PLANNI NG REF . 261825
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Merchi ston
. Bl akes Lane, Berkshire

. RGLO 9TA
SUBM TTED BY : Ms Erin Barber
DATE SUBM TTED : 02/ 09/ 2026

COWENTS:

W are witing as the i medi ate nei ghbours of the application site
to object to planning application 261825, for the denolition of
existing horticultural structures and the erection of a single

si x-bedroom dwel ling (734 sqm A A, 2,346 m) on this 0.42ha site.
W have owned Merchiston since 2016 and have mai ntai ned cl ose and
conti nuous know edge of the site and its condition throughout. This
obj ection al so responds to the applicant's NPPF Addendum subnitted
followi ng publication of the revised NPPF on 17 August 2026, which
reframes the application's national policy case using the new

| ettered policy

structure. W set out below the material planning considerations on
which this objection is based.

1. Previously developed | and, and the separate test under policy
GB7(1) (9) (i)

The application appears to rely, at least in part, on the site being
treated as "Grey Belt" under NPPF policy GB2. Gey Belt status is
not a single test: land qualifies if it is either previously

devel oped land, or land that does not strongly contribute to any of
Green Belt purposes (a), (b), or (d). Because it is an

"and/or" test, showing that the site is not previously devel oped
land would not, on its own, rule out Grey Belt status. W therefore
address both linbs below. why the site is not previously devel oped
| and, and why, regardless, the proposal fails the separate test
under policy GB7 governing whether grey belt devel opnent can be
treated as not inappropriate.

First, the site is not previously devel oped | and. A 2018 appea
cision on this site (APP/ X0360/W 17/3184577) considered this point
directly: the Inspector found that the site's last use was as a
horticul tural nursery, an agricultural use, and concluded that these
buil dings do not fall within the definition of previously devel oped
| and as set out in the Framework (paragraphs 3 to 6 of the
decision). This is reinforced by a Certificate of Lawful ness
granted under section 191 of the Town and Country Pl anning Act 1990
(application 152003, granted 28 Cctober 2015), which confirns the
sanme |last |lawful wuse, storage associated with a nursery business.
That certificate

records that the land was found, on the bal ance of probability, to
have been used for storage associated with a nursery business for
ten consecutive years, and its First Schedule confines the certified
use to storage, not the production or sale of any horticultura
product. The certified site plan (reference MW HH 04) shows this
storage use

was acconmnodated within three nodest, single-storey buildings, with
a conbined footprint of approxinmately 203 m and a conbi ned vol une,
cal cul ated conservatively fromfootprint and eaves hei ght, of
approximately 722 m. That is the certified built devel opnent the
2015 certificate treats as the lawful baseline within the certified
area, and it is against that baseline, not any assunption of nore
extensive historic devel opnent, that the scale of the current



proposal should be judged. W would note that the certified area
shown on plan MNHH 04 is a defined area within the w der
application site and does not

extend across the whole 0.42ha site; we would ask the council to
confirmthe rel ationship between the certified area and the

remai nder of the application site, and the planning status of that
remai nder, when assessing the previously-devel oped-1and question
The 2018 appeal decision, by contrast, considered the application
site as a whole and renmains the primary evidence for that broader
assessnent. Copies of the certificate and site plan are avail able on
request.

We woul d al so note that the applicant's NPPF Addendum now descri bes
the site as "encl osed,"” "already devel oped,"” and possessi ng
"extensive hardstandi ng" in support of its Grey Belt case. That
description sits uneasily with the 2018 Inspector's finding that the
site was open in aspect and sensitive to change, with the council's
2016 Green Belt Review addressed below, and with the Certificate of
Lawful ness itself, which records a certified built footprint of only
around 203 m across three snmall storage buildings. W would ask the
council to test the Addendumi s characterisation of the site against
this existing evidence before accepting it.

Additionally, the Addendumrelies in part on the certified storage
use as a fallback position, suggesting it could resunme and generate
conmer ci al vehicle novenents if this application were refused. G ven
that the certified use covers a footprint of only around 203 m
across three small buildings, we do not think this fallback is
capabl e of generating the scale of activity the Addendum i npli es,
and we would ask the council to treat this argunent with
appropriate caution rather than as a significant point in the
applicant's favour.

Second, and separately, even if the site were accepted as Gey Belt,
that al one woul d not nake the proposed devel opnent "not

i nappropriate” in the Geen Belt. Policy GB7(1)(g) sets out

several requirenments

that grey belt devel opnment nust satisfy before it can be treated as
not inappropriate, and linb (i) requires that the devel opnent

woul d not fundanental |y undernine the purposes (taken together) of
the renmmining Green Belt across the area of the plan. The wordi ng
nmakes this test broader than the individual site, and it is not
confined to the three purposes, (a), (b) and (d), used to

define Grey Belt status in the first place: the purposes taken

t oget her include safeguarding the countryside from encroachnent. But
the site's own contribution to that purpose is relevant evidence
when assessing whether its

devel opnent woul d fundanental |y underm ne the renmaining Green Belt.
The applicant's NPPF Addendum addresses only purposes (a), (b)

and (d) when assessing this linb, and does not engage wth
encroachnment at all. As set out below, the council's own evidence
base identifies this specific parcel as making a genui ne
contribution to that purpose and as vul nerable to increnental
change, and we consi der that

parcel -specific finding, reinforced by the pattern of conparable
sites addressed at section 3 bel ow, capable of satisfying this

br oader

test.

The 2018 Inspector on this site found that the greater bulk and size



of a far smaller proposed dwelling would harmthe openness of the
Green Belt (paragraphs 7 to 9 of the decision), and separately

found harmto the character and appearance of the surroundi ng
countryside (paragraphs 10 to 13). If a substantially smaller
dwel I i ng was found to harm openness through its bul k and size al one,
why is a 2,346 m house appropriate here, on this very site, when the
I nspector already reached that finding on a materially snaller
proposal ? The vegetation that existed at that tinme has since been
cleared fromthe site,

though the horticultural structures identified in the Certificate of
Lawf ul ness renmai n standi ng, pending the denolition proposed under
this very application. The site is already nore open in aspect than
at the time of the 2018 appeal, even before those structures are
renoved. This is reinforced by the site's position within a wooded
corridor connecting Bowsey Hill to the north, part of the Ashley and
Bowsey

Hills Biodiversity Qpportunity Area, to Cutlers Copse inmmediately to
the south and The Holt beyond it, which together contribute to the
openness and countryside character of the area.

This is also consistent with the council's own evidence base. The
council's 2016 Green Belt Review assesses the parcel containing this
site (Parcel WL1/WL2, bounded by Highfield Road, Blakes Lane and

the A4 Bath Road) as nmaking a genuine contribution to safeguarding
the countryside from encroachnent, describing the |land as protecting
land which is open in aspect and sensitive to change, and as

hel ping contain the north eastern fringes of Wargrave, which is
potentially vulnerable to increnental change. On its own, that
finding would not be sufficient to show this single application
fails G&7(1)(g)(i); it is the conbination of that recogni sed

vul nerability with the presence of other conparabl e parcels nearby
reinforcing it, addressed at

section 3 below, that is capable of undern ning the purposes of the
remai ning Green Belt across the plan area.

On the basis of the parcel -specific evidence set out above,
reinforced by the context identified at section 3 below, we would
ask the council to treat this as a basis for concluding that the
proposal does not satisfy @GB7(1)(g)(i), independent of how the
underlying Grey Belt

question is ultimately resolved. GB7(1)(g)'s requirenments are

cunul ative: even if the council accepts, as the applicant's NPPF
Addendum argues, that there is an evi denced unnet housi ng need under
linb (ii), that would not renedy a failure to satisfy linmb (i).

On this basis, the proposal renmains inappropriate developnent in the
Green Belt, which by definition should be given substantial weight
against it.

We woul d al so note that the applicant's NPPF Addendum pl aces

cant weight on the council's pre-application advice, both in support
of its Gey Belt conclusion and, in its concluding remarks, as a
basis for suggesting that refusal would require the council to
explain why it has departed fromthat advice. Pre-application advice
is expressly non-binding: it cannot pre-enpt the council's

determ nati on of the actual application, and the council is free to
reach a different

concl usi on once the application has been fully assessed agai nst the
evi dence and obj ections properly before it, w thout needing to
justify a departure froman earlier informal view W would ask the



council to determine this application on its own nerits, on the
evi dence and objections before it, rather than treating earlier
pre-application correspondence as constraining its conclusion

2. Conflict with local countryside policy CPl1

Beyond Green Belt policy, the proposal nust also be considered
agai nst Woki nghami's own | ocal countryside policy, CPll (Proposals
out side Developnment Limts, including countryside). This policy
states that developnent in this location will not normally be
permtted, except within a narrow set of recogni sed exceptions:
conversion of existing buildings rather than newbuild, rura
enterprise or recreational use, and devel opnent that avoids
excessi ve expansion away from what already exists.

The proposal does not fall within any of these exceptions. It is not
a conversion: the application is for denolition of the existing
structures and construction of an entirely new dwelling. It is not
rural enterprise or recreational use: it is a private residentia
dwel ling with no such function. And far from avoi di ng excessive
expansion, it represents a very substantial increase in scale, from
nodest, lowrise horticultural structures to a 734 sgm si x-bedroom
house, which is precisely the kind of expansion CP1ll exists to
prevent.

Tellingly, the applicant's own Pl anni ng Statenent (paragraphs 6.24
to 6.26) does not engage with these specific exceptions; it refers
only to general policy "ains", wthout addressing why the proposa
should be treated as falling within any recogni sed exception to
CP11's default position against developnent in this |ocation

We understand the applicant's NPPF Addendum now argues that CP11l is
materially inconsistent with the August 2026 NPPF and should carry
only very linted weight under Annex A, on the basis that it
reflects an obsol ete 2010 spatial strategy and that the borough's
housi ng | and supply shortfall nmeans restrictive countryside policies
should not stand in the way of individual schenmes. W do not think
this follows. CPl11l's function, preventing unjustified expansion of
devel opnent

outside settlenent limts, is not itself inconsistent with the
framework, and a general housing shortfall does not, w thout nore,
mean that a specific proposal in a specific location nust be treated
as conpliant with it. The appeal decision cited in support of that
argunent, APP/ X0360/ W 25/ 3361360, was itself dism ssed on design and
character grounds, which suggests that a housing shortfall alone
does not displace legitinmate planning objections to a particul ar
schene. W would ask the council to reach its own view on the weight
to be given to CP1l1l rather than adopting the Addendum s position

wi t hout independent scrutiny.

On this basis, we do not believe the application can conply with
CP11, and we would ask that this be treated as a freestandi ng reason
for refusal in its own right, independent of the Green Belt and G ey
Belt points above.

3. Conparable parcels and vulnerability to increnental change



We recogni se that every planning application nust be decided on its
own nerits, and we do not suggest otherw se. Qur concern is narrower
and nore specific: the site shares a particul ar conbi nation of
features with other parcels across the surrounding parish, fornmer
agricultural or horticultural use, recent vegetation clearance, and
Green Belt designation. Several conparable parcels of this kind
exist in the immedi ate area, denonstrating that this is not an

i sol ated piece of Geen Belt |and.

This is consistent with the council's own 2016 Green Belt Review,
which identifies this part of the parish as |and that hel ps contain
the north eastern fringes of Wargrave and describes it as vul nerabl e
to increnental change. W would ask the council to weigh that
context, tied to the same Green Belt and CPl1l harnms established
above, when

assessing this application, rather than treating the site as an

i sol at ed exception.

4. Siting on the plot and future devel opnent via permtted
devel opnent rights

Separate fromthe question of overall volunme, we are concerned about
how the dwelling is sited on the plot itself. The proposed house is
not centrally positioned within the site but sits close to the
shared boundary with Merchiston, increasing its visual promnence in
this Geen Belt setting and its inpact on nei ghbouring I and, and

| eavi ng substantial additional land around it that could, in
principle, be built upon |ater

This is conpounded by the absence of any condition to prevent it.
nlike the condition attached to Merchiston, which required pernitted
devel opnent rights to be relinquished as the price of its own
permtted volunme, we can see no equival ent condition proposed here.
If the dwelling is granted as submitted, the applicants would retain
t he standard househol der pernitted devel opnent rights that
ordinarily

attach to a dwelling of this scale. Those rights are subject to the
limts, conditions and exclusions set out in the General Pernitted
Devel opment Order, but within those limts would still allow further
ext ensi ons, outbuildings, and hardstanding to be added | ater without
the further planning perm ssion or public scrutiny that would
otherwi se apply. Gven the size of the dwelling already proposed

the scope for further devel opnent within those GPDO linits would be
correspondi ngly generous, and could add materially to the built
footprint and hardstanding on this Geen Belt site.

We al so question whether this siting was necessary in the first

pl ace. The applicant's Design and Access Statenent justifies it by
reference to the site's boundary tree cover, describing the

devel opabl e area as constrai ned by "nmature boundary screening"
Nei t her that docunent nor the Arboricultural |npact Assessnent,
which identifies the trees and r oot protection areas to be

retai ned, shows that a snaller dwelling positioned centrally within
the plot, equally distant from al

boundari es, was ever tested against the sanme tree constraints. The
council should establish whether a materially snaller dwelling could
be positioned further fromthe shared boundary w t hout the | oss of
any protected trees. Absent evidence that this alternative was
considered and rejected, we do not think the current siting should



be accepted as the only option avail abl e.

We woul d ask that, if the council is mnded to grant pernission in
any form a condition renoving permtted devel opnent rights,

mat chi ng t he approach taken for Merchiston, be attached, and that
the siting of any dwelling be reconsidered so that it sits centrally
within the plot, away from nei ghbouring boundaries, rather than in
its current

posi tion.

5. Scale and harmto openness, including in conparison to Merchiston

The proposed dwelling is substantially larger than anything else in
its inmedi ate context, and this is not sinply a matter of
appearance. Case |aw on Green Belt openness (Turner v Secretary of
State for

Communi ties and Local Government [2016] EWCA Civ 466) confirns that
openness is a spatial and visual concept, and that the bulk and

vol unme of a building are capable of being a material consideration
in assessing spatial openness, alongside its visual and | andscape

i mpact .

Qur own property, Merchiston, provides a directly relevant |oca
conparator. Its actual built volune, conprising the main dwelling,
bot hy and garage, totals approximately 1,546 m. That vol une was
pernmitted under application 173515 (decided 21 March 2018,

following referral to the council's Planning Commttee), which

i nposed a

condition (Condition 6) renoving permtted devel opment rights in
order to safeguard the character of the Geen Belt and nei ghbouring
anenities. The application before the council proposes 2,346 m,
roughly 800 m nore than Merchiston's actual built volune, on a site
with a materially weaker planning history than Merchiston's. W
woul d ask the council to treat the Merchiston volunme, and the
condition attached to it, as a directly relevant |ocal planning
conparator for what has previously been considered acceptable in
this specific

setting, and to apply the sanme standard of scrutiny, including an
equi val ent condition renoving pernitted devel opnent rights, to the
current proposal

The application site's own planning history provides an equally

rel evant conparator. As set out at section 1 above, the certified

| awful buildings on the site totalled approxinmately 203 m of
footprint and approximately 722 m of volune. The proposed dwel ling,
at 734 sgqm d A and 2,346 m, represents an increase of roughly 3.6
tinmes that footprint and nore than three tinmes that volune. Whether
j udged agai nst Merchi ston or against the site's own certified
history, the proposed scale is a very substantial escalation, and is
not, in our view, capable of being characterised as proportionate or
limted devel opnent of the kind that night otherw se be considered
acceptable in this Geen Belt |ocation

6. Ecol ogical baseline and timng of site clearance

O earance of vegetation on the site began on 5 March 2026, within
the UK bird nesting season (broadly 1 March to 31 August), and

i nvol ved

heavy nachinery operating in the vicinity of trees protected by a
Tree Preservation Order. This raises separate questions of



conpliance with both section 1 of the Wldlife and Countrysi de Act
1981 and the Tree Preservation Order covering trees on or near the
site. This <clearance is well docunented: we hold photographs and

vi deo footage of the works, including the machinery used, and a set
of aerial images taken before and after the clearance clearly show
the site's condition changing fromgreen, vegetated cover to bare,

cl eared, brown ground. W are making this evidence available to the
council so that it has an accurate record of both the scale and the
timng of what took

pl ace.

For the purposes of this planning objection, our concern is that the
Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Appraisal was carried out on 7 July 2026,
after this clearance, and describes the site as "previously
unnanaged" w thout reference to the intervening works. Photographic
evi dence from around the appraisal date shows fresh woodchi p, brash
piles, and recent felling that are not consistent with long-term
negl ect .

Because t he ecol ogi cal apprai sal post-dates the clearance, we would
ask the council to establish whether it accurately reflects the
site's condition before the March 2026 works and, if not, whether a
retrospective assessnent of pre-clearance habitat condition is
required. The 2018 Inspector's findings at paragraphs 14 to 18, nmde
wel | before this clearance took place, offer an independent,
pre-clearance picture of the site's ecological character that we
woul d ask the council to take into account in naking that
assessnent.

7. Self-build status and the biodiversity net gain exenption

The application relies on a self-build exenption from bi odiversity
net gain requirenents, supported by a CIL Form 7 Part 1 declaration
signed by the applicants. That CIL declaration carries its own

t hr ee-year

occupancy tie, with crimnal liability under CIL Regulation 110 for
a false declaration, but it is nade under a separate statutory
regime: the BNG self-build exenption itself contains no equival ent
occupancy condition. W can find no evidence in the published
application docunents, beyond the declaration itself, that genuine
sel f-build occupati on has been tested, verified, or secured in any
bi ndi ng way, and the BNG Exenption Statenent referred to in the

Pl anni ng Statenment and the Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Appraisal does not
appear in the public docunent record for this application

We woul d al so ask the council to confirmthe precise validated date
of this application. The self-build exenption from bi odiversity net
gain was abolished, for applications made on or after 6 August 2026,
by SI 2026/ 790. The application appears to have been nmade on 5
August 2026, one day before that change took effect, and its
continued eligibility for the exenption therefore turns on that
date being correct. The site's recent history already includes at

| east one docunment whose account of the site's condition did not

mat ch the physical evidence, nanely the Prelininary Ecol ogica
Appraisal's description of the site as previously unnmanaged when it
had in fact been substantially

cleared sone four nonths earlier. Gven that, we do not think the
stated application date should be taken at face val ue, and we woul d
ask the council to verify it independently against its own
validation records before relying on the exenption



We woul d al so note that the self-build exenption exists to support
i ndi viduals building a hone for their own | ong-term occupation, not
as a general route around biodiversity net gain obligations for
substanti al new devel opnent. A six-bedroom 734 sgmdwelling on a
0.42ha site is a significant undertaking, and taken together with

t he absence of any occupancy safeguard, the absence of a condition
renovi ng permtted devel opnent rights (see section 4 above), and
the mssing exenption statenent, we think the council should
satisfy

itself that the statutory requirenents for the exenption are nmet and
that the evidence subnmitted is sufficient to denonstrate that,
rather than treating the exenption as automatically avail able on

t he

strength of the declaration al one.

8. Design and character harm

I ndependently of the Green Belt openness point above, we consider
the scale, form and prom nence of the proposed dwelling to be out
of keeping with the surrounding built and | andscape character
contrary to NPPF Chapter 12 and the council's Design Quide SPD. This
is a

freestandi ng concern that would apply whether or not the Green Belt
and Grey Belt argunents above are accept ed.

9. Drai nage

The subnitted Drai nage Strategy does not include BRE Di gest
365-conpliant percolation testing. The only site investigation
recorded is a single excavation, dug and filled with water to
observe whether it drained, together with a desk-based reference to
British Geol ogical Survey borehole maps; neither constitutes the
standardi sed, nulti-point testing that BRE Di gest 365 requires. The
strategy al so does not include any site-specific groundwater or
hydr ogeol ogi cal assessnent, and does not assess the capacity of the
receiving roadside ditch to accept additional flows. The strategy's
own hydraulic nodelling shows the network in a surcharged state at
nmul ti pl e points under both the 30-year and the 100-year plus 40%
climate change storm scenarios, wi th surchargi ng appearing even
under a routine 2-year storm event.

We woul d al so note that the Drai nage Strategy does not appear to
have been properly localised to this site. It repeatedly nanes
Anglian Water as the responsi bl e sewerage undertaker and states that
installations should be built inline with Anglian Water's
requirenents, and separately cites Norfol k County Council's own SuDS
gui dance as the relevant local authority guidance. Neither Anglian
Water nor Norfolk County Council has any jurisdiction over this
site: it is served by Thanes Water, and the relevant |lead |oca

fl ood

authority i s Wki ngham Borough Council. This suggests the report nay
draw on a tenplate froman unrel ated project el sewhere in the
country, and raises real doubts about how carefully its
site-specific technical content has been checked before subm ssion

Separately, we question the evidential basis for the proposed
reliance on an existing ditch for drai nage. The Design and Access
Statenent identifies "potential for SuDS drai nage (existing



ditch)" onits illustrative ecology and biodi versity page,

al ongside a wild neadow and a private garden that are self-evidently
generic stock photography rather than photographs of this site. W
woul d ask the council to

establish the ditch's actual location, condition and capacity from
the Drainage Strategy's own survey, not fromillustrative naterial
Separately, we understand that a nei ghbouring | andowner to the rear
of the site, whose |land the ditch runs through or discharges into,
owns and nai ntains that section and has not been approached for, nor
gi ven, any consent for its use. W raise this as a question for the
council to satisfy itself on, not as an assertion of fact, but a

dr ai nage

strategy dependent on |land or a watercourse the applicant does not
own or control cannot be regarded as deliverable, and we woul d ask
the council to confirmwhat |legal interest, consent, or agreenent
the applicant holds before the strategy is relied upon

Addi tionally, any percolation or groundwater testing carried out
now, during the current drought conditions affecting the Thanes

ar ea,

cannot reliably represent normal seasonal conditions and shoul d not
be relied upon as a design basis w thout being repeated outside
drought conditions. Separately, the renoval of nmature trees on the

site will reduce canopy interception and transpiration, increasing
the volune of surface water reaching the drai nage network at exactly
t he poi nt

where its capacity is already in question. W are also aware that a
nei ghbouri ng | andowner on the opposite side of the sane ditch system
has infilled their section, and that adjoining fields waterl og

regul arly, both of which suggest the receiving watercourse cannot
sinmply be assuned to be functional

Finally, we are concerned about the conpoundi ng ef fect of these
changes taken together. The watercourse serving this site runs, for
at least part of its course, in an enclosed or culverted section

bel ow ground, and we are not aware of any overflow or bypass route
that woul d allow excess water to escape safely if that cul vert
reaches

capacity. The loss of the nmature trees along the site's boundaries
and the introduction of substantial new hardstanding in close
proximty to those same boundaries will increase both the vol une and
the speed of surface water runoff reaching that watercourse.

W thout a bypass, any point at which the culvert becones overwhel ned
woul d have nowhere for that water to go, particularly during the
kind of intense rainfall events the drainage strategy's own
nodel I i ng al ready shows the wi der systemstruggling to cope with

Concl usi on

For the reasons set out above, we do not consider that the site
qualifies for G ey Belt treatnent, that the scale and siting of the
proposed dwelling is acceptable in this location, that the
application denponstrates conpliance with |ocal countryside policy,
that its ecol ogical baseline can be relied upon, that its self-build
exenption has been adequately evidenced, or that its drai nage
strategy is sound. W would ask that the application be refused.

If, notwi thstandi ng the above, the council does not consider the
Grey Belt and Green Belt objections sufficient on their own to
justify



refusal, we would ask that any dwelling permitted on this site be
materially smaller and nore nodest than that proposed, sited
centrally within the plot and away from nei ghbouri ng boundari es,
and subject to a condition renoving pernitted devel opnent rights,
consistent with the approach taken for Merchi ston. The schene as
submitted, inits current scale and siting, should not be approved.
G ven the nunber of substantive and unresol ved issues raised by this
and ot her objections, we would also ask that, if officers are ni nded
to recommend approval in any form the application be referred to
committee for full determnation rather than decided under

del egat ed powers

We woul d be grateful if the council could confirmreceipt of this
obj ection and keep us inforned of the progress of the application

Yours faithfully,
Erin Barber & Ben Waterhous e



