
OFFICER DELEGATED REPORT

Reference No.: 21/02145 Telecom Dev Determination 56 days 
Proposal: Proposed 15.0m phase 8 monopole C/W wrapround cabinet at base and 

associated ancillary works.
Location: Verge Opposite Windsor Gospel Hall Ruddlesway Windsor  
Applicant: CK Hutchison Networks (UK) Ltd
Agent: Eve Wyke
Date Received: 9 July 2021
Case Officer: Harmeet Minhas
Recommendation: Application Permitted
Parish/Ward: Windsor UnparishedClewer And Dedworth West

 
SUMMARY REPORT ON APPLICATION

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Council receives around 3000 applications under the Planning Acts each year and it is not 
therefore practical for all to be determined by Councillors in a public meeting. In addition, many 
applications are fairly straightforward and do not involve complex issues of wider public interest 
where the time and resources needed to enable a formal public discussion is necessary. The 
Council’s Constitution therefore delegates authority to determine many applications to the Council’s 
Director of Development and Regeneration. This enables Councillors to spend more time 
considering the cases of wider public importance and helps the Council to maximise the availability 
of resources for issues of greatest importance to the community.

1.2 This application is of a nature where the Council’s Constitution delegates the authority to make the 
decision to the Director of Development and Regeneration rather than it being determined by a Panel 
of Councillors.

1.3 Before preparing this summary report the planning officer has visited the application site, considered 
any relevant previous planning applications in relation to the development and considered any 
comments made by those interested in the application such as consultees with specialist knowledge, 
nearby residents and a Parish or Town Council where there is one. These comments are all 
available on the application file at:

 The public access module of the Council’s website at
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/web/dc_public_apps.htm; and 

 In the Council’s Customer Service Centres in the Town Hall, St Ives Road, 
Maidenhead and York House, Sheet Street, Windsor

1.4 By indicating that the development proposal complies with relevant Local Plan Policies, the planning 
officer is taking into account the information submitted with the application, any previous relevant 
applications, observations during the site visit, any comments received in connection with the 
application and any other case specific considerations which are material to the decision.

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/web/dc_public_apps.htm


2 SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES

            National Planning Policy Framework (2021)

Section 10 – Supporting High Quality Communications
 

Development Plan

RBWM Local Plan  

Issue Local Plan 
Policy Compliance

Design in keeping with character of area DG1 Yes

Telecommunications development TEL1 Yes

Impact on highway safety T5 No

Impact on trees N6 No

Windsor Neighborhood Plan (2021)

Issue Proposed Changes
Design in keeping with character and 
appearance of area DES.01

Highways/Parking PAR.01
Residential Amenity RES.01
Open Space OS.01
Green Routes BIO 01 and 02

The Council’s planning policies in the Local Plan can be viewed at: 
http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/web/pp_adopted_local_plan.htm

Borough Local Plan: Submission Version and Proposed Changes

Issue Submission 
Version

Proposed 
Changes

Design in keeping with character and 
appearance of area SP3 QP3

Utilities IF8 IF7
Trees & Woodlands NR2 NR3

The NPPF sets out that decision-makers may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans 
according to their stage of preparation. The Borough Local Plan Submission Document was 
published in June 2017. Public consultation ran from 30 June to 27 September 2017. Following this 
process, the Council prepared a report summarising the issues raised in the representations and 
setting out its response to them. This report, together with all the representations received during the 
representation period, the plan and its supporting documents was submitted to the Secretary of 
State for independent examination in January 2018. The Submission Version of the Borough Local 
Plan does not form part of the statutory development plan for the Borough.

           In December 2018, the examination process was paused to enable the Council to undertake 
additional work to address soundness issues raised by the Inspector.  Following completion of that 

http://www.rbwm.gov.uk/web/pp_adopted_local_plan.htm


work, in October 2019 the Council approved a series of Proposed Changes to the BLPSV. Public 
consultation ran from 1 November to 15 December 2019. All representations received have been 
reviewed by the Council and the Proposed Changes have been submitted to the Inspector. The 
Examination of the BLPSV has now resumed and hearings were held at the end of 2020. The 
BLPSV and the BLPSV together with the Proposed Changes are therefore material considerations 
for decision-making. 

These documents can be found at: https://www.rbwm.gov.uk/home/planning/planning-
policy/emerging-plans-and-policies

3 COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

3.1 Consultees

Comment Officer Response
Windsor and Eton Society: 

We remain unconvinced that there is no reasonable 
possibility of combining the proposal with an existing 
installation or erecting the apparatus on an existing 
building or structure within the designated search area, 
and the reasons given for their unsuitability are not based 
on sound technical grounds. 

Noted.

Tree Officer:

Detailed plans are absent, but should the proposal be the 
same as for 21/01269, I would refer you to our previous 
arboricultural comments.  

Noted

Bray Parish Council:

Planning Policy DG1 requires respect for the townscape 
and this mast is "out of place" in the
proposed location.
Masts of this proportion are better suited to industrial 
location and the nearby Tinkers Lane.

Noted

Highways Section:

From undertaking a site visit the equipment would affect 
the existing left visibility splay at the roundabout junction 
(vehicles approaching roundabout from west) and the 
approach visibility splays for vehicles approaching the 
north (Ruddlesway) and west (Dedworth Road) arms.

Noted

Oakley Green and Fifield Residents Association:

As noted before a ‘solution’ would appear to be to relocate 
the mast to the ‘industrial’ area on nearby Tinkers Lane, on 
or next to the existing mast, and we do not understand why 

Noted

https://www.rbwm.gov.uk/home/planning/planning-policy/emerging-plans-and-policies
https://www.rbwm.gov.uk/home/planning/planning-policy/emerging-plans-and-policies


the applicant has not explored this. This should not impact 
on coverage, but will minimise the impact on the visual and 
natural environment.
Windsor Neighbourhood Plan Group:

The application is contrary to: WNP Policy OS.01, DES.01, 
BIO.01 and BIO.02. NPPF Paragraph 101, 127, 130, 143 
and 144.  (2021 NPPF version Para 103, 130, 134, 147, 
148). RBWM Policy GB2, TEL1 and the emerging BLP policy 
IF7.We urge you to reject this proposal.

Noted

3.2 Over thirty letters of representation were received from local residents as part of the consultation 
process. They are summarised as below:

Comment Where in the report this is 
considered

1. Concerns have been raised by a significant majority 
of objectors as to the impact the proposal would 
have on the highway. Notably the impact on visibility 
splays as vehicles approach the highway

Section 4

2. Concerns have been raised by a significant majority 
of objectors as to the impact the proposal would 
have on the character of the area. A summary of the 
commentary within the correspondence raises 
significant concern as to the design and appearance 
of the monopole and equipment, whether the change 
is sufficient to overcome previous refusals at the site.  

Section 4

3. Concerns have been raised by a significant majority 
of objectors as to the impact the proposal would 
have on the green space upon which the application 
site sits, as well as semi-mature trees within the 
green space. Objectors have flagged the importance 
of the green space within this part of Windsor and 
consider the land would be harmed as a result of the 
proposals. 

Section 4

4. Concerns have been raised by a cluster of objectors 
as to the impact the proposal would have on the 
health of nearby residents. 

Section 4

4 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
 

4.1 The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) (Amendment) (No. 2) 
Order 2016, Part 16, Schedule 2, requires the Local Planning Authority to determine whether prior 
approval is required for the installation of electronic communications apparatus. The Local Planning 
Authority must determine whether prior approval is required for the siting and appearance of the 
proposed development and, if so, the LPA must notify the applicant giving or refusing such approval. 
The legislation also states that the LPA must notify the applicant of their decision within 56 days 
(beginning with the date on which the local planning authority received the application).



4.2 In this instance the LPA failed to issue a decision in the requisite timeframe and subsequently the 
applicants agent served notice on the Council claiming deemed consent, and that it is their intention 
to now carry out the works. 

4.3 As the 56 days has now passed, the legislation would allow the applicants to commence works 
under deemed consent. However, in the interests of transparent decision making it is in the public 
interest to consider the application and determine whether had the LPA been able to issue a decision 
within the timeframe, what conclusion would have been reached. 

4.4 This application is submitted on behalf of CK Hutchinson Networks (UK) Ltd and is to determine 
whether prior approval is required to install a 15m high Phase 8 Street Pole with 3no.equipment 
cabinets. 

4.5 Under the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) (Amendment) 
(No. 2) Order 2016, Part 16, Schedule 2, Class A, paragraph A.1(1)(c) (ii) the mast (excluding any 
antenna) should not exceed a height of 20m above ground level on land which is on a highway. The 
mast does not exceed 20m in height. The cumulative volume of the ground-based apparatus 
(cabinets) would not exceed 90 cubic metres and would comply with A.1(1)(9) (b) of Schedule 2, 
Class A. It is not appropriate to question the need for the service or to seek to prevent competition 
between the different operators. The only matters to be assessed in the determination of this 
application are the siting and appearance of the development.

4.6   The site is located on the highway verge on the western side of Ruddlesway and Dedworth Road. 
The site lies within the developed area of Dedworth with no planning/heritage designations of note.  

   

4.7     The public benefit of improving the network coverage needs to be given significant weight. At the 
heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11) and the 
Government supports high quality communications. Paragraph 114 of the NPPF states that 
‘advanced, high quality and reliable communications infrastructure is essential for economic growth 
and social well-being.  Planning policies and decisions should support the expansion of electronic 
communications networks, including next generation mobile technology (such as 5G) …’ 

4.8     The proposed street pole would be located on an area of open land adjacent the public footpath. The 
proposed monopole is 3m lower in height than that which was refused under application 21/01269 
on the following grounds:

- The proposal, by virtue of its siting, height and design would appear unduly prominent and obtrusive 
in the streetscene and would add to the visual clutter and be detrimental of the open character and 
appearance of this Local Green Space and the visual amenity of the Laing Estate in general. In 
addition it would impinge on visibility for the north and western arms of the roundabout junction with 
the B3024 Dedworth Road and Ruddlesway to the detriment of highway and pedestrian safety and 
could result in harm to the adjacent semi-mature Ostrya carpinifolia tree situated on the grass verge.

4.9 It is considered that the reduction in height of the monopole by 3m would work towards overcoming 
the previous concerns, as it would be nestled against the backdrop of mature trees and street 
furniture of a similar size and scale, notably the streetlights set on both sides. Whilst the objections 
received are noted, it is considered that the absence of development from an area does not render 
all proposals inappropriate and further to this, the LPA can only consider the impact on the design 
and appearance which is considered now to be acceptable. 

4.10 Notwithstanding the above, the Council’s tree officer has raised concerns with relation to the impact 
the proposal would have an adjacent tree. Similarly, the Council’s highways team have raised the 
same concerns as per the previous submission. Whilst it is acknowledged that a refusal was 
previously issued by the LPA on these grounds, other material factors must also be considered such 



as appeal decisions within the decision-making process. Under appeal reference 
APP/P4605/W/19/3241791 the Inspector believed the harm which would arise from the proposed 
replacement monopole would be outweighed by the economic and social benefits that would stem 
from the proposed upgrade. In this application before us, there is no evidence before the Council that 
a more suitable alternative could be considered without disrupting the capacity of the network. On 
balance, it is considered that the aims of the NPPF and the wider coverage of the area outweighs the 
harm to the semi-mature tree. 

4.11 The Council’s highways department raised objections to the proposal owing to the impact the new 
equipment would have on visibility splays to the left visibility splay at the roundabout junction for 
vehicles approaching from the north and the east. It is considered that the reduction in the height of 
the monopole would not have been sufficient to overcome the previous concerns raised by Highways 
or under the current proposal. As such, officers recommendation would have been a refusal based 
on highways grounds. 

4.12 Health issues affecting telecommunications equipment have been considered at Government level, 
which set up an Independent Expert Group under the chairmanship of Sir William Stewart.  The 
conclusion of this Group, which has been accepted by the Government, is that the balance of 
evidence suggests that exposure to RF radiation below International Commission on Non-Ionizing 
Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) guidelines does not cause adverse health effects to the general 
population. The applicant has confirmed that the proposal would comply with these guidelines. It is 
not therefore appropriate to consider health issues further in relation to the present application.

5 RECOMMENDATION

5. This report has been prepared following the applicants issuing a deemed consent to the Council 
following the passing of 56 days since the application was submitted. As it set out in the legislation, 
with the LPA failing to issue a decision, the works can be undertaken. The LPA are now unable to 
withhold consent for the works under concerns and objections raised within this report. As such, 
permission is now granted. 

Conditions 

 1 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the details submitted with 
the application and the approved set of plans: Reference WAM 16697_MOO2 REV B (site plan and 
elevations)
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved particulars 
and plans.


