599/FUL dated 1 November 2010.  The 

Decision Notice on that permission is attached as Annex B and it will be seen that 

Condition 3 specifies that the maximum number of children present at the Nursery at any 

one time shall be 39.  Of this number of children, Condition 4 states that a maximum of 

27 children can be present for the Full Day from 08:00 to 18:00, with the overall total of 

39 being capable of being present for the Shortened Day of 09:15 to 16:00.  The Nursery 

as a whole can only operate for a maximum of 46 weeks in any calendar year. Condition 

5 requires that the times of the Nursery sessions shall be staggered as set out in table 1 

(reproduced below) at page 6 of the Planning Statement received by the LPA on 8 

September 2010.  This means that for the Short Day Care Session 30 minutes is given 

after the start time and before the finish time for the drop-off and collection of children.  

This allows the vehicular activity for the Short Day session to be spread over times that 

are outside the peak hours for traffic.   

 

Table 1: CTMN Existing Sessions, Arrival and Pick-up Times for the Children 

Session      Arrival Time Span        Pick-up Time Span 

FDC 08.00-18.00 08.00-09.00 (60 minutes)  17.00-18.00 (60 minutes) 

SDC 09.15-16.00 09.00-09.30 (30 minutes)  15.45-16.15 (30 minutes) 

HDAM 09.15-12.30 09.00-09.30 (30 minutes)  12.15-12.45 (30 minutes) 

HDPM 12.30-16.00 12.15-12.45 (30 minutes)  15.45-16.15 (30 minutes) 
 

FDC: Full Day Care; SDC: Short Day Care; HDAM: Half Day Morning; HDPM: Half Day Afternoon 

Source: Planning Statement submitted with Application 10/00599/FUL   

 

B. The Pre-Application Enquiry and LPA Response 

7. The Council’s decision to refuse permission was particularly disappointing as Mr. and 

Mrs. Sanderson had taken the time and effort in April 2014 to submit a pre-application 

enquiry for the proposed increase in the number of children and had received a 

favourable ‘in principle’ response in June 2014 subject to there being no negative impact 

on residential amenity or the character of the area, and further information being 

submitted to assess the impact on highway safety.  A copy of the Council’s response 
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letter dated 20 June 2014 was included as Annex C to the Planning Statement with the 

planning application the subject of this appeal.  

 

8. In summary, the Council’s pre-application response identified its conclusions on the 

four main issues to be: 

1) the principle of development was acceptable as it was a well-established Nursery 

within the defined settlement area 

2) there would be no detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the 

residential area 

3) the Council’s Environmental Health Team raised no concerns over the proposal 

which, it was agreed by the Planning Officer, would not have a detrimental impact on 

neighbouring residential properties  

4) independent surveys of current parking demand are required, especially at peak drop 

off and pick up times, together with information about how the current travel plan affects 

people’s travelling behaviour.  

 

C. The Planning Application and Decision 

9. The ‘Section 73’ planning application the subject of this appeal was submitted by 

Scott Planning Associates (as Agent on behalf of the Applicants, Mr. and Mrs. 

Sanderson) and dated 23 September 2014.  It was registered by the Council the 

following day under LPA Reference: 14/01043/FUL.  Full permission was sought for the 

variation of Conditions 3 and 4 of planning permission 10/00599 dated 1 November 2010 

to enable an increase in the maximum number of children attending from 39 to 45 

(Condition 3) between the hours of 09:15 to 16:00 (Condition 4). The decision notice for 

planning permission 10/00599 is attached as Annex B. 

 

10. The following documents formed the application: 

1) Planning Application Form, including Ownership Certificate 

2) Site Location Plan 1:2500 scale on A4  

3) Site Block Plan 1:500 scale on A4 

4) Parking Plan 1:200 scale on A4 

5) Planning Statement (Scott Planning Associates, September 2014) 

6) Parking Study (Transport and Traffic Consultancy, September 2014) 

7) Green Travel Plan Statement (updated September 2014) 
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11. The Parking Study (September 2014) was based on a survey of parking demand at 

peak drop off and pick up times.  The Green Travel Plan contained information about 

how the current travel plan had affected parents’ travelling behaviour.   Both documents 

had been requested by the Council in its response to the pre-application enquiry (see 

paragraph 8 above).  The Council confirmed by letter dated 25 September 2014 that the 

application had been registered, albeit with a slightly amended description of 

development, with a target date for determination of 19 November 2014.  

 

12. Part of the rationale for this proposed increase is because of the continuing high 

(unmet) demand for nursery and childcare places in the locality, a situation that can be 

verified by the Council’s Early Years Childcare Officer. The Nursery is actually already 

registered by Ofsted for up to 45 children.  

 

13. However, the main reason for this proposal is that the Council now has a statutory 

duty to ensure sufficiency of places for two year olds from families who meet the criteria 

for funding (i.e. those families currently in receipt of income support / child tax credit and, 

from September 2014, those families below a specified income threshold and in receipt 

of working tax credit).  The predicted numbers from the locality are expected to be high 

and existing early years’ providers will be best placed to meet the additional demand for 

two year olds places.  It is a fact that accessibility and location are important as many of 

these parents do not have access to private transport.  A report by Cherry Hall (BFC 

Early Years Foundation Stage Manager) on this issue was attached as Annex A to the 

Planning Statement submitted as part of the Application. 

 

14. During the course of the Council’s consideration of the application, it became 

apparent that the validity of the Parking Study had been questioned by a resident on the 

ground that it had been undertaken when the local Schools were closed for the summer 

holiday.  A further Parking Study was therefore commissioned and undertaken during 

School term-time in October 2014, and the results were submitted to the Council in a 

Supplementary Parking Statement.  The Statement concluded that the results of the 

original survey were valid; that local schools parking had no impact on the parking 

situation in the vicinity of the Nursery site; and that the operation of the Nursery had no 

significant impact on traffic and parking conditions on the highway. 
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15. The Council’s Highway Officer (Andrew Cooper) was consulted on the proposal and 

considered the two Parking Study reports.  In his consultation reply (Annex C) to the 

Planning Officer, the Highway Officer stated that the Local Highway Authority had 

undertaken its own survey in November 2014 and ‘on-street parking demand was 

observed to be similar to the parking demand identified within the surveys undertaken in 

support of this planning application.  The exceptions are The Close, where on-street 

parking was much lower that the applicant’s survey figures and Academy Place, where 

on-street parking was much higher than the applicant’s survey figures’. It is noted that 

Academy Place is a private road. 

 

16. The Highway Officer continued ‘it is reasonable to conclude that 6 additional children 

could create demand for 2 additional cars which would park on-street.  The parking 

surveys undertaken by the applicant and the Local Highway Authority conclude that 

there is no current parking problem in the vicinity of the nursery.  The Local Highway 

Authority considers that this proposed expansion would not create parking demand 

which would be detrimental to highway safety’.  The summary of the consultation 

response stated ‘The Local Highway Authority has no objection and recommends that 

the planning application be approved’. 

 

17. Two different Teams of the Council’s Environmental Health Department were 

consulted on the application and neither of these objected to the proposal.  The reply 

from the Environmental Protection Team (Annex D) stated ‘I have reviewed condition 3 

and 4 of this planning consent, and also Bracknell Forest Borough Council’s noise 

complaint record.  I have found there to be no noise complaints regarding this nursery 

since planning permission was granted in November 2010.  I have no further concerns or 

comments to make’.  The reply from the Environmental Health Commercial Team 

(Annex E) confirmed that they had no objections to the proposal. 

 

18. The Council’s Early Years and Child Care Officer was consulted on the proposal. Her 

reply (Annex F) stated: 

‘College Town Montessori school is currently rated as Good by OFSTED and provides 

very good care and education for the children who attend. The setting works very closely 

with Bracknell Forest Early Years team to keep up to date and continually improve 

practice.  LA Officers can confirm that the setting have a member of staff outside at peak  



 

 

Appellants’ Grounds of Appeal – College Town Nursery                                 Scott Planning Associates Ltd © 
Increase in number of children from 39 to 45                                                       Ref: SPA/441 - January 2015 

7 

 

times to ensure that parents are respectful of residents and park appropriately whilst 

dropping off and collecting. Space and staffing within the nursery would enable the 

setting to increase the number of children accessing to a maximum of 45 per day.  We 

have no objections to this application and would recommend it for approval’.   

  

19. The Council’s Planning Case Officer assessed the merits of the proposal in light of 

her summary assessment in the pre-application response (paragraph 8 above).  The 

Officer noted in her report (Annex G) that the Council’s Early Years Advisor confirmed 

that the space and staffing within the Nursery would be sufficient to accommodate the 

proposed increase to a maximum of 45 children per day, and concluded herself that ‘the 

proposal is considered to be acceptable in principle and impacts upon the character and 

appearance of the area and upon the neighbouring properties’. On the issue of highway 

safety, she accepted the Highway Officer’s conclusion and added that ‘The updated 

surveys indicate that there would not be a detrimental impact upon highway safety’.      

 

20. The planning application was therefore expected to be determined, and approved, by 

the Council’s Head of Development Management under delegated powers.  These 

powers allow delegated decisions to be made on applications that attract objections from 

not more than three households and / or organisations, following reference to the 

Chairman of the Planning Committee and Ward Councillors.  With this application 

objections had been received from only two households and the Sandhurst Town 

Council, i.e. a total of three.  Reference was duly made by the Planning Officer to the 

Chairman of the Planning Committee (Cllr. C Dudley) and the two College Town Ward 

Councillors (Cllr. N Allen and Cllr. A Blatchford).  All three Councillors were agreed that 

the application could be determined under delegated powers and approved according to 

the Planning Officer’s recommendation.  However, a ‘late’ objection was received from a 

third household (making a total of four objections) which triggered the need to present 

this application to the Planning Committee for its decision, notwithstanding the fact that 

the objections were offset by one letter of support for the proposal from a neighbouring 

household. 

 

21. The application was therefore reported to the Council’s Planning Committee meeting 

on 18 December 2014 (Item No. 09) with a recommendation for conditional approval 

from the Head of Development Management.  Mr and Mrs Sanderson attended the  
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meeting and observed the deliberations of the Committee Members.  There were 16 

Committee Members present at the meeting. Of these, 5 Members declared an interest 

in this Item and withdrew from the meeting by leaving the room.  The ‘interest’ was that 

they knew Mr Sanderson as he is currently a Ward Member of Sandhurst Town Council.   

 

22. To Mr and Mrs Sanderson’s absolute surprise and disappointment, a motion to 

approve the recommendation of the Head of Development Management on this Item 

was put to the vote and lost, and an alternative motion to refuse the application was put 

to the vote and carried, albeit not unanimously.  So it was resolved by the Planning 

Committee that the application be refused for two reasons. These reasons, which were 

set out in the Decision Notice dated 18 December 2014 (Annex H) sent to the Agent, 

stated: 
 

01. Increasing the number of children from 39 to 45 between the hours of 09.15 and 

16.00 will result in an increase in vehicular traffic caused by the coming and going of 

parents dropping off and collecting children. As a result of the increase in activity and the 

limited on-site parking available the proposal will result in additional roadside parking 

which is not compatible with the amenities of the occupiers of adjoining residential 

properties and will have a detrimental impact on other users of the highway on this bus 

route. Increasing the number of children extends the problems associated with the use 

and therefore does not comply with the aims and objective of Bracknell Forest Borough 

Local Plan 'Saved' Policies E4 and M9. 
 

02. The increase in number of children on site would create additional noise nuisance 

and disturbance to the detriment of the living conditions of the occupants of the 

neighbouring dwellings. The proposals would therefore be contrary to 'Saved' Policies 

EN20 and EN25 of the Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan. 

 

D. The Planning Policy Context 

The Development Plan   

23. The adopted Development Plan for the Bracknell Forest Borough area includes: 

• BFB Site Allocations Local Plan 2013 (SALP)  

• BFB 'Retained' Policies of the South East Plan 2009 (SEP)  

• BFB Core Strategy Development Plan Document 2008 (CSDPD)  

• BFB 'Saved' Policies of the Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan 2002 (BFBLP)  
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• Bracknell Forest Borough Policies Map 2013   

 

24. The Council’s Reasons for Refusal referred specifically to four ‘Saved’ policies all of 

which are contained in the BFBLP.  These policies will be assessed in relation to the 

proposed development and the reasons for refusal in the next Section and are: 

• E4 Small businesses 

• M9 Vehicle and cycle parking 

• EN20 Design considerations in new development 

• EN25 Noise and other pollution 

It is noted from the BFB Policies Map that the application site and surroundings are 

within the defined settlement area of College Town. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 

25. The NPPF is not part of the development plan but is a material consideration in 

planning decisions.  It highlights (para.6) that the purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, which it recognises has an 

economic, social and environmental dimension.  At the heart of the NPPF is a 

‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ (para.14), which for decision-taking 

means ‘approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without 

delay’. 

   

26. The NPPF (para.11) reiterates Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 which states that applications for planning permission must be 

determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise. 

 

27. The NPPF (para.12) affirms that ‘it is highly desirable that local planning authorities 

should have an up-to-date plan in place’.  In this regard it is noted that the BFBLP was 

adopted nearly 12 years ago in 2002. 

 

28. The NPPF (para.17) sets out 12 core land-use planning principles that should 

underpin both plan-making and decision-taking.  Of these five are particularly relevant to 

this appeal, and state that planning should: 
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• be genuinely plan-led. Plans should be kept up-to-date … They should provide a 

practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made 

with a high degree of predictability and efficiency; 

• always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all 

existing and future occupants of land and buildings; 

• promote mixed use developments, and encourage multiple benefits from the use of 

land in urban and rural areas …; 

• actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 

transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which 

are or can be made sustainable; and 

• take account of and support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural 

wellbeing for all, and deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services 

to meet local needs. 

 

29. Section 4 of the NPPF is titled ‘Promoting sustainable transport’.  Paragraph 32 

states that All developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 

supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment.  Plans and decisions 

should take account of whether: 

• the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up depending on 

the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for major transport 

infrastructure; 

• safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 

• improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively 

limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only be 

prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of 

development are severe. [emphasis added] 

 

30. The NPPF (para.36) recognises that a key tool to facilitate the use of sustainable 

modes of transport will be a Travel Plan, and requires that ‘all developments which 

generate significant amounts of movement should be required to provide a Travel Plan’. 
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31. The NPPF (para. 65) requires that ‘Local planning authorities should not refuse 

planning permission for buildings or infrastructure which promote high levels of 

sustainability because of concerns about incompatibility with an existing townscape, if 

those concerns have been mitigated by good design’. 

 

32. The NPPF (para.72) confirms that the Government attaches great importance to 

ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of 

existing and new communities, and requires that to this end ‘Local planning authorities 

should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this 

requirement’. 

 

33. In relation to ‘Decision-taking’ the NPPF (para.187) states that ‘Local planning 

authorities should look for solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every 

level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible. 

Local planning authorities should work proactively with applicants to secure 

developments that improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the 

area’. 

 

34. The NPPF (paras. 188-195) outlines the Government’s support for ‘Pre-application 

engagement’ by outlining that:  

‘Local planning authorities have a key role to play in encouraging other parties to take 

maximum advantage of the pre-application stage. They cannot require that a developer 

engages with them before submitting a planning application, but they should encourage 

take-up of any pre-application services they do offer… (para.189) 

‘The more issues that can be resolved at pre-application stage, the greater the benefits. 

For their role in the planning system to be effective and positive, statutory planning 

consultees will need to take the same early, pro-active approach, and provide advice in 

a timely manner throughout the development process. This assists local planning 

authorities in issuing timely decisions, helping to ensure that applicants do not 

experience unnecessary delays and costs. (para.190) 

‘The right information is crucial to good decision-taking, particularly where formal 

assessments are required … To avoid delay, applicants should discuss what information 

is needed with the local planning authority and expert bodies as early as 

possible’.(para.192) 
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D. The Grounds of Appeal 

35. The two reasons given for refusal indicate that the main issues to be considered are: 

Reason 1: 

1. will the increase in 6 children at the Nursery between the hours of 09:15 and 16:00 on 

Monday to Friday result in an unacceptable increase in vehicular traffic 

2. will the increase in 6 children result in additional roadside parking which is not 

compatible with the amenities of adjoining residents 

3. will the increase in 6 children result in conditions that are detrimental to other users of 

the highway, including buses. 

 Reason 2: 

1. will the increase in 6 children create additional noise nuisance and disturbance to the 

detriment of neighbours’ living conditions. 

 

36. In summary, the Appellants’ case is that first, the proposal will lead to an increase in 

vehicular traffic of only 2 cars at drop-off and collection times and these can easily be 

accommodated on the roadside without any harm to the living conditions of neighbours 

or the flow of traffic including buses on the College Road highway; and second, the 

proposal will not lead to any additional noise or disturbance so there will be no harm to 

neighbours’ living conditions.  These are the same conclusions that were reached by 

every one of the Council Officers who was consulted on the proposal. 

 

The First Reason for Refusal   

37. The Appellants’ specialist transport consultant (Transport and Traffic Consultancy) 

has calculated (see paragraph 4.10 - based on the most up-to–date Travel Plan figures) 

that the proposed increase in the number of children at the Nursery could create at most 

demand for 2 additional parent cars parking roadside for drop-off and pick-up. For the 

reasons given below, it is argued that this will result in absolutely no problem on the 

highway, either for local residents or other road users. 

 

38. The first report of the Appellants’ specialist transport consultant (Transport and 

Traffic Consultancy, Parking Study, September 2014) described the context of the 

Nursery site in highway terms (paragraphs 2.1 – 2.6) and noted that College Road itself 

is traversed by only one bus route, route 194 (Bracknell – Camberley) which runs 

generally hourly in each direction.  Annex J contains a copy of the current timetable for  
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the route 194 bus service operated by Courtney Buses.  It will be noted that on Monday 

to Friday, when the Nursery operates, there is one bus that passes south along College 

Road at about 09:10 (Owlsmoor to The Meadows section) and one that travels north at 

about 09:00.  Both of these buses will be before the start of the shortened day at 09:15. 

Similarly, there will be one bus in each direction either before or well after the end of the 

shortened day (16:00 hours) at about 15:50 (north) and 16:15 (south).  It is reasonable 

to conclude therefore that there will be no conflict between parents’ vehicles and any 

buses, especially as the former are only parked for about 2 minutes on average.    

 

39.  The Transport Consultant’s second report was a supplementary Parking Statement 

(October 2014) to address the comment that had been raised that the August Parking 

Survey was invalid having been undertaken during the school summer holiday.  The 

Council’s Highway Officer also undertook a survey of parking in November 2014, which 

concluded that the Applicant’s original survey was not invalid. 

 

40.  The Appellants’ specialist Transport Consultant has prepared a Transport Statement 

for this appeal (January 2015), which inter alia, refers to the Inspector’s findings on the 

highway impact of a previous proposal for an increase in the number of children at the 

Nursery that went to appeal (PINS Ref: APP/R0335/A/06/2021678 – Decision letter 

reproduced as Appendix C of that Statement).   The Transport Consultant has concluded 

again that:  

• The nursery currently has no significant adverse impact on traffic and parking 

conditions, and our own and the Council’s parking surveys have demonstrated that 

there is always ample vacant unrestricted parking space available in the locality, 

particularly on College Road, at the main nursery children arrival and departure 

periods (paragraph 5.1); 

• The proposed small increase of 6 children attending shorter hours, thereby arriving 

and departing outside the peak nursery travel periods, will have an absolutely 

negligible impact on traffic and parking conditions even if all or most come in 

unshared cars (which we consider unlikely) (paragraph 5.2) 

• The existing strong Travel Plan, which has succeeded in substantially improving 

travel modal split in recent years, will continue to operate (paragraph 5.3) 

• There is therefore no parking or other transport reason why the development should 

not be permitted (paragraph 5.4). 
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41. One of the four objections that were lodged against the proposal was from Sandhurst 

Town Council, who commented that ‘an increase in car movements … would create 

further congestion at times of peak traffic.  Large commercial vehicles and the local bus 

service already have difficulty in negotiating double parked cars in the vicinity of the 

nursery’.  Clearly the Town Council had misunderstood the proposal which was only 

seeking to increase the number of children at off-peak hours, namely between 09:15 and 

16:00.  Moreover, it is submitted that the Appellants have never witnessed ‘double 

parked’ cars in the vicinity of the Nursery. Indeed, if two cars were parked side by side 

then the whole road would be obstructed in both directions, which has never happened 

in the Appellants’ 25 years experience of running the Nursery at this site.  What does 

happen occasionally is that a car (most likely a resident or visitor unconnected with the 

Nursery) will park on the grass verge adjacent to the carriageway with a second car 

parked alongside on the highway.  This will temporarily mean that only half the 

carriageway is available for moving traffic to pass.  However, in the unlikely event that 

this was a parent’s vehicle, the disruption is very short-lived as the time taken to drop-off 

or collect is only about 2 minutes.  

 

42. The Appellants’ transport specialist’s conclusions were accepted by the Council’s 

Highway Officer who raised no objection to the proposal.  They were also accepted by 

the Council’s Head of Development Management, whose report to the Planning 

Committee stated that ‘the updated surveys indicate that there would not be a 

detrimental impact on highway safety’. 

 

43. In additional to this, the Appellants intend to review and update the Nursery Travel 

Plan to continue the success it has already had in getting parents to use means of 

transport to the Nursery other than their own private car.  The Travel Plan was 

introduced in 2006 when 100% of child travel movements were by unshared private car. 

Since then dependence on the private car has been significantly reduced to the point 

where in 2010 about one third came by unshared and shared car respectively, and just 

over one third came on foot, in a buggy or brought by a cycling adult.  

 

44. The first reason for refusal refers to two ‘Saved’ Policies of the BFBLP 2002.  Policy 

E4 relates to small businesses and states that development for the expansion of existing  

 



 

 

Appellants’ Grounds of Appeal – College Town Nursery                                 Scott Planning Associates Ltd © 
Increase in number of children from 39 to 45                                                       Ref: SPA/441 - January 2015 

15 

 

small businesses will be permitted in appropriate locations except where it would result 

in 

‘(i) inconvenience or danger on the public highway or visual, other environmental or 

other problems; or 

(ii) an adverse effect on the character of the area’. 

For the reasons given above it is submitted that the proposed increase of 6 in the 

number of children present at the Nursery between the hours of 09:15 and 16:00 on 

Monday to Friday will not result in the harm identified in bullet point (i).  Moreover, the 

refusal reason does not allege harm to the character of the area so bullet point (ii) does 

not apply. 

 

45. ‘Saved’ Policy M9 relates to vehicle and cycle parking and states ‘Development will 

not be permitted unless satisfactory parking provision is made for vehicles and cycles’.  

The explanatory text to this policy states: 

‘6.57 The Borough Council has adopted vehicle parking standards which have the status 

of supplementary planning guidance …. There may be circumstances where a more 

flexible approach to parking standards is justified.  These might include instances where 

the promotion of alternative means of travel to the private motor vehicle, or a good 

existing public transport service, warrants a reduction in the adopted standard in respect 

of a particular site or development … 

‘6.59 There may be some scope for the negotiation of “Company Travel Plans” … which 

will address the parking requirements of particular developments’. 

 

46. The consultation reply of the Council’s Highway Officer noted that the existing on-site 

car parking provision of 3 spaces will be retained for the use of staff.  It goes on to note 

that although Borough Parking Standards normally require 1 car parking space to be 

provided for every 4 child places at a Nursery, there is no on-site provision for parents at 

the moment and none is proposed.  Notwithstanding this, the Highway Officer 

summarised the situation as follows: 

‘On the basis of the parking standards and the travel plan, it is reasonable to conclude 

that 6 additional children could create demand for 2 additional cars which would park on-

street.  The parking surveys undertaken by the applicant and the Local Highway 

Authority conclude that there is no current parking problem in the vicinity of the nursery.   
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The Local Highway Authority considers that this proposed expansion would not create 

parking demand which would be detrimental to highway safety’.   

 

47. On the first reason for refusal therefore it is submitted that any increase in the traffic 

generated by the Nursery (maximum of 2 vehicles for about 4 minutes a day at off-peak 

times, on Monday to Friday only) will be negligible and of no harm to residents’ amenities 

or the flow of traffic on the highway. Moreover any harm to amenities or traffic flow will 

certainly not be ‘severe’ as envisaged by paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 

 

The Second Reason for Refusal   

48. The proposed additional 6 children will attend the Short Day session so the 

‘additional noise nuisance and disturbance’ alleged by the Council Members will be 

between the hours of 09:15 and 16:00 on Monday to Friday for no more than 46 weeks 

in any calendar year.   

 

49. It is not clear from the wording of the reason for refusal how or where the alleged 

noise and disturbance would be generated, although the use of the phrase ‘on site’ in 

the reason implies that the Council Members might have been thinking of more than the 

traffic movements associated with drop-off and collection activity.  The rear garden of 

No.117 has a number of small buildings, including an enclosed swimming pool, that are 

used by the Nursery children. However, this use is already controlled, as noted by the 

Inspector in the 2006 appeal who stated (paragraph 6): 

 ‘The Nursery is located in a predominantly residential area where houses have back 

gardens about 40m long. The garden of the Nursery has a number of small buildings 

that are used for a variety of purposes, including a changing room, a covered swimming 

pool, a covered play area and an area of grass. The garden is enclosed by high close 

boarded fencing, outbuildings and shrubs. Although the garden is used by the children 

for play, I am told by the Appellants that this is controlled and restricted both in the 

number of children at any one time and for the length of time they play in the garden. 

These numbers and times are imposed by way of a planning condition which would 

mitigate against noise and nuisance to neighbouring occupiers. Given the relatively 

small increase in the number of children and the restrictions that are, and could continue 

to be, imposed I do not consider that an additional 6 children would result in any 

significant increase in noise and disturbance’. 
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50. The high close boarded fencing is still in position and the controls on the use of the 

garden by Nursery children are still adhered to.  The houses at the rear of No.117 are at 

least 85 metres away and front Branksome Hill Road. 

 

51. The report of the Head of Development Management addresses this issue and 

states: 

‘As each application has been submitted the main considerations have been to weigh 

potential disturbance to local residents and impact on road safety against the need for 

nursery school/day care provision. The main impact of the nursery on the living 

conditions of local people is the inconvenience and disturbance which results from on-

street parking in the vicinity of the nursery, when children are dropped off and collected, 

and from noise from the nursery, principally when children are in the garden. However, 

the use of the external areas is limited to the covered play area at the far end of the 

grounds and use three times a day for 15 minutes, and to the use of the covered pool for 

up to 2 hours a day for a maximum of six children at anyone time by planning conditions 

imposed on previous permissions and no variation to these conditions is sought. The 

Council's Environmental Heath Team has also raised no concerns over this proposal 

and has not received any noise complaints about this site in the last 4 years.  

 

‘The above considerations need to be weighed against the wider benefits of increased 

child care provision. In this instance it is considered that, due to the very restrictive 

conditions on opening times, session times and play area use, any harmful effects on 

the living conditions of nearby residents are unlikely to be so significant over and above 

the existing perceptions of harm, so as to outweigh these benefits. 

 

‘It is therefore considered that the development would not result in an adverse impact on 

the amenity of neighbouring properties, and is therefore in accordance with BFBLP 

'Saved' Policies EN20 and EN25 and the NPPF’. 

 

52. It is acknowledged that 3 letters of objection to the application were received from 4 

neighbouring residents of 115, 121 and 136 College Road and one letter of support from 

the occupier of 119 College Road. Clearly the Head of Development Management 

considered the grounds of these objections and concluded that they were not sufficiently 

founded to warrant refusal of the application.  In response to this second reason for 
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refusal the Appellants have carried out their own survey of neighbour opinion and have 

been pleasantly surprised that 23 of the close neighbours from 20 residential properties 

were so supportive of the Nursery and had no problem with the proposed increase in 6 

children that they have signed a letter of support.  These letters of support are appended 

(Annex K), together with a plan (Annex L) which identifies with yellow colour the 

addresses of all the neighbours’ letters of support.  It will be noticed from the plan that 

the neighbours of all five of the properties directly opposite the Nursery (Nos. 126-134 

evens College Road) are supportive of the proposal.  Furthermore, many of those 

properties not coloured yellow on the plan are where neighbours were neutral about the 

increase in children, not wanting to support or oppose. 

 

53. The second reason for refusal refers to two ‘Saved’ Policies of the BFBLP 2002, 

namely EN20 and EN25.  EN20 is titled ‘Design considerations in new development’ and 

has eight criteria that must be satisfied for a proposal to be acceptable which more 

appropriately relate to new built development.  Nevertheless, in relation to these criteria 

the following points are made: 

(i) The Council’s Head of Development Management is in agreement that the proposal is 

in sympathy with the character of the local area 

(ii) The proposal will not harm any existing features worthy of retention 

(iii) The proposal will not harm local character or identity 

(iv) Adequate space is available for private use and visual amenity 

(v) Personal and general security will not be harmed 

(vi) There will be no loss of important natural or built features 

(vii) The amenity of surrounding properties will not be adversely affected 

(viii) Possible future development of a larger area will not be compromised. 

 

54. Policy EN25 seeks to control the harmful effects of environmental pollution caused 

by noise, smoke, gases, fumes, effluent, vibration, dust etc.  Paragraph 2.160 of the 

supporting text refers to examples of uses that typically can cause high levels of pollution 

such as industrial and commercial developments, construction and waste disposal and 

minerals sites, and sporting and recreational activities.   

 

55. Mr and Mrs Sanderson are very proud of the ‘good neighbour’ record the Nursery 

has had over the last 25 years since opening.  Indeed they are not aware of a single 
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complaint having been made during that time to the Council’s Environmental Health 

Department on noise disturbance or any other grounds. 

 

56. On the second reason for refusal therefore it is submitted that any additional noise 

and disturbance generated by 6 additional children at the Nursery will be imperceptible 

and of no harm to the living conditions of neighbouring residents, and therefore fully 

compliant with Policies EN20 and EN25.  

 

E. Concluding Comments 

Summary   

57. There is a clear and unchallenged need for the proposed increase in children at the 

Nursery (paragraphs 12-13). 

 

58. The Council gave a positive ‘in principle’ response to a pre-application enquiry, 

subject to further information being provided. The extra information was submitted as 

part of the planning application (paragraphs 7-8). 

 

59. None of the Council Highway or Environmental Health Officers who were consulted 

on the proposal raised objection to the proposed increase in children (paragraphs 15-

18). 

 

60. The Council’s Head of Development Management was ready, after positive referral 

of the case to the Chairman of the Borough’s Planning Committee and the two local 

Borough Ward Councillors, to grant planning permission for the proposed increase under 

delegated powers until a ‘late’ objection meant that the application had to be determined 

by the Planning Committee (paragraph 20). 

 

61. For reasons which are believed to be unfounded and contrary to their professional 

officers’ opinions, the Planning Committee resolved to refuse planning permission for the 

proposed increase in children (paragraphs 21-22). 

 

62. The Appellants’ Grounds of Appeal are believed to be sound and demonstrate that 

the refusal reasons cannot be justified (paragraphs 37-56). 
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63. The Inspector is respectfully requested therefore to allow the appeal and grant 

planning permission for the proposed increase of six in the number of children that can 

be present at the Nursery between the hours of 09:15 and 16:00 on Monday to Friday. 
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B BFC Decision Notice for planning permission 10/00599 dated 1.11.2010 

C BFC Highways Officer consultation response dated 5.11.2014  

D BFC Environmental Protection Team consultation response dated 20.10.2014 

E BFC Environmental Health Commercial Team consultation reply dated 17.10.14 

F BFC Early Years and Child Care Team consultation reply dated 21.11.2014 

G  BFC Planning Case Officer report to Planning Committee meeting of 18.12.2014 

H         BFC Application Notice of Decision dated 18.12.2014 

J          Courtney Buses timetable for the route 194 bus service 

K         23 Letters of support for the appeal from 20 properties 

L          Plan locating the neighbours and properties supporting the appeal 
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Planning Appeal by Mr & Mrs M & L Sanderson:  
 

College Town Montessori Nursery, 117 College Rd, Sandhurst, Berkshire GU47 0RD 
 
 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

 

Plans, Drawings and Documents Forming the Original Application  

1) Planning Application Form, including Ownership Certificate 

2) Site Location Plan 1:2500 scale on A4  

3) Site Block Plan 1:500 scale on A4 

4) Parking Plan 1:200 scale on A4 

5) Planning Statement (Scott Planning Associates, September 2014) 

6) Parking Study (Transport and Traffic Consultancy, September 2014) 

7) Green Travel Plan Statement (updated September 2014) 

 

Plans, Drawings and Documents Submitted during consideration of Application  

8) Supplementary Parking Statement (Transport and Traffic Consultancy, October 2014) 

 

Additional Documents not previously seen by the LPA 

9) Statement of Case for the Appellants (Scott Planning Associates, January 2015) 

10) Transport Statement for the Appeal (Transport and Traffic Consultancy, January 2015) 

 

Annexes to the Appellants’ Grounds of Appeal Report 

11) Annex A – PINS Appeal Decision Letter dated 12.12.2006 (Ref: APP/R0335/A/06/2021678) 

12) Annex B – BFC Decision Notice for planning permission 10/00599 dated 1.11.2010 

13) Annex C - BFC Highways Officer consultation response dated 5.11.2014  

14) Annex D - BFC Environmental Protection Team consultation response dated 20.10.2014 

15) Annex E - BFC Environmental Health Commercial Team consultation reply dated 17.10.2014 

16) Annex F - BFC Early Years and Child Care Team consultation reply dated 21.11.2014 

17) Annex G - BFC Planning Case Officer report to Planning Committee meeting of 16.12.2014 

18) Annex H - BFC Application Notice of Decision dated 18.12.2014 

19) Annex J – Courtney Buses timetable for the route 194 bus service 

20) Annex K - 23 Letters of support for the appeal from 20 properties 

21) Annex L – Plan locating the neighbours and properties supporting the appeal 
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