
PLANNING COMMITTEE             6th October 2016 

Stephen.hissett@hounslow.gov.uk 

References: P/2016/3800 01106/152/P4 

Site: 152 Syon Lane, Isleworth TW7 5PN 

Description: Erection of a 2.4m high bow top fence, adjacent to 
Braybourne Drive and Wood Lane 

This application has been referred to Planning Committee by Cllr O’Reilly 
 

1.0 SUMMARY 

1.1 The proposal is for the erection of 2.4m high fence along the site boundary at 
Wood Lane and Braybourne Drive as a means of securing the site for the 
approved Nishkam School development.  

1.2 It is considered that the design of the proposed fence is sympathetic to this 
sensitive site and surroundings, which would provide the security necessary for 
the approved school development helping to preserve the openness of the 
adjoining Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and without appearing overbearing to 
both neighbouring residents’ amenity or the general character of the site or 
surrounding area. The fence has been sited to respect neighbouring properties, 
allowing for maintenance access, and to ensure the retention and preservation 
of the existing, established trees around the boundary of the site. It is therefore 
considered that the proposal is in accordance with the relevant policies of the 
adopted Local Plan, London Plan and NPPF.  

1.3 The application is recommended for approval subject to conditions 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 The overall site comprises an area of 8.8ha, although the approved school site 
area, where the fence will be positioned, is limited to 4.17ha. It is bound by 
Syon Lane to the north-east, Wood Lane to the south-west, the residential cul-
de-sacs of Braybourne Drive, Stags Way and Crowntree Close to the south and 
the remainder of the former sports and social club site that lies beyond the 
development land to the north. There is an existing timber, post and rail fence 
adjacent to the highway verge along Wood Lane and Braybourne Drive which 
does not exceed 1.5m in height. 

2.2 The site is generally level, gently sloping from west to east. The site was 
previously occupied by pitches and facilities of the Conquest Sports Club and 
White Lodge Sports Club  

2.3 There are a number of mature, established trees located around the perimeter 
of the site, many of which are covered by TPOs. Of particular note is the large 
cluster in the north-east corner and the tree belt on the south-east and south-
west boundaries.  

2.4 Vehicular access to the site is currently from Syon Lane, which runs south-east 



to the Great West Road and north-west to the junction with Windmill 
Lane/Osterley Lane and Jersey Road. There is also a small car park provided 
off Wood Lane to the north of the site, serving the former Conquest Club. There 
are adopted footways on both sides of Syon Lane along the development site 
frontage and along the south-western side only of Wood Lane.  

2.5 The surrounding area consists of a mixture of residential, retail and employment 
uses, with residential uses immediately adjoining the site to the south, east and 
west (albeit generally separated by the local road network). There is a diverse 
mix of housing types in the local area, ranging from two-storey detached and 
semi-detached properties along Wood Lane, semi-detached and short terraces 
along Syon Lane and more modern terraces on Crowntree Close and larger flat 
blocks on Braybourne Drive. Larger scale buildings in the form of the Tesco 
Supermarket and Osterley Wyevale Garden Centre are a short distance from 
the application site.  

2.6 The whole of the site is designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) in the 
adopted Local Plan, but is otherwise undesignated. The site is not within a 
Conservation Area and there are no listed buildings on or immediately adjoining 
the site. The site is not located within an Archaeological Priority Area. There are 
three Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation within 200m of the site 
(Piccadilly Line Railsides in Hounslow, Osterley Park and Wyke Green Golf 
Course).  

3.0 RELEVANT HISTORY 

3.1 01106/152/P1 Demolition of existing buildings and erection of a 
single and part two-storey building comprising sports 
facilities, meeting rooms, gym, swimming pool, 
restaurant, crèche and ancillary caretaker 
accommodation with associated parking, 
reinstatement of existing tennis courts and creation of 
new cricket ground, football pitch and 
picnic/recreation area together with associated 
footpaths 
 
Refused 3rd February 2004. 
 

3.2 01106/152/P2 Demolition of existing buildings and the erection of a 
two-storey building comprising of sports facilities, 
meeting room, gymnasium, training hall, changing 
rooms, restaurant, ancillary accommodation and 1 x 
hockey/football pitch, 2x football pitches, 1 x rugby 
pitch and cricket pitch with associated landscaping 
and parking to existing grounds 
 
Approved with legal agreement 24th July 2006 

3.3 01106/152/DEM1 Prior Notification of demolition of buildings on site 
 
Refused 10th July 2015 



3.4 01106/152/DEM2 Prior Notification of demolition of buildings on site 
 
Refused 7th September 2015 

3.5 01106/152/DEM3 Prior Notification for proposed demolition of the 
buildings on site 

Refused 21st December 2016 

3.6 01106/152/P3 Erection of a part two, part-three storey, ‘All-Through’ 
Free School, with ancillary access, parking, sport 
pitches and multi-use games area 

Approved 25th January 2016 

3.7 01106/152/DEM4 Prior Notification for proposed demolition of the 
buildings on site 

Prior Approval Required and Approved 31st May 
2016 

3.8 01106/152/P3(3,7,8) Details submitted pursuant to Conditions 3 (phasing 
strategy for the delivery of the development), 
7(protection of the retained trees) and 8 (construction 
specification/method statement) of planning 
permission 01106/152/P3 dated 25/01/2016 for the 
erection of part two, part three storey 'All Through' 
Free School with ancillary access, parking, sports 
pitches and multi-use games area. 

Pending consideration 

4.0 DETAILS 

4.1 As part of the approval of the Nishkam School development (ref 01106/152/P3 
above), details pertaining to the boundary treatments proposed were included 
and in principle deemed acceptable. This application seeks to deliver the 
boundary fencing to Braybourne Drive and Wood Lane in advance of progress 
on the Nishkam School proposals, to enable the site to be made secure and to 
help assist in eliminating some of the fly tipping that is currently experienced in 
these areas.  

4.2 The fence would be 2.4m high of a metal, railing bow-top design. The fence 
would be sited along the Wood Lane and Braybourne Drive boundary of the 
Nishkam School development site. It would be at least 1m from the boundary 
with properties fronting onto Crowntree Close to the south-east of the site. It 
has been sited to ensure all existing trees would be retained and protected 
during installation.  

5.0 CONSULTATIONS 

5.1 193 neighbour notification letters were sent on the 17/08/2016 including to the 
Isleworth Society. Three site notices were displayed on the 19/08/2016. 

5.2 Four letters of objection have been received, including from the Osterley & 
Wyke Green Residents’ Association, and have been summarised as follows:   



Comment Response 

The proposals would not prevent fly-
tipping in the area. 

The Council’s Enforcement team 
are aware of fly-tipping issues in the 
area and are taking the relevant 
action where possible, the majority 
of which takes place on land outside 
of the applicant’s control.  

Concerns that the proposal will result 
in the removal/damage to existing 
trees around the site boundaries. 

Existing trees will be retained and 
protected during the installation of 
the fence and as part of the wider 
Nishkam School development. 

The siting of the fence would prevent 
access to neighbouring properties’ 
boundaries for maintenance. 

A one metre strip would be retained 
between the proposed fence and 
existing rear fences of properties 
fronting Crowntree Close.  

The fence will prevent the treatment 
of Japanese knotweed across the site 
and neighbouring properties. 

The treatment of Japanese 
knotweed has already been 
undertaken. The proposed fence 
would not prevent any further 
treatment where necessary and 
other environmental legislation 
covers the eradication of Japanese 
knotweed. 

 

5.3 The application has been drawn to members' attention on the weekly pending 
decision list dated 9th Sept 2016 (Week 36).  It was ‘called-in’ by Cllr O’Reilly for 
decision by Planning Committee on the following basis: 

 Submission of additional information after the original submission and 
after the conclusion of the statutory 21 day notification period. 

 Insufficient information in respect of maintaining access to properties on 
Crowntree Close and addressing the issues of fly-tipping on Braybourne 
Drive and treatment of Japanese knotweed.  

 No evidence/information to indicate how trees will be retained and 
protected. 

 The proximity of the fence to residents’ homes gives rise to a sense of 
enclosure and there has been no attempt to mitigate this.  
 

5.4 The Chair of the Isleworth & Brentford Area Forum has agreed for this 
application to proceed directly to the Planning Committee for decision.  

6.0 POLICY 

Determining applications for full or outline planning permission 

6.1 The determination must be made in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Local finance considerations 
must also be assessed. 



The National Planning Policy Framework 

6.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) came into force on 27 March 
2012, and from April 2014 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) in the 
form of an online guidance resource to support the NPPF came into effect. The 
Local Planning Authority (LPA) considers that, where pertinent, the NPPF and 
NPPG are material considerations and as such, will be taken into account in 
decision-making as appropriate. 

The Development Plan 

6.3 The Development Plan for the Borough comprises the Council's Local Plan 
(adopted by the Council on 15 September 2015), the West London Waste Plan 
and the London Plan Consolidated with Alterations since 2011. 

6.4 The Local Plan documents can be viewed on the Planning Policy pages of the 
Hounslow website. 

7.0 ASSESSMENT 

The principle of the proposed development  

7.1 At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a 
golden thread running through both plan-making and decision taking (para 14).  

7.2 Paragraphs 79-92 of the NPPF give clear policy guidance on the functions the 
Green Belt performs, its key characteristics and acceptable uses. The land that 
forms the application site is designated as Metropolitan Open Land. Paragraph 
7.56 of the London Plan states that the policy guidance of paragraphs 79-92 of 
the NPPF on Green Belts applies equally to Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). 
Para 79 of the NPPF says that the fundamental aim of Green Belt Policy is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open: the essential 
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. It 
continues, at para 87, to say that, as with previous Green Belt policy, 
inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and 
should not be approved except in very special circumstances.  

7.2 Paragraph 88 of the NPPF states that, when considering any planning 
application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is 
given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist 
unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and 
any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 

7.3 Para 89 continues that a Local Planning Authority should regard the 
construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt. Exceptions to 
this are: 

 buildings for agriculture and forestry; 

 provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation 
and for cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green 
Belt and does not conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 

 the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original 



building; 

 the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same 
use and not materially larger than the one it replaces; 

 limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local 
community needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 

 limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing 
use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not have a greater 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including 
land within it than the existing development. 

 
7.4 As mentioned above, paragraph 7.56 of the London Plan states that the policy 

guidance of paragraphs 79-92 of the NPPF on Green Belts applies equally to 
MOL. London Plan policy 7.17 states that the strongest protection should be 
given to London’s MOL and inappropriate development refused, except in ‘very 
special circumstances’, giving the same level of protection as in the Green Belt. 

7.5 The site falls within an area of MOL and as such Policy GB1 (Green Belt and 
Metropolitan Open Land) of the adopted Local Plan is relevant. The 
fundamental aim of the MOL is to protect open characteristics within the 
metropolitan area by keeping land permanently open. 

7.6 The proposal would consist of a 2.4m fence sited around the perimeter of the 
site. For the purposes of the MOL the fence constitutes a ‘building’ and is 
defined as inappropriate development, which should be refused unless there 
are very special circumstances (as per paragraph 7.4 above). In this instance it 
is considered there are very special circumstances and therefore no conflict 
with the Development Plan given the fence provides a secure perimeter to the 
new Nishkam school, which was recently granted planning permission on the 
MOL. Such secure perimeter fencing is essential given the nature of the use, 
which includes infants and primary school classes and play facilities. These 
circumstances clearly outweigh the harm from the inappropriateness of the 
development on the MOL. However there is the potential for this fencing to 
impact upon the openness of the MOL which should therefore be considered as 
part of any assessment.  

7.7 The proposed fence would be of a bow-top open railing design and therefore 
allow views through which would help to preserve the open character of the 
site. Furthermore, it should be noted that the location of the fence, on the 
boundary of the site, is adjacent to a heavily vegetated boundary which already 
restricts views into and from the MOL.  

7.8 As a ‘fall-back’ position, it is worth noting that the proposed fence would be 
2.4m high, which would be 400mm over what could be erected under ‘Permitted 
Development’ with Part 2 of the General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) 
2015 stating: 

“Development is not permitted by Class A if – 

(a) The height of any gate, fence, wall or means of enclosure erected or 
constructed adjacent to a highway used by vehicular traffic would, after the 
carrying out of the development, exceed – 

(i) For a school, 2 metres above ground level, provided that any part of 



the gate, fence, wall or means of enclosure which is more than 1 
metre above ground level does not create an obstruction to the view 
of persons using the highway as to be likely to cause danger to such 
persons 

(ii) In any other case, 1 metre above ground level; 

(b) The height of any other gate, fence, wall or means of enclosure erected or 
constructed would exceed 2 metres above ground level; 

7.9 It is therefore considered that due to the design and siting of the proposed 
fence there would not be an unacceptable impact on the openness of the MOL 
and the proposal would be acceptable in principle with the inappropriateness of 
the development on the MOL being justified by the need to provide secure 
fencing for the new school. 

7.10 The other main planning issues to consider are: 

 Urban Design; 

 The impact on neighbouring land uses; and  

 Other Environmental considerations;  

Urban Design  

7.11 The NPPF states good quality design is an integral part of sustainable 
development and that decision takers should always seek high quality design. It 
states that achieving good design is about creating places, buildings or spaces that 
work well for everyone, look good, will last well, and adapt for the needs of future 
generations, with good design responding in a practical and creative way to both 
the function and identity of a place, putting land, water, drainage, energy, 
community, economic, infrastructure and other such resources to the best possible 
use. The NPPF also says permission should be refused for development of poor 
design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and 
quality of an area and the way it functions. It is proper to seek to promote or 
reinforce local distinctiveness.  

7.12 However it makes clear that planning permission should not be refused for 
buildings and infrastructure that promote high levels of sustainability because of 
concern about incompatibility with an existing townscape, if mitigated by good 
design (unless the concern relates to a designated heritage asset and the impact 
would cause material harm to the asset or its setting which is not outweighed by 
the proposal’s economic, social and environmental benefits).  

7.13 The degree to which new development reflects and responds to the character and 
history of its surrounds is a key element of good design as defined within the 
NPPF. This relationship should be considered throughout the design process, and 
should inform the positioning, massing, height, and materiality of development 
proposals. Developing a design solution that works with its surrounding context 
should not prevent or discourage appropriate innovation. 

7.14 London Plan policy 7.4 (Local Character) sets out that buildings should provide a 
high quality design response to the urban grain, street pattern, natural features, 
human scale and the historic environment and is supported by Policy 7.6 



(Architecture) which seeks to promote high architectural and design quality 
appropriate to its context.  

7.15 Adopted Local Plan policy CC1 (Context and Character) states that development 
proposals should have due regard to the Context and Character Study and policy 
CC2 (Urban Design and architecture) states that “We will retain, promote and 
support high quality urban design and architecture to create, attractive, distinctive, 
and liveable places”. 

7.16 It is considered that the proposed fence would be of an appropriate design for its 
function as a secure boundary treatment for a new school development. The bow-
top railing design would ensure it would not appear unduly prominent in the street 
scene, to the detriment of the character and appearance of the surrounding area, 
whilst the height of the fence would provide the necessary security without 
appearing overbearing. The siting of the fence would allow for the retention of the 
established trees around the perimeter of the site which would further minimise the 
impact of the proposed fence on the existing street scene. Furthermore, given the 
scale of the approved school development at this site it is not considered that the 
proposed fence would be inappropriate in the future context of the site.  

7.17 The proposal would therefore be in accordance with adopted Local Plan policy 
CC1 and CC2 and the London Plan. 

Impact on neighbouring land uses 

7.18 The proposed fence would be of a bow-top, open railing design and would be sited 
at least 1m from existing property boundaries. Whilst it would be higher than 
existing boundary treatments at the neighbours’ properties, it is not considered that 
it would have an unacceptable impact on resident’s amenity in terms of 
overshadowing, sense of enclosure or outlook given its appropriate design.  

7.19 Some noise and activity is an inevitable consequence of new development. During 
the construction phase of the development appropriate restrictions will be placed 
on the development to minimise the disruption to local residents, including a 
restriction on construction times and a construction management plan. 

Other Environmental Considerations 

Ecology and tree works 

7.20 At a national level, the NPPF sates that  the planning system should contribute to 
and enhance the “natural and local environment by: 

a) Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation 
interests and soils; 

b) Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services; 

c) Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in 
biodiversity, where possible contributing to the Government’s 
commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to 
current and future pressures;” 

7.21 London Plan policy 7.19 (Biodiversity and access to nature) states that 



“development proposals should wherever possible make a positive contribution to 
the protection, enhancement, creation and management of biodiversity”. 

7.22 Adopted Local Plan policy GB7 (Biodiversity) seeks to protect and enhance the 
Borough’s natural environment and seeks to increase the quantity and quality of 
the Borough’s biodiversity. It also seeks to encourage the greening of the Borough, 
through landscaping and tree planting, and protecting existing trees through Tree 
Preservation Orders (TPOs). 

7.23 A tree survey was submitted with the approved Nishkam School development and 
concluded that only 3 trees and part of 3 groups of trees need to be removed as a 
result of that development and recommended that a further 7 trees are removed as 
part of a tree management programme. 

7.24 The proposed fence has been sited using grid reference points based on the 
existing tree positions to avoid these and ensure all trees that are to be retained as 
part of the wider school development are not affected by the position of the 
proposed fence.  

7.25 The applicant has indicated that all trees will be fully protected during the course of 
the development and no dig methods will imposed in areas of 
construction/landscaping that fall within any root protection areas. These measures 
were secured by condition as part of the wider school development. 

7.26 It is therefore considered that the proposed fence would not have an unacceptable 
impact on any existing trees and that appropriate measures could be implemented 
to protect trees that are to be retained as necessary. The proposal is therefore in 
accordance with adopted Local Plan GB7. 

8.0 EQUALITIES DUTIES IMPLICATIONS 

8.1 The Council has to give due regard to its Equalities Duties and in particular with 
respect to its duties arising pursuant to the Equality Act 2010, Section 149. It is 
considered that there will be no specific implications with regard to the Council’s 
duty in respect of its equalities duties and that, if approving or refusing this 
proposal, the Council will be acting in compliance with its duties. 

9.0 COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

9.1 Some new developments granted planning permission will be liable to pay 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to the Mayor of London and Hounslow. 

9.2 CIL is payable on m2 of new floor space or where a new dwelling is created or 
the net floor area increase exceeds 100m2.  

Mayors £35 per m2 

Hounslow: Housing: 

East £200m
2
 

Central £110m
2
 

West £70m
2
 

Supermarkets, 
superstores 
and retail 
warehousing: 

£155 m
2
 

Health care, 
education and 
emergency 
services 
facilities: £0 

All other 
uses: 

£20m
2
 

 

9.3 The proposed development is not creating any floorspace and therefore is not 



liable to pay either the Borough CIL or Mayoral CIL. 

10.0 CONCLUSION 

The proposal is for the erection of a 2.4m high metal railing fence along the 
Wood Lane and Braybourne Drive frontages of the approved Nishkam School 
development site in order to secure the site in advance of the delivery of the 
main school. The proposed fence would be sited on the boundary of this area of 
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and would seek to preserve the openness of 
this site through its sensitive siting and design, which has taken into 
consideration the established trees along these boundaries. Although being 
erected on MOL there are very special circumstance that would justify its 
provision as it is necessary to adequately secure the perimeter of the new 
school at the site, with this outweighing the harm from the inappropriateness of 
the development on the MOL. Furthermore it is considered that the design and 
siting of the proposed fence would not harm the character and appearance of 
this site or surroundings, nor would it have a detrimental impact on adjoining 
residents’ amenity. As such the proposal is considered to be in accordance with 
adopted Local Plan Policies GB4, GB7, CC1, CC2 and CC4 and the London 
Plan.  

11.0 RECOMMENDATION 

GRANT PERMISSION SUBJECT TO SAFEGUARDING CONDITIONS 

Drawing numbers: 

TBC 
 
Conditions: 

1. The development hereby permitted must be begun not later than the expiry of 3 

years from the date of this permission. 

 
2. The proposed development shall be carried out in all respects in accordance 

with the proposals contained in the application and the plans submitted 

therewith and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
3. No construction work shall take place except between the hours of 0800 to 

1800 on Monday to Friday and 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays, and none shall take 

place on Sundays and Public Holidays. 

 
4. Prior to the commencement of development, a scheme for the protection of the 

retained trees, in accordance with BS5837:2012 shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall include: 

a) A plan to a scale and level of accuracy appropriate to the proposal that 

shows the position, crown spread and Root Protection Area of every tree 

on site in relation to the approved plans and particulars. The positions of 

all trees to be removed shall be indicated on this plan. 

b) A schedule of tree works for all the retained trees, specifying pruning and 

other remedial or preventative work, whether for physiological, hazard 

abatement, aesthetic or operational reasons.  All the tree work shall be 



carried out in accordance with BS3998:2010 – Tree Work – 

Recommendations. 

c) The details and positions (shown on plan at paragraph (a) above) of the 

Tree Protection Barriers, identified separately where required for 

different phases of construction work.  The Tree Protection Barriers must 

be erected prior to each phase of construction commencing and remain 

in place, and undamaged for the duration of that phase.  No works shall 

take place on the next phase until the Tree Protection Barriers are 

repositioned for that phase. 

d) The details and positions of any underground service runs shall be 

shown on the plan required at paragraph (a). 

The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree or hedge shall be 
carried out in complete accordance with BS5837:2012, before any equipment, 
machinery, or materials are brought onto the site for the purposes of 
development or other operations.  The fencing shall be retained intact for the 
full duration of the development until all equipment, materials and surplus 
materials have been removed from the site.  If the fencing is damaged all 
operations shall cease until it is repaired in accordance with the approved 
details.  Nothing shall be stored or placed in any fenced area in accordance 
with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, 
nor shall any excavations be made. 
 
Informative: 

 
To assist applicants, the London Borough of Hounslow has produced planning 
policies and written guidance, all of which is available on the Council's website 
and which has been followed in this instance. The decision was made in a 
timely manner. 


