DEAFT _REPORT. DECISION SHEET

PLANNING PERMISSION/LISTED BUILDING CONSENT

CONSERVATTON ARFA CONSENT Contagt: Mp J Browm

Bef: 04/1085/FUL

Extn.: 4585
Wazrd
App Rec'd: 14/04/2004

APPLICANT: ST MARYS COLLEGE

AGENT: ASH DESIGN COMSULTANTS
site: ST. MARYS UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, WALDEGRAVE ROAD
TWICKENHAM

Proposal: ERECTION OF HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL STORE.
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Wards
Contact Officer:
Officers

Proposal:
Applicant:
Application received:

Consultations:
Adv, Site Notice

Main development plan policies.
UDP - First Review ENV 1, BLT 11, 1

Site, history and proposal

Application site is a patch of land just inside the southerly gate on the Waldegrave Road
boundary. The land is in the corner of the playing field area, which is Metropolitan Open Land.
A small building has been erected there and is usad to store hazardous chemicals: it replaces a
previous facility which was non compliant with guidelines for such stores.  The building has
been painted green and measures 5.4 by 3.4 in footprint, with a flat roof at a keight of 2.84m,

Public and other representations: two local residents object

1. The building would be more secure from intruders if it was situated in the main building
group

2. traffic hazard arising from delivery vehicles

3. risk of fire or chemical leakage, dangerous to students and school children

Profassional comments.

Seneal:

There is no evidence that there is a significant risk arising from the store, which is used for low
level hazard chemicals mainly an Geography and Human Science experiments, The store
complies with CLEAPSS guidelines for storage of chemicals, Health and Safely at Work Act
1674 and Workplace Regulations 1892, Environmental Health Officers did not object. | see na
planning reasan to sbject to its location within the campus, other than its presence on MOL.

Metropolitan Qpen Land;

Strategic Planning Guidance for London (RPG 3 1898), reaffirms the commitment 1o green belt
and states {para 58) that it must be maintained “as far as can be seen ahead”. It also
emphasises the importance of metropolitan open land and states: "The presumption against
development in the green belt applies equally to metropolitan open land”. LBRUT Richmond
upon Thames Unitary Development Plan Review 2005 policy ENV 1 states that, on Metropolitan
Open Lang, building development, including extensions. will generally be unacceptable,
However, the policy also recognises that there may be exceptional cases wherg it is appropriate
to allow modest buildings or extensions which are related to the function of metropolitan open
land and where this wouid nol have a harmiful effect on its character.

The location on MOL is regrettable and there is no functional link between the proposed
building's use and the open use of the MOL. other than tnat they are both part of the same
college. There is thus no justification for retaxation of policy ENV 1 which restricts development



on MOL fo modest propesals linked to the use. The college has an envelope of nen-MOL
around the buildings, and there should be another acceptable location off the MOL. Erosion of
MOL could be a prablem on this site, and it is felt that the policy should be rigorously adhered to
in order to prévent cumulative development damaging the open character. If the building had
not already been constructed, there is no doubt that this location would be resisted

No tree issues, and no sustainable justification on highway or traffic grounds.
| therefore recommend
1 - REFUSAL for the following reason:-

The building would erode the open character of this part of the site which is designated as
Metropalitan Open Land and, having a use nat functionally related to the open use of the land, is
hot considered to contribute to its character and long term open use. The proposal is thereby
contrary fo policy ENV 1 of the Richmond upon Thames Unitary Development Plan Review
2005.

2 - ENFORCEMEMNT ACTIGN requiring the remaval of the building within 6 months for
the following reason:-

The building would erode the open character of this part of the site which is designated as
Metropolitan Open Land and, having a use not functionally related to the open use of the land, is
not considered to contribute 1o its character and long term open use. The propesal is thereby
contrary to policy ENV 1 of the Richmond upon Thames Unitary Development Plan Review
2005.

Standard informatives:

ILO5 - Decision drawing numbers
For the avoidance of doubt the Drawing(s) No(s) to which this decision refers are as
follows:- 041001/PL(0YO1 and 041001/PLL0Y02 received on 14 April 2004
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