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COWENTS:

| object to this planning application because its proposal would
cause harmto the quality of the I andscape in this location and is
conpl etely unnecessary, as an alternative access for the site is
avai |l abl e.

The proposal woul d cause harm because the application site is

|l ocated in the countryside, outside developnent limts, adjacent
(and openi ng onto) a designated Green Route and within the Barkham
and Bear wood

Val ued Landscape area, as defined in policy NE6 of the draft LPU A
val ued | andscape such as this al so engages paragraph 187(a) of the
current version of the NPPF (Decenber 2024). The application site
al so lies wthin Wkingham BC s Landscape Character Assessnent area
J2: Arborfield Cross and Barkham Settled and Farned d ay.

Renovi ng hedgerow planted only recently, to reinstate that which was
renoved previously for other works, and introduci ng devel opnent into
this sensitive location is contrary to the provisions of each of the
policies nmentioned above, specifically:

1) Adopted Core Strategy Policy CPll addresses proposal s outside
developnment limts, including in the countryside. It is a generally
restrictive policy intended to protect the quality of the

envi ronnent and prevent coal escence of settlenents but contains
seven defined exception clauses. The proposal does not satisfy any
of them

2) Adopted MDD Policy CCO3 addresses green infrastructure,
including green routes. Green routes are defined in its glossary as
'"Roads into settlenents that are lined with trees and ot her
vegetati on which nmake a significant contribution to character and
environnent of the area and contribute to the Borough's network of
wildlife corridors." The proposal is contrary to sections 2(a),
2(d) and (3) of this policy.

3) The Borough's Landscape Character Assessnent defines | andscape
characteristics and sets out objectives and strategies for their
managenent. The | andscape strategy for LCA area J2 is to conserve
and enhance the renmining rural character of the |andscape. The key
aspects to be conserved and enhanced are identified as the field
pattern with mature hedgerow trees, wetland and woodl and habitats,
rural lanes and historic features. In terns of devel opnent, the aim
stated is to integrate new devel opnent into its |andscape setting,
and retain the open and rural character of the |andscape between
settlenents. Landscape Guidelines include: conserving woodl ands,

i ncludi ng anci ent and remmant standard trees; and conserving the
open rural qualities of the farned | andscape. The proposal does not
conserve or enhance anything but, instead, degrades the visua
quality of the | andscape and is therefore contrary to the objectives
of the LCA for area J2



The LPU

A Stage 1 examination in public of the draft LPU was concluded in
Novenber of this year and so it can be considered as being at a
sufficiently advanced stage of preparation for its policies to be
gi ven appropriate material weight by the Council

4) Draft LPU policy NE5 addresses | andscape and design matters.
Sub-section (2) states: 'Devel opnent proposals should be
denonstrably inforned by, and respond to, the distinctive
characters set out in the Landscape Character Assessnent and ot her
rel evant assessnents, which provide an understandi ng of the val ued
characteristics, features and quality of |ocal |andscape character
areas.'

Rel at ed paragraph 14.47 provides: 'The Landscape Character
Assessnent (LCA) forns the primary docunment in relation to the
under st andi ng of the val ued characteristics, features and quality of
the | andscape character areas of the borough. The LCA should be the
starting point for all devel opnent proposals.'

Draft LPU policy NE6 defines Val ued Landscapes and sets out their
attributes, which nust be taken into consideration when devel opnent
is proposed within them Paragraphs 14.57-14.60 of the LPU are al so
relevant in this respect and, in particular, the second and third
sentences of paragraph 14.60: 'Devel opnent proposals within or
otherwi se affecting valued | andscapes nust carefully consider and
take account of the inportant |andscape attributes and
characteristics. Developnent will normally only be supported where
t hese are

protected."

The proposal is clearly contrary to LPU policy NE5 sub-sections
(2) and (5) plus policy NE6 sub-sections 2(a), (b) and

(g). It also fails sub-section 3 of the latter because it does not
"protect, integrate wth and/ or enhance the special features,
characteristics or

qualities of the | andscape' but, instead, dimnishes it.

On a separate matter, paragraph 5.2.3 of the Planning Statenent
suggests that the proposal is consistent with policy SS5 of the
draft LPU.  Although not specified, reference to its subsection

(2) (k) can be inferred. However, this appears to arise from

either a

m sinterpretation of the policy or an attenpt to derive fromit a
eani ng not expressed by its wording. Creating a site access in this
| ocation would not constitute the 'provision' of essential utilities
but is a neasure intended to facilitate the provision of such
services in locations el sewhere, distant fromthe site, where the
pi pel i ne

renewal works described will be undertaken. This scenario is not
provided for in the policy and to suggest otherwi se is, at best,
hopef ul .

Furt hernmore, the proposal is unnecessary because the Parish Counci
hi ghlights the exi stence of another access point only yards away
fromthe where the one intended woul d be | ocated, an obvious
opportunity which seens to have escaped the applicant. That access
has al ready caused harmto the | andscape by renoving a section of



anci ent hedgerow and installing a gate there, fragnenting the |inear
pattern of natural vegetation with built form The last thing
needed now is for another to be constructed virtually alongside it,
t her eby conpoundi ng the

degree of harmcaused. This is |like death by a thousand cuts; the
effects being small in isolation but fatal cunulatively. Conmon
sense shoul d be enbraced by using the existing gated entrance
tenporarily.

The conflicts described are significant, and relate to three
established and at |east two draft devel opnment policies of the
Council, and are therefore nore than sufficient to justify refusa
of the application. | encourage it to do so. However, should

perm ssion be granted, conditions would be appropriate relating to:

(i) restricting use of the access for the sole purpose specified
and

(ii) reinstatenent of the land to its forner condition SWFTLY on
expiry of the tenporary perm ssion, to avoid repetition of the
undesi rabl e situation where the previous access point in this

| ocation was left in place for TWO years after the site conpound was
cl eared

fromthe I and. Consequently, the condition should not just specify a
set period of tinme but also the conpletion of works, whichever
occurs sooner. In this respect, the period sought by the applicant
seens exc essive for the programme of works it envisages and so 12
or 18 nonths woul d appear to be entirely adequate, and specifying
"or within one nonth of conpletion of works, whichever occurs
sooner' woul d not be

unr easonabl e.

Finally, it is stated in paragraph 1.1.3 of the Planning Statenent
that planning perm ssion is not necessary for the creation and
operation of the site conmpound in its entirety. As the requirenent
for planning permission is a matter for the Council to assess inits
role as planning authority, not an applicant, | presune it has or
will take a view separately on the validity of this bold

cont enti on.



