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Outline application for replacement dwelling. FOR Mr R Butler 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

This application is being reported to Committee because the applicant is a 

former District Councillor. 
 
SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS 

 
Budbrooke Parish Council:  No objection. 

 
WCC (Ecology):  Request a pre-determinative bat survey, conditions to protect 
trees and watercourse, and notes on nesting birds and use of indigenous 

planting species. 
 

RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
• DP2 - Amenity (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011) 

• DP3 - Natural and Historic Environment and Landscape (Warwick District 
Local Plan 1996 - 2011) 

• PPG2 : Green Belts 
• RAP3 - Replacement Dwellings (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011) 
• DAP1 - Protecting the Green Belt (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011) 

• DP1 - Layout and Design (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011) 
 

PLANNING HISTORY 
 
The site has a long, and complex, history since it has a mixed use.  The most 

relevant application is an approval for a replacement dwelling (W06/1692), 
which expired on 18th December 2009. 

 
KEY ISSUES 
 

The Site and its Location 
 

The property consists of a bungalow with dog kennels, caravan storage, and 
some pasture land, and stands on a narrow strip of land between the main road 

and the canal.  The whole area lies in the Green Belt. 
 
Details of the Development 

 
The proposal is to erect a replacement dwelling and has been submitted in 

outline, with all matters reserved. 
 
However, the Design and Access Statement specifically refers to increasing the 

size of the dwelling, compared with the existing 'particularly to lounge, kitchen 
and bathroom' with 'more useable bedrooms' in the new roof space.  It also 



refers to placing a garage adjacent to the dwelling.  The indicative plans 
submitted with the application conflict with this statement in that all the 
accommodation is shown on the ground floor, with an attached double garage.  

 
Assessment 

 
The relevant policy on replacement dwellings which closely followed PPG2: Green 
Belts, has not been 'saved'.  The PPG makes it clear that, where a replacement 

is considered acceptable in principle, then it must not be materially larger than 
the existing dwelling.  This was made clear to the agent at a number of pre-

application meetings. 
 
The submitted plans show that the existing dwelling consists of some 101 sq. m. 

gross floor space while the indicative proposal provides for some 162 sq. m. 
gross floor space.  This is clearly substantially larger than the existing dwelling 

and even significantly exceeds the maximum allowed for an extension to a 
dwelling in the Green Belt, which is only 30%.  It is considered, therefore, that 
the application cannot be supported.   

 
It should also be noted that, although the plans do not show any rooms in the 

roof, the height of the ridge is such that at least two rooms could be provided in 
the space over the main part of the dwelling, since it is some 3.5 m above the 

eaves.  The rooflights over the kitchen are said to be to provide extra light into 
the room, rather than to a room over it.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

REFUSE, for the following reason. 
 
REFUSAL REASONS 

  
1  The site is situated within the Green Belt and Planning Policy Guidance 

Note 2 states that, within the Green Belt, the rural character of the area 
will be retained and protected. The PPG contains a general presumption 
against “inappropriate” development in Green Belt areas and lists 

specific forms of development which can be permitted in appropriate 
circumstances. The proposed development does not fall within any of 

the categories listed in the policy, since the replacement dwelling is 
materially larger than the existing and, in the Planning Authority's view, 

very special circumstances sufficient to justify departing from the 
development plan have not been demonstrated. 
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