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Unrestricted Report 

ITEM NO: 7 
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15/00216/FUL 
Ward: 

Great Hollands North 
Date Registered: 

6 March 2015 
Target Decision Date: 

1 May 2015 
Site Address: Oakwood Waterloo Road Wokingham Berkshire 

RG40 3DA  
Proposal: Erection of a detached building to be used as an Indoor Climbing 

Centre, the creation of an access for cycles and pedestrians directly 
opposite the end of the cycle path on Waterloo Road and the 
creation of 50no. parking spaces within the north-east corner of the 
site. 

Applicant: Mr Anthony Pudner 
Agent: (There is no agent for this application) 
Case Officer: Simon Roskilly, 01344 352000 
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OFFICER REPORT 
 

1. REASON FOR REPORTING APPLICATION TO COMMITTEE 
 
The application has been reported to the Planning Committee at the request of 
Councillor Dudley as it is felt there is a need for such a facility within the borough and 
that the site can accommodate such a use. 
 
2. SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The application site is a 8.1 hectare (20 acres) area of land currently comprising 
outbuildings used in association with a lawful use as an Outdoor Pursuits Centre and 
Youth Centre. The site also contains facilities such as an amphitheatre, high 
climbing/abseiling tower, skateboard, BMX and mountain boarding courses, archery 
and football pitches and a farm with stables. There is a residential accommodation 
available for 60 young adults however according to the applicant this is seldom used 
during the week. 
 
The application site is accessed off Waterloo Road and the facility lies partly in 
Bracknell Forest Borough and partly in Wokingham Borough. The majority of the 
outdoor pursuits centre lies within Bracknell Forest Borough; however the farm and 
stables are located within Wokingham Borough. 
 
The application site as outlined on the submission is located within an area designated 
under the Bracknell Forest Borough Policies Map as land outside the settlement 
(countryside). 
 
3. RELEVANT SITE HISTORY 
 
The youth activity centre was originally granted planning permission in May 2001 
(01/00160/FUL). Due to uncertainty at that time about the precise activity associated 
with the proposed use and the impact this would have upon the surrounding area, it 
was decided that the permission should be limited to a five year period. Subsequently 
in 2006 permanent consent was given for the Youth Activity Centre (06/00115/FUL). 
 
The buildings, structures and equipment with temporary permissions which were 
incorporated within the approved permanent consent (06/00115/FUL) were: 
 
1. Two single storey buildings and an open sided store which were erected on the 
footprints of existing nissen buildings and timber cladding on buildings that were being 
retained. This development enabled the buildings being used for the youth activity 
centre to comply with the Building Regulations and other safety regulations. 
(01/00783/FUL - Approved September 2001). 
 
2. The siting of equipment for use in conjunction with youth activity centre including the 
erection of a tower for climbing and abseiling (02/00186/FUL - Approved May 2002). 
 
3. The change of use of part of Building A to ancillary residential accommodation to 
enable a member of staff to live on site and improve site security. (03/00293/FUL - 
Approved May 2003). 
 
4. The erection of dormitory accommodation on the footprint of a stable block. 
(03/00952/FUL - Approved November 2003). 
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5. A single storey extension to Building B to form kitchen area, the erection of a high 
ropes course and alterations for BMX course(s) - (04/00181/FUL - 2004). 
 
Other applications:  
 
05/01099/FUL - Erection of detached bungalow to provide additional staff 
accommodation. Refused on the grounds of the development being inappropriate to 
the detriment of the character and appearance of the countryside setting. 
 
05/01100/FUL - Section 73 application to vary condition 3 of planning consent 
01/00160/FUL to allow use of the site as a youth activity centre to be permanent. 
Withdrawn in 2006.  
 
05/01102/FUL - Erection of detached toilet block and addition of dormers to building A. 
Approved in 2006. 
 
06/00115/FUL- Permanent use of site as youth activity centre with retention of 
associated buildings, structures and equipment. Approved at Planning and Highways 
Committee April 2006. 
 
08/00256/FUL- Erection of octagonal building forming youth club. Refused at Planning 
and Highways Committee August 2008. 
 
08/00889/FUL- Erection of octagonal building forming youth club. It was resolved at 
Planning and Highways Committee October 2008 to approve the application subject to 
the completion of satisfactory S106 agreement. This application was withdrawn.  
 
09/00339/FUL - Erection of detached activity club building. Approved at Planning and 
Highways Committee August 2009. 
 
11/00290/FUL - Provision of new track along eastern boundary to replace existing track 
along western boundary leading to stable yard. Approved. 
 
4. THE PROPOSAL 
 
Erection of a detached building to be used as an Indoor Climbing Centre, the creation 
of an access for cycles and pedestrians directly opposite the end of the cycle path on 
Waterloo Road and the creation of 50no. parking spaces within the north-east corner of 
the site. 
 
The climbing centre would be 42m in length, 25m in width and 8m in height. The 
majority of the building will consist of a climbing hall although a café will be available on 
a mezzanine level whilst office reception and office functions are proposed on the 
ground floor. 
 
The climbing building will be located within the centre of the site replacing an existing 
20m high climbing tower. 
 
Fifty additional car parking spaces are proposed within the north-eastern corner of the 
site on an area that currently contains soil that originated from a recent excavation of 
the large grassed mound. This additional parking is proposed to serve both the existing 
Oakwood Activity Centre and the climbing centre. 
 
The applicant states that it is the intention to provide an international standard climbing 
centre to respond to the need in the area. Three additional staff would be employed to 
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work at the centre which would be an independent operation but would benefit 
Oakwood Youth Centre as an additional on-site facility. 

 
5. REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 
 
4no. letters have been received in support of the proposal from local schools that use 
the site and believe there is a need for such a facility in the area. There is also a letter 
of support from the Rt.Hon. Dr Phillip Lee MP. 
 
2no. letters of objection have been received expressing the following concerns:- 
 
- The proposal represents an overdevelopment of the site that is out of keeping 
with the character and appearance of the area when viewed from outside the site. 
 
- Inappropriate development on green belt land. [Officer Comment: The site is not 
located within the Green Belt but is located within land outside of the settlement 
(countryside).] 
 
- The proposal is a commercial activity and should not be given any special 
consideration. 

 
6. SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
Bracknell Town Council  
 
Observations:- 
 
Bracknell Town Council would like to be assured that the building will be in keeping 
with the area and its use restricted to that of an indoor climbing centre.  No further 
lighting should be added to the site to ensure the amenity of the area is not 
compromised. 
 
Environmental Health 
 
The Environment and Communities Team has no objections to this application. 
 
Environmental Health Commercial do not have any objections subject to informatives. 

 
Transportation Officer 
 
Recommends that the application be refused as the applicant has failed to demonstrate 
that there is sufficient parking on site to accommodate both the existing uses and the 
proposed independent climbing centre. 
 
Drainage 
 
The Council's Drainage Engineer recommends refusal as the applicant has failed to 
address on site sustainable drainage.  
 
Trees 
 
Concerns that trees located along the northern boundary of the site along Waterloo 
Road would be threatened and/or harmed by the proposed parking spaces. 
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7.  DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
The Development Plan includes the following:- 
 
- Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan (SEP) (May 2009) 
- Core Strategy DPD (CS) (February 2008) 
- Site Allocations Local Plan (SALP) (July 2013) 
- Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan (BFBLP) (January 2002) 
- Bracknell Forest Borough Policies Map 2013 
 
8.  PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT 

 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the 
Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, which is 
supported by the NPPF (paras. 2 and 12).  This is also reflected in SALP Policy CP1, 
which sets out that planning applications which accord with the Development Plan 
should be approved without delay, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  
Policy CP1 also sets out a positive approach to considering development proposals 
that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the 
NPPF. 
 
Policy CP1 is consistent with para. 14 of the NPPF in relation to the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, and can be afforded full weight.  Regard will also 
need to be had to Policy CS1 of the CSDPD relating to sustainable development 
principles, which is considered to be consistent with the NPPF (and can be afforded full 
weight).  (See comments below on transport/sustainability in relation to Policy CS1). 
 
Whilst Core Strategy Policy CS8 seeks to permit development which retains, improves 
or enhances recreational facilities, and/or provide/maintain new, it should be noted that 
as the site is not allocated, and is outside of a defined settlement, it would be contrary 
to Policy CS2, and Policy CS9 (which seeks to protect the countryside for its own 
sake).  The latter two policies are consistent with the NPPF (para. 17), so can be 
afforded weight. 

 
Saved BFBLP Policy EN8 seeks to protect the countryside for its own sake. Outside 
the defined boundaries, development will be permitted only where it would not 
adversely affect the character, appearance or function of the land, would not damage 
its landscape quality and. Where conspicuous from the Green Belt, would not injure the 
visual amenities of the Green Belt. 
 
Saved BFBLP Policy R7 provides for recreational use of the countryside provided that 
it would not adversely affect residential amenity or the function or character of the 
countryside.  It states that organised recreational activity  - such as golf courses, 
orienteering, polo pitches - may be acceptable provided the activity  is appropriate to a 
countryside location and can be undertaken without affecting the character of the 
countryside.  The need for any recreational activity will be assessed against any 
disturbance to local residents, adverse change to the landscape or rural character of 
the area, damage to nature conservation interests or other harmful environmental 
impact. Proposals should normally be easily accessible to public transport links. 
 
The NPPF supports a prosperous rural economy, including leisure development that 
benefit business in rural areas, communities and visitors (para. 28), and is also 
supportive of leisure facilities (para. 70).  
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The Planning Statement (March 2015) accompanying the application refers to the 
provision of a 'bespoke climbing centre' (para. 1.7), and comparison is made to other 
climbing centre facilities around the country (para. 2.1 and 2.2).  The Planning 
Statement also refers to the building including a café on a mezzanine floor, and 
reception/office functions (para. 2.4).  The original planning statement said that of the 
92 parking spaces available at Oakwood, 50 are to be allocated for users of the 
climbing centre (para. 2.5), and 3 additional member's of staff employed to supervise 
the climbing centre (para. 2.6).  Usage of the site would range between 50-150 visits at 
any one time (first table in para. 2.7). 
 
It is considered, therefore, that the proposal is for a self-contained independent 
commercial use separate from that of the current Oakwood Youth Activity Centre. It is 
not considered that there is a need for the proposed use to be located in the 
countryside.  Rather it fits in with the definition of a main town centre use as set out in 
Annex 2 of the NPPF as a  'more intensive sport and recreation use' more akin to a 
health and fitness centres or indoor bowling centres than the uses quoted in relation to 
Policy R7 above. 
 
Para. 24 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should apply a sequential 
test to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre 
and are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan.  They should require 
applications for main town centre uses to be located in town centres, then in edge of 
centre locations and only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be 
considered. When considering edge of centre and out of centre proposals, preference 
should be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre. 
 
This matter is not addressed in the planning statement accompanying the application. 
The applicant was therefore asked to provide a 'sequential test' in accordance with 
para 24 of the NPPF but he has declined to carry one out. As the NPPF para 24 
requirement has not been addressed it has not been demonstrated that the principle of 
the development in the countryside is acceptable.  The application is therefore contrary 
to CSDPD Policies CS2 and CS9 and BFBLP Policies EN8 and R7. 
 
 
Detailed matters are considered below. 
 
9. IMPACT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF AREA 

 
CSDPD Policy CS1 seeks to protect and enhance the character and quality of local 
landscapes and the wider countryside.  Policy CS7 (i) seeks development which will 
build on the urban, suburban, and rural local character, and respect local patterns of 
development, and (iii) to enhance landscape.  Policy CS9 also seeks to safeguard 
against development which would adversely affect the character, appearance and 
function of land (outside settlements).  In addition, BFBLP Policy EN20 (i) refers to 
being in sympathy with the appearance and character of the local environment; (iii) 
refers to retaining beneficial landscape features, BFBLP Policy R7 provides for 
recreational use of the countryside  provided that it would not adversely affect 
residential amenity or the function or character of the countryside; and BFBLP Policy 
EN8 which states that development should not adversely affect the character, 
appearance or function of the land, and not damage its landscape quality.  It is 
considered that these elements of the policies are cross cutting in relation to 
consideration of character, and can be afforded full weight in relation to the NPPF 
(para. 215), and are consistent with the NPPF (para. 17, bullet 5) in relation to 
"recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside", and Chapters 7, 11 
and overall sustainability principles set out in the NPPF. 



Planning Committee  16th July 2015 
 

 
In addition para. 56 the NPPF states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development and should contribute positively to making places better for people to live. 
 
(i) Site Layout and design 
 
The site lies within a countryside area characterised by low level sporadic development 
and tree screening. The area is rural in character. Although the proposed 8m high 
building would be built into an existing mound it still would be viewed from Waterloo 
road. The tree screening to the front of the site is deciduous and therefore these trees 
would not screen the development all year round.  
 
The size and bulk of the proposed building is not in keeping with the low level 
development of which is single storey and has over the years, apart from the octagonal 
youth building, replaced low key single storey agricultural buildings on the site. This 
proposal would provide a spread of development within the site resulting in further 
erosion to the countryside location that is considered detrimental to the character and 
appearance of the rural setting. 
 
It is noted that the timber finish is a suitable material to be used in such a location. It is 
also acknowledged that there are clear benefits with the removal of a 20m high 
climbing tower that can be seen from outside the site. However these benefits are not 
considered to outweigh the harm to the countryside location that the bulk, massing and 
overall spread of development would have. 
 
(ii) Trees 
 
Saved BFBLP Policy EN1 seeks to protect trees that are considered important to the 
retention, where applicable, of (i) a clear distinction between built up areas and the 
countryside; or (ii) the character and appearance of the landscape or townscape. 
NPPF para 118 also seeks to retain trees in order to conserve biodiversity. 
 
50no. additional parking spaces have been shown to be part of the proposal within the 
north-eastern corner of the site close to trees that screen the site.  
 
The following comments were provided by a Tree Officer:- 
 
The overriding principle is to keep any construction as far away from the trees as 
possible. 
The row of bays nearest the road will have to be moved away from the boundary with 
Waterloo Road. 
 
This may require the second row of bays to be re-aligned to create sufficient gap 
between the rows to enable cars to turn. 
 
As a guide the constructed edge of the bays should not be closer to the trees than their 
canopy drip-line. 
 
The soil-levels along the area where the bays are to be constructed has been raised (in 
the last few months) by approximately 30-40 cms. This will have to be removed back to 
'original soil-level' to facilitate construction; however, no level changes should be 
allowed along the entire North edge of the site as defined by the canopy-line of the 
trees (regarded as the nominal RPA) 
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Entrance point of proposed cycleway will have to be outside of the tree Root Protection 
Areas and/or be of specialist construction. 
 
As it stands the trees shown on the northern boundary of the site along Waterloo Road 
play an important role in screening and softening the site from external views. Although 
the trees are not protected it has not been demonstrated that the trees and the 
proposed parking and cycle access can coexist; and as such would not have an 
adverse impact upon the character and appearance of the countryside setting. 
 
 
(iii) Conclusion 
 
It is considered that the proposal would adversely affect the character and appearance 
of the surrounding countryside area and would therefore be contrary to 'Saved' Policies 
EN1, EN8, EN20, and R7 of the Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan, Policies CS1, 
CS7 and CS9 of the Core Strategy DPD and the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
10.  RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
BFPLP 'Saved' Policy EN20 refers to the need to not adversely affect the amenity of 
the surrounding properties and adjoining areas. In addition to this, part of the 
requirement for a development to provide a satisfactory design as stated in BFPLP 
'Saved' Policy EN20 is for the development to be sympathetic to the visual amenity of 
neighbouring properties through its design implications. Saved BFBLP Policy R7 also 
seeks to protect residential amenity from recreational uses within the countryside. 
 
This is considered to be consistent with the general design principles laid out in paras. 
56 to 66 of the NPPF, and para. 66 in particular where applicants are expected to work 
closely with the surrounding community and generate designs that take into account 
their views. 
 
There are no dwellings immediately adjacent to the site that would be affected. 
 
As such, the proposal would not be considered to affect the residential amenities of 
neighbouring properties and would be in accordance with 'Saved' Policies EN20 and 
R7 of the Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
11.  TRANSPORT IMPLICATIONS 
  
BFBLP Policies M4 and M9 and CSDPD Policies CS(ii) in relation to the need to travel, 
CS23 and CS24 seek to promote or retain safe highway access and suitable off-road 
parking provisions, thus avoiding highway safety implications. BFBLP Policy R7 states 
that proposals should normally be easily accessible to public transport links. 
This is consistent with the objectives of the NPPF. 
 
(i) Highway safety 
 
Transportation Officer Comments: 
 
Whilst 50 additional spaces are shown in the north-east corner of the site for the 
climbing centre, a robust rationale for this has not been provided. Climbing may well be 
a group activity; however, it does not follow that individuals will necessarily car share. 
Furthermore, whilst climbers may require prolonged breaks between climbs, individuals 
are likely to stay for a few hours, thus adding to the car parking accumulation. Also, 
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whilst information has been provided regarding the school and youth groups using the 
climbing wall, it is clear that this planning application is for an independent climbing wall 
and thus information should be provided to clearly understand the impacts of this. 
 
The Reading Climbing Centre was cited as an example in the initial submission of a 
similar site with 50 parking spaces and whilst the GFA of this climbing centre would be 
similar to the Oakwood Climbing Centre (circa 1000m2), the LHA considers that 
Reading is a more sustainable location, close to a bus route and within a large 
residential catchment, including students. Oakwood is not on a bus route and does not 
have a residential catchment which could reasonably access the site by non-car 
modes. Nonetheless, a survey of the Reading Climbing Centre could prove useful as a 
starting point and this survey should include the number of people entering and exiting 
over the course of a typical day and the parking demand/accumulation. The applicant 
may wish to provide survey data for an alternative site in the region which has similar 
characteristics to Oakwood. 
 
The LHA is concerned that the latest plan appears to remove parking provision which 
was approved to serve the existing site uses with planning permission 09/00399/FUL 
and the applicant is required to provide a survey of the on-site parking demand created 
by the existing uses. This has been requested but the applicant has declined to provide 
it. 
 
Also, the latest plan shows that the residential parking is to be hived off via the 
introduction of a gated enclosed area and the LHA is concerned, particularly as the 
approved parking for 09/00399/FUL included an area of over-spill parking for 
residential visits along the site boundary. 
 
To conclude, it has not been demonstrated that there is sufficient parking on site to 
allow both the existing Oakwood Youth Activity Centre use and independent climbing 
centre to operate safely and not result in any Highway Safety concerns. As such it has 
not been demonstrated that the proposal would comply with BFBLP Policies M4, M9 
and CSDPD Policies CS23 and CS24 and the NPPF. 
 
(ii) Sustainable location 
 
The proposed indoor climbing centre would be located outside of a defined settlement 
in an area poorly served by public transport. The applicant refers to a climbing centre in 
Reading that is located within an employment area that is better served by public 
transport. Town Centre locations of edge of centres are considered more appropriate 
for this type of use and that is why a sequential test was sought. 
 
As such the proposal in this location would represent unsustainable development within 
the countryside contrary to CSDPD Policies CS1 and CS2, BFBLP Policy R7 and the 
paragraph 17 of the NPPF. 
 
12.  ACCESSIBILITY 
 
There are no real concerns regarding accessibility that could not be conditioned. 
Therefore subject to a suitable condition the proposal is considered to be in 
accordance with the requirements of Policy CS7 of the CS and saved BFBLP Policies 
EN22 and H14. 
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13.  COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 
 
The proposed development is not CIL liable. 

 
14.  SUSTAINABLE CONSTRUCTION 
 
The NPPF outlines how the impacts of climate change and the delivery of renewable 
and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure is central to the economic, social 
and environmental dimensions of sustainable development.   Para 96 of the 
Framework states that in determining planning applications, LPAs should expect new 
development to comply with adopted Local Plan policies on local requirements for 
decentralised energy supply, unless it can be demonstrated by the applicant, having 
regard to the type of development involved and its design, that this is not feasible or 
viable; and take account of landform, layout, building orientation, massing and 
landscaping to minimise energy consumption. This application has been considered 
against the objectives of the NPPF and in the context of the Borough's energy and 
sustainability policies. Both CSDPD Policies CS10 and CS12 are considered consistent 
with the NPPF. 

 
CSDPD Policy CS10 requires that the applicant submits a sustainability statement 
demonstrating that the building likely to be complied with BREEAM 'Very Good' as a 
minimum requirement. This has not as yet been provided and therefore if the 
application were to be approved a condition is recommended to be imposed in-order to 
secure this. 
 
Policy CS12 requires the submission of an Energy Demand Assessment demonstrating 
how the development's potential carbon dioxide emissions will be reduced by at least 
10% and how 20% of the development's energy requirements will be met from on-site 
renewable energy generation. 
 
The applicant has not submitted an 'Energy Statement'. This has not as yet been 
provided and therefore if the application were to be approved a condition is 
recommended to be imposed in-order to secure this. 
 
15. SUSTAINABLE DRAINAGE 
 
House of Commons: Written Statement (HCWS161) Sustainable Drainage Systems 
18/12/2014 has amended the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) with regard 
to the provision of surface water drainage on development. 
 
The Planning Practice Guidance 'Flood Risk and Coastal Change' as amended 
15/04/2015 advises under para. 079 that when considering major development, as 
defined under in the Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015, sustainable drainage systems should be provided 
unless demonstrated to be inappropriate.  
 
This is a major application however no sustainable drainage details have been 
provided with the application. A drainage statement would be required so it could be 
ascertained that the developed would incorporate a sustainable drainage system for 
the management of run-off. No information has been submitted to demonstrate this 
would be inappropriate for the site and this would therefore form a reason for refusal as 
it is contrary to the House of Commons: Written Statement (HCWS161) Sustainable 
Drainage Systems 18/12/2014, NPPF 2012 and the Flood Risk and Coastal Change 
PPG updated 15/04/2015. 
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16.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
This site is located within land outside of the settlement (countryside) where the 
independent climbing centre is considered to represent a commercial activity separate 
from that of Oakwood Youth Activity Centre, although the centre would benefit from the 
facilities. 
 
The proposed use is considered to represent an appropriate Town Centre use as set 
out in the NPPF. 
 
The applicant has failed to provide a 'sequential test' as required by para 24 of the 
NPPF and as such they have not demonstrated that there are no other suitable 
alternative locations for the town centre use. As such the principle of development 
cannot be accepted within land outside of the settlement. 
 
The site is not considered to be a sustainable location for such a use, as the site is not 
well served by public transport and is considered remote. 
 
The size and bulk of the proposed building is not in keeping with the low level 
development on site and the additional building further spreads development into the 
countryside to the detriment of its character and appearance. 
 
It has not been demonstrated that the trees along the northern boundary of the site and 
the proposed parking and cycle access can coexist; and as such would not have an 
adverse impact upon the character and appearance of the countryside setting. 
 
It has not been demonstrated that there is adequate on-site parking to address both the 
existing use and the operation of the proposed independent climbing centre in a 
location not considered to be sustainable. Therefore it has not been demonstrated that 
the proposal would not result in any highway safety implications. 
 
It has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would incorporate a 
sustainable drainage system (if appropriate for this site) for the management of surface 
water run-off. 

  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

 
That the application be REFUSED for the following reason(s):-  
 
01. The proposed indoor climbing centre is considered inappropriate development 

within the countryside and strategic gap location, No 'Sequential Test', as 
required under para 24 of the NPPF, has been provided to justify this location. As 
such the proposal is contrary to Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan Policies 
EN8 and R7, Core Strategy Development Plan Document Policies CS1, CS2 and 
CS9 and the NPPF. 

 
02. The proposed indoor climbing centre would be located outside of a defined 

settlement in an area poorly served by public transport. The proposal in this 
location would represent unsustainable development within the countryside 
contrary to Core Strategy Development Plan Document Policies CS1 and CS2, 
Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan Policy R7 and the NPPF. 
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03. It has not been demonstrated that the operation of an independent climbing 
centre on a site with an existing use would not have any materially adverse 
impacts upon highway safety. As such the proposal is contrary to Bracknell 
Forest Borough Local Plan Policy M9, Core Strategy Development Plan 
Document Policy CS23. 

 
04. The bulk, massing and overall spread of development within the countryside 

location, including the proposed parking and cycle access are considered to 
adversely affect the character and appearance of the surrounding countryside 
area and would therefore be contrary to 'Saved' Policies EN1, EN8, EN20 and R7 
of the Bracknell Forest Borough Local Plan, Policies CS1, CS7 and CS9 of the 
Core Strategy DPD and the NPPF. 

 
05. It has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would incorporate 

a sustainable drainage system (if appropriate for this site) for the management of 
surface water run-off.  This is contrary to The House of Commons: Written 
Statement (HCWS161) Sustainable Drainage Systems 18.12.2014, NPPF 2012 
and the Flood Risk and Coastal Change PPG updated 15.04.2015. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Informative(s): 
 
01. The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining 

this application by identifying matters of concern with the proposal and 
discussing those with the Applicant.  However, the issues are so fundamental to 
the proposal that it has not been possible to negotiate a satisfactory way 
forward and due to the harm which has been clearly identified within the 
reasons for the refusal, approval has not been possible. 

 
02. This refusal is in respect of the following plans:-   
       
 Revised Site Location Plan received 27.03.15   
 Elevations and Floor Plans received 06.03.15   
 Proposed Layout Plan received 06.05.15    
      
 [Please note that the applicant did not amend all the plans to reflect the overall 

amended scheme]  
  
 
 

 
Doc. Ref: Uniform 7/DC/Agenda 
 
The application file to which this report relates can be viewed at the Council's Time Square office during office hours 
or online at www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk 

 


