Application Not(O: 20047 1540 ML

WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS

Notification of Refusal of Permission

Wharf Properties (Homes) No 2 Ltd
C/O C B Richard Ellis

Kingsley House

1a Wimpole Street

LONDON

W1G ORE

Application Number: 0/2004/1646

Parish: Arborfield
Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross.
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing

buildings and redevelopment of land to provide residential
development of a density of 30 - 40 dwellings per hectare on
an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated
access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and
retention of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate application
with 0/2004/1647).

The Wokingham District Council in pursuance of their powers under the above Acts and
Regulations hereby Refuse Permission for carrying out the above development in
accordance with the application and the accompanying plans submitted to the Council,
the reasons for which are specified hereunder.

Reasons

1. The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the vehicular access can be formed to
the site without compromising the safety of pedestrians and cyclists in particular in
respect of the access across the residential access road immediately west of the
roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are contrary to PPG13 and the

following policies of the Wokingham District Local Plan: WT2; WT3; WT4; WT7 and
WTS.

2. The proposed development is unacceptable in principle, as it is development
within an area designated as countryside in the adopted Local Plan, and would result in
further encroachment of development into the countryside. This would be of a denser
form than that which currently exists on the site and would have an urbanising impact to
the detriment of the rural character of the surrounding countryside. The application is
therefore contrary to policies OS1, C2, C5, C9 and LD3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan,
policies DP1, DP6, DP8(iv) and H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft
incorporating Proposed Modifications), policies WOS1(d), WOS3, WCC1, WLL4 and
WHI1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, and guidance contained in PPS7
(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas).
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Applicarion Nod 320041646 HE

3. The proposed development has failed to demonstrate adequate measures for the
protection and enhancement of the rural landscape character of the area, especially with
regard to appropriate tree planting and a landscape scheme that is consistent with the
local landscape character. The application is therefore contrary to policy WLL4 of the
Wokingham District Local Plan, policy C9 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policy
EN1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed
Modifications).

4. The proposed site is located outside an identified settlement and within the
countryside. Having regard to the level of development proposed, it is considered to be
unsustainable as the future occupants would be reliant on private cars to reach a sufficient
range of facilities and services. The application is therefore considered to be contrary to
policies WOS1, WOS3, WH1 and WT1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, policies
OS1, LD1, C1 and H4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policies DP1, DP8(iv), H3 and
T1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed Modifications).

5. The proposed redevelopment is contrary to PPG3 and Policies WH1and WOS2 of
the Wokingham District Local Plan, which states that a sequential approach is required
for new housing development. Housing development in the countryside is not provided
for and therefore the proposed development is contrary to policies WOS1, W0S2, WCC1
and WH1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, policies H5 and C1 of the Berkshire
Structure Plan, policies DP1 and H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft
incorporating Proposed Modifications) and the principles set out in PPS7.

6. The proposed development would result in the loss of a permanent Gypsy site and
there is a shortage of such sites within the District. This is contrary to policies WOS1a,
WH17 and WCC1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, policy H8 of the Berkshire
Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed Modifications) and to the principles
set out in PPG3 regarding provision for special housing needs.

7. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not
have an adverse impact on protected species (bats and badgers). The proposal is therefore
contrary to policy EN8 of the Berkshire Structure Plan, policy EN3 of the Berkshire
Structure Plan Deposit Draft (incorporating modifications) and policy WNC4 of the
Wokingham District Local Plan.

8. The applicants have failed to demonstrate that residential development at a
density of 30-40 dwellings per hectare, required open space areas, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping, buffer zones along the edge of the Wildlife
Heritage Site and the retention of the electrical sub-station, can be accommodated on the
site in a satisfactory layout. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies WOS3, WBE1
and WHI11 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and Supplementary Planning Guidance
Note B1 "The Design of New Residential Schemes".

9. The proposal fails to make satisfactory provision of adequate services, amenities
and infrastructure needs and consequently would have an unacceptable adverse impact
upon the amenities of the area. As such, the proposal is contrary to policy LD6 of the
Berkshire Structure Plan, Policies WOS4, WIC8 and WR7 of the Wokingham District

Local Plan and policy DP4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications).
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Applicarion No)2004 1646 ML,

10.  The proposal does not make adequate provision for affordable housing in
accordance with Policies WOS4 and WH12 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and
policy H7 of the Berkshire Structure Plan.

Informatives
1. The submission of a satisfactory layout would overcome reason for refusal no. 8.
2. It may be possible to overcome the reasons for refusal nos. 9 and 10, by the

submission of a unilateral undertaking that is acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.

Trevor Watson
Development Control Manager
Date: 26/10/2004

NEW DWELLINGS - If this notice relates to approval of new dwellings please ensure that you contact The
Council to arrange for an address & post code to be allocated. Details can be obtained from Mrs V Coulon on
0118 974 6489.

If this notice grants permission to proceed with the proposal the applicant is reminded that it relates to planning
permission only and does not constitute approval under any other legislation including Building Regulations.
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DATE: 15 April 2004

SCANNING INFORMATION SHEET

OFFICER REPORTS

Application Number: 0/2004/1646
Applicants Name: Wharf Properties (Homes)' NO 2LTD

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross,
Reading.
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REFUSED AT DC COMMITTEE ON 20™ OCTOBER 2004 (HL)

To REFUSE both planning applications {0/2004/1646 & 0/2004/1647) for the following
reasons:

1. The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the vehicular access can be formed to
the site without compromising the safety of pedestrians and cyclists in particular in
respect of the access across the residential access road immediately west of the
roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are contrary to PPG13 and
the following policies of the Wokingham District Local Plan WT2; WT3; WT4;, WT7,
WT8.

2. The proposed development is unacceptable in principle, as it is development within
an area designated as countryside in the adopted Local Plan, and would result in further
encroachment of development into the countryside. This would be of a denser form than
that which currently exists on the site and would have an urbanising impact to the
detriment of the rural character of the surrounding countryside. The application is
therefore contrary to policies 0S1, C2, C5, C9, & LD3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan,
policies DP1, DP6, DP8(iv) & H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan {Deposit Draft
incorporating Proposed Modifications) and policies WOS1(d), WOS3, WCC1, WLL4 &
WH11 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, and guidance contained in PPS7
(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas).

3. The proposed development has failed to demonstrate adequate measures for the
protection and enhancement of the rural landscape character of the area, especially
with regard to appropriate tree planting and a landscape scheme that is consistent with
the local landscape character. The application is therefore contrary to policy WLL4 of
the Wokingham District Local Plan, policy C9 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policy
EN1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed
Modifications).

4. The proposed site is located outside an identified settlement and within the
countryside. Having regard to the level of development proposed, it is considered to be
unsustainable as the future occupants would be reliant on private cars to reach a
sufficient range of facilities and services. The application is therefore considered to be
contrary to policies WOS1, WOS3, WH1 & WT1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan,
and policies 0S1, LD1, C1 & H4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policies DP1,
DP8(iv), H3 and T1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications).

5. The proposed redevelcpment is contrary to PPG3 and Policies WH1& WOS2 of the
Wokingham District Local Plan, which states that a sequential approach is required for
new housing development. Housing development in the countryside is not provided for
and therefore the proposed development is contrary to policies WOS1, WOS2, WCC1 &
WH1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, policies H5 & C1 of the Berkshire Structure
Plan and policies DP1 & H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications) and the principles set out in PPS7.

6. The proposed development would result in the loss of a permanent Gypsy site and
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there is a shortage of such sites within the District. This is contrary to policies WOS1a,
WH17 & WCC1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and policy H8 of the Berkshire
Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed Modifications) and to the
principles set out in PPG3 regarding provision for special housing needs.

7. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not
have an adverse impact on protected species (bats and badgers). The proposal is
therefore contrary to policy EN8 of the Berkshire Structure Plan, policy EN3 of the
Berkshire Structure Plan Deposit Draft (incorporating modifications) and policy WNC4 of
the Wokingham District Local Plan.

8. The applicants have failed to demonstrate that residential development at a density of
30-40 dwellings per hectare, required open space areas, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping, buffer zones along the edge of the Wildlife
Heritage Site and the retention of the electrical sub-station, can be accommodated on
the site in a satisfactory layout. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies WOS3,
WBE1 & WH11 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and Supplementary Planning
Guidance Note B1 The Design of New Residential Schemes.

9. The proposal fails to make satisfactory provision of adequate services, amenities and
infrastructure needs and consequently would have an unacceptable adverse impact
upon the amenities of the area. As such, the proposal is contrary to policy LD6 of the
Berkshire Structure Plan and Policies WOS4, WIC8 & WRY7 of the Wokingham District
Local Plan and policy DP4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications).

10. The proposal does not make adequate provision for affordable housing in
accordance with Policies WOS4 & WH12 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and
policy H7 of the Berkshire Structure Plan.

Informatives:
1. The submission of a satisfactory layout would overcome reason for refusal no.8.

2. It may be possible to overcome the reasons for refusal nos. 9 & 10, by the
submission of a unilateral undertaking that is acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.
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SWALLOWFIELD PARISH COU

PARISH COUNCIL OFFICE PCL T

SWALLOWFIELD STREET, SWALLOWFIELD| o —=—"""7"""""""""]
READING, BERKS, RG7 1QX s |

Tel: 0118 988 5929 Fax: (118 988 6443

email: clerk@swallowfieldpc.gov.uk ~ 4 MAY 72004 L
COPES 1O 1‘\3,.._“___—“
FHE:
29" April 2004
FAXED AND POSTED
Planning Dept.,
P.O. Box 157,
Wokingham District Council,
Shute End,
Wokingham,

Berks. RG40 1WR

Dear Sirs,

Application Number: 0/2004/1647 (Adjacent Parish Consultation)
Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Arborfield
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and the

redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30-40 dwellings
per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station

Case Officer: Heidi Lynch

The Parish Council strongly objects to this application for the following reasons:-

1.

hd

That the site is not listed for residential development in accordance with the Wokingham District
plan, and therefore this proposal fails to comply with the countryside policies.

That the site is unsuitable for residential development due to poor public transport links.

That residential development should be built in or immediately adjacent to identified settlements
in order that a settlements facilities are available to the new residents.

That this proposal will have a detrimental visual effect from the Farley Hill Area of Special
Landscape Importance.

That the site is unsustainable and will generate excess traffic movements.

That it will put additional burdens upon local medical practices and Farley Hill Primary School.

The Parish Council considers that this application should be strongly resisted as otherwise a veritable rash
of applications may ensue for other brown field sites not listed for development.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs. C. Adams, Clerk 407
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Telephone / F&E~0TT3 977 2857 RG41 4EB
Miss H. Lynch E-mail Judith@neuhofer. freeserve.co.uk
Devetopment Control
Wokingham Unitary

Date: 12™ May 2004
Dear Miss Lynch,

Application Number 0/2004/1646
Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross

I'am writing to you on behalf of Barkham Parish Council regarding the abeve numbered application.

The Council feel very strongly that a development of this size will have a huge impact on the roads and services
in Barkham, for trafffc travelfting from Arborfield to Wokingham must pesy gh Barkham, already there is
standing traffic at the narrow bridge along Barkham Road which will only be worse. There are no
facilities in the way of*loeat shopa: medical surperies or provision feradditional school places and therefore we
feel that another development will be an unacceptable burden on the local infrastructure.

Therefore the Parishr Comnett strongly recommend that this application is refused.

Yours sincerely,

f P QQ«J\O L\a—

Judith Neuhofer
Clerk to Barkham Parish Council
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A Arborfield & Newland Parish Council

e o
j . Parish Office, Arborfield Village Hall, Eversley Road,
j Pawinesc. .- Arborfield, Berkshire, RG2 9PQ
POL - R
A Eom——— 1L Tel 0118 976 1489
! R Fax 0118 976 1427

TRV E-mail parishclerk@arborfield.org.uk
Clerk: Mrs Karen Hanson

12 May 2004

Please find attached Arborfield and Newland Parish Council comments on the
foliowing application.

Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross — Outline application for the
proposed demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment to provide a residential
development at a density of 30-40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares on
an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car parking, internal
service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station. Recommend refusal

(a) holding objection — With the application were 4 impact strategy reports. The
Parish Council would like to hear of Wokingham District Council opinion on
these reports — such as specialist advice on the contamination.

(b) Objection on the grounds of:

. The site is designated countryside and therefore should not have such a large
development (Countryside development is considered as limited development
for which a rural location is required)

. The site is not sustainable due to increased traffic movement and increased
use of the car.

. There will be an unacceptable burden on the local infrastructure such as
schools, shops and medical facilities.

. The loss of Bound Oak industrial units would result in a reduction of such units
in the area and subsequent loss of employment.

. Sufficient housing has been identified by the local plan, which does not include
this site.

. The loss of the Gypsy Site does not offer an alternative site for the present
inhabitants to live.

o The application is not in compliance with many adopted local plan policies.

(c) If the development is approved, the Parish Council reserves the right to lay
objections once the final plans are produced on the size and density.
Similarly, we would ask for funding to improve roads, byways and local
footpaths as well as support for the village amenities such as the village hall
and the recreation ground and pavilion.

The Parish Council requested that Wokingham District Council be advised that this

application is being taken very seriously and that these are comments made before the
Parish Council has made a site visit.
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o i
Development Control Committee
20 October 2004

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Aborfield Cross
Application No: 0/2004/1646 and 0/2004/1647, Pages 66-86.

Paragraph 8 of the officer's report refers to the Council's Draft Supplementary Planning
Guidance on Housing Delivery. This policy has now been adopted by the Council.

Consultation Responses

One letter received from residents of Highfield Park stating they had been forced to leave
the site because of violent clashes between different groups of travellers. Relationships
are so strained they will not be able to return to the site. Any efforts to improve the site
had been thwarted by vandalism. The residents are not prepared to let other groups take
over the site. The money they will receive from developers will allow the residents to
settle down properly within a community.

One letter of support has been received from Thames Valley Housing stating the
application will bring much needed new housing including affordable housing. There is a
short fall in affordable housing in the district. Financial contributions will benefit the
Aborfield community.

Councillor Gary Cowen, who could not be here tonight, has also submitted a letter {see
attached).

Additional Information
Since the report has been published The applicant has submitted a further two letters,
dated 19 October, in support of their application.

The first addresses the reasons for refusal. In summary, the applicants believe that
reasons 1, 3, 7, 8 are matters capable of being dealt with by condition and should be
resolved at detailed stage or are demonstrated by illustrative material. Reasons 2,
4, 5 are considered to be outweighed by material considerations such as:

. removing undesirable uses from a residential area

. development of a brownfield site

. site detracts from rural character in its current state

. development will secure visual and landscape benefits to area

. development contributes towards meeting housing targets, on brownfield
land

. affordable housing and social infrastructure are provided

. scheme contributes to improving accessibility of area through enhanced

service and critical mass

Reason 6 is felt to be unjustified due to the fact that the law expects gypsies to take
control and responsibility for the provision of their sites, and therefore it should be
their decision to make alternative use of the land if an acceptable alternative use is
available. The Council is under no obligation to provide for gypsies and there is no
evidence of unmet need in the area, or policy to retain the site.

411



e
Development Control Committee
20 October 2004

Reasons 9 and 10 are felt to be unjustified as the applicant is willing to make financial
contributions and provide 26% affordable housing.

Your Officers can advise that the information received would not alter the
recommendation within the agenda.

Services Amenities and Infrastructure Contributions

The total open space / playing field requirement if fully provided on site is 2.043 ha,
however, as there are a number of playing fields in the area (including the Parish
recreation ground) and it was agreed that only informal open space would be
provided on site. This to include a kick about area.

The requirement is for 0.5 ha with a contribution of £5500 for a combined basketball
/ football posts installed in the grass.

The £70k for improving sports and community facilities would be earmarked for
improvements to the existing playing fields (that are publicly accessible) and for
example the local village hall.

The Gypsy site at Carters Hill has poor facilities that are in urgent need of
improvement to keep the existing plots in use. However, a contribution would be
better used to provide plots for an additional 4 units at Twyford Orchards gypsy site.
The cost of work has yet to be identified.

The changes to the roundabout and extending the pedestrian / cycle routes will be
carried out under a S278 agreement.
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(/2004/1646 and 1647

I must apologise for not being able to attend DC tonight but I have a commitment [
cannot avoid. I support the Officer recommendation but would like fo make the
following comments.

The identification of the land as Highfield Park is incorrect as Highfield Caravan Park
is the permanent gipsy site. The various remaining sites on the land have been subject
to many planning applications and appeals and have always been referred to as land
north of Wokingham Lane not Highfield Park, which is its proper designation.

It is very important to make that distinction as the land, which is all in the countryside
and should be treated under Local and Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS7 policies
consisting of a series of individual areas well identified in the report as;

o The Highfield Caravan Park site (Planning permission granted against policy
at appeal (on human rights grounds).

o Bound Oak and Walkers via the Certificate of lawful Use route. Although
permissions exist they werc not obtained by what I would call the “normal”
planning process

o An unauthorised car scrap-yard which has court order served on it.

o In addition and not rcferred to in the report but part of the planning
application is a field which has no activity on it and is simply countryside (sec
map on agenda pagc 84. The area is shown below Highfield Park and adjacent
to the A327)

The report mentions the wishes of the pitch owners desire to re-establish a presence
on the site, which I welcome but recent correspondence from Forsters on behalf of the
developer would now indicate otherwise. If this is the case and the families have left
the site so as stated no local links need to be safeguarded then it becomes another
matter. As the mobile homes arc not permanent structures it is not an issue as the land
can be allowed to revert to natural abet degraded countryside.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the surrounding area;

Paragraph 20; the existing area consists of low buildings, trees and bunds and is
broadly visually unobtrusive. A development of such scale would have a significant
effect when viewed from footpath 17 (not mentioned in the report) Farley Hill
{(AONB) or the A327, which 1s a Green Route.

The site would be clearly visible from the well-used Footpath 17, which links up with
Wokingham Lane (byway 15), which is also well used by ramblers, walkers and
horses.

Ecological issues;

Paragraph 25; No mention is madc of the stream, which runs from the scrap yard

under the A327 into the new estate at Penrose Park which has many conditions
attached to it in Penrosc Park.
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There is also a contamination issuc relating to a considerable amount of “illegal
waste” coming on to the site and being burnt there. In fact all or most of the land
including the stream could be contaminated and not be suited to residential and this
needs to be taken into consideration.

Long Copse consists of two areas (sce map on page 84). The site to the west is a
wildlife heritage site and the second one known locally as “bluebell wood” is under
consideration as a wildlife heritage site but no buffer protection is being afforded to
that area.

Service Amenity and Infrastructure Provision;

Education provision is shown for Shinfield Infants and Junior schools yet the
catchment area is Farlcy Hill and Arborfield. Why has provision not been made in the
catchment area schools only? Should these schools be at capacity then planning
permission should be refused, on sustainable grounds as extra car journeys will result
in taking children to the Shinfield Schools. It should also be noted that the distance to
Shinficld Schools would rcsult in the Council having to provide school transport
forever as presently there is no school bus on that route.

Leisure and Community; if one adds the provision for POS along with the buffer
protecting Long Copsc the developable land reduces to about 1.5 to 2.0 Ha of
developable land. This would result in 45 to 60 dwellings at 30 per Ha and 60 to 80 at
40 per Ha not the 132 to 176 applied for.

This PA with Public Open Space, a watercourse not mentioned 1n the report and
Wildlife heritage Site buffer zones is a bit more complicated than most the Committee
is normally asked to consider. These could take up to 50% of the proposed site. The
Committee needs to consider the net not gross density of the land as clearly to agree
the outline numbers applicd for would require a major reduction in the *“non-
developable™ land arca or a build rate in the region of 60 to 80 per hectare in a
countryside location.

Buffer zones, full Public Open Space Provision and all other necessary protections
(water course, trees etc) must be established as a conditions now as they play a role in
the numbers of potential houses the site could contain.

Contributions for Library stock should be directed to the Library at Arborfield Cross
or more pressingly to provide staff at the Arborfield Garrison Library which are both
in the area and not Spencer’s Wood Library which is a very long way away and again
would result in additional car journcys.

Reference is also madc to Gipsy site provision in Carters Hill but no mention is made
for what, how much and whethcr the site is in private or council ownership. With
respect to Highways contributions 1 see no requirement for a proposed pedestrian
crossing on Baird Road.

While recognising that the land might be considered degraded (at ground level) as

currently most of the existing activities are not visible from the surrounding
areas. With the removal of existing trees and bunds and building adjacent to the A327
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(Green Route) this would clcarly have a seriously urbanising and detrimental effect on
the existing visual amenity of the countryside from all directions

The CBRE letter makes various statements, which I would like to comment on as
follows.

Reason 2 actually recognises this PA is contrary to Councils adopted Policy. I must
add it also is contrary to the Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS7 and would clearly set
a precedent for future planning applications in the countryside.

Reason 3 recognises the land is degraded but it cannot get away from the fact that
although the land is degraded it can be cleaned up and visually it is not generally
noticeable from the surrounding area. A large number of houses would certainly be
visible in the countryside setting. There are many appeal cases where much lower
levels of visual intrusion in the countryside have been dismissed.

Reason 4. Penrose Park was granted permission at appeal but the Inspector said he did
not consider that site as sustainable but the council had identified it as a reserve site so
the presumption favourcd development. It should also be noted that at the time of the
appeal the council, was failing in meeting its housing numbers by a considerable
number of houses which is not the case now.

On Penrose Parks 300 houses the Local Plan Inspector said, “ I have considerable
doubts as to whether this sitc would have been justified under the current PPG3
(2000) advice or my recommended strategy for allocating land”. On Arborficld
Garrison he said, “ I do not agrec with the council that Arborfield Garrison possesses
the essential qualities of an identified settlement for the reasons I have given”
Arborfield garrison is not a settlement in the recently adopted Local Plan. The
proposed site is located in a less sustainable but more rural countryside location.

Poperinghe Barracks got permission just before the Local Plan Inspector’s report was
published and in my opinion planning permission would not have been granted had it
been after the Local Plan Inspectors report. An appeal at Bramshill Close for 10 units
was dismissed as it was outside the settlement and would conflict with the principles
of sustainable development. Again the proposed site is located in a less sustainable
but more rural countryside location.

The site is clearly in an unsustainable [ocation in the countryside.

Reason 5 recognises the sile has not been subject to the site selection process set out
in WHI1 or the sequential approach set out in the Local Plan, Berkshire Structure Plan
and Government guidance. The Local Plan housing numbers are being met so this
Planning Application conflicts with the principles of Plan, Monitor Manage and any
sequential approach to housing development. It also recognises the site is in the
countryside. Countryside policy WCCT1 is very clear and is not designed to have 132-
176 houses built in the countryside and 1s in conflict with points A to H of WCC1

Reason 6. Makes the point that thc gipsies have written to the council confirming

they do not wish to remain on the site which seems to be supported by
correspondence from Forsters that the families have left the site so as stated no local
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links need to be safeguarded and should not be a reason for refusal. This may be the
case but if it is so then it is also not a reason to grant planning permission. The mobile
homes are not permanent structures so once they are removed the land could allow
that part of the site to revert to countryside.

Reason 7 can be dealt with by condition but other issues need conditions such as
contamination, archaeology, trces, visual impact of footpath 17 and the watercourse.

Reason 8. Although layout is mentioned until the site can be identified in to area of
developable and non-developable land (gross/net areas) accurate housing numbers
cannot be applied so it will be impossible to prove/disprove whether a satisfactory site
layout can be achieved.

Reason 9. Service, amenity and infrastructure needs raise many points. Provision for
Junior and Infant School places appear to be outside the normal catchment area.
Arborfield and Farley Hill would be normal but if they have reached capacity and
children have to be sent to Shinfield it will certainly increase use of the car and as
such is not sustainable and a reason [or refusal.

Leisure and Community on site public open space coupled with Wildlife site buffer
zone protection along with the watercourse buffer zone protection (not identified n
the PA) would have a considerable impact on the amount developable land and as
such is material in establishing the numbers of houses this site could take.

Reason 10. No provision is made for local need. 26% should be a condition with a
local need built into that figure.

TO summarise the site called Highficld Park is not properly identified and need to be
recognised as Land North of Wokingham Lane. The net amount of developable
amount of land must bc clearly identified and agreed by conditions to establish
exactly how much development the site could take.

This net amount of land should take fully into consideration the POS, WHS and
watercourse buffer zones and individual plots including their designations. The site is
in the countryside in an unsustainable location and is in breach on most of the Local
Plan Policies, The Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS 7. The visual impact on the
countryside from Footpath 17 (not mentioned in the report), Wokingham Lane and the
A327 Green Route will have a serious and detrimental effect on the countryside. It
will lead to a considerable number of additional car journeys which conflicts with
guidance in PPG 3 and other plans.

I would ask the members to support the Officer recommendation and refuse this
planning application.

Councillor Gary Cowan.
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Development Received Parish Ward
Control Ref No

0/2004/1646 & 01/04/04 Arborfield Arborfield
0/2004/1647

Applicant  Wharf Properties (Homes) Ltd No 2 Ltd

Location Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield

Proposal QOutline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of
30-40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open
space, associated access, car parking, internal service roads,
landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station.

FOR CONSIDERATION BY Development Control Committee on 20 October 2004
REPORT PREPARED BY Corporate Head of Planning

SUMMARY

These are two duplicate outline applications for the proposed demolition of existing
buildings and redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of
30-40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares (132-176 dwellings). This would
include open space, associated access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping
and retention of the electricity sub-station. The only matters to be considered at this
stage are the principle of development and the means of access to the site.

The applications are before Committee as they represent major development by virtue
of the site area and the likely number of dwellings proposed. The proposed
development would if approved, also require a legal agreement to secure infrastructure
contributions.

RECOMMENDATION

To REFUSE both planning applications (O/2004/1646 & 0/2004/1647) for the following
reasons:;

1. The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the vehicular access can be formed to
the site without compromising the safety of pedestrians and cyclists in particular in
respect of the access across the residential access road immediately west of the
roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are contrary to PPG13 and
the following policies of the Wokingham District Local Plan WT2; WT3; WT4; WT7,
WTS8.

2. The proposed development is unacceptable in principle, as it is development within
an area designated as countryside in the adopted Local Plan, and would result in further
encroachment of development into the countryside. This would be of a denser form than
that which currently exists on the site and would have an urbanising impact to the
detriment of the rural character of the surrounding countryside. The application is
therefore contrary to policies OS1, C2, C5, C9, & LD3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan,
policies DP1, DP6, DP8(iv) & H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft
incorporating Proposed Modifications) and policies WOS1(d), WOS3, WCC1, WLL4 &
WH11 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, and guidance contained in PPS7
(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas).

3. The proposed development has failed to demonstrate adequate measures for the
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protection and enhancement of the rural landscape character of the area, especially
with regard to appropriate tree planting and a landscape scheme that is consistent with
the local landscape character. The application is therefore contrary to policy WLL4 of
the Wokingham District Local Plan, policy C9 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policy
EN1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed
Modifications).

4. The proposed site is located outside an identified settlement and within the
countryside. Having regard to the level of development proposed, it is considered to be
unsustainable as the future occupants would be reliant on private cars to reach a
sufficient range of facilities and services. The application is therefore considered to be
contrary to policies WOS1, WOS3, WH1 & WT1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan,
and policies 0S1, LD1, C1 & H4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan and policies DP1,
DP8(iv), H3 and T1 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications).

5. The proposed redevelopment is contrary to PPG3 and Policies WH1& WOS2 of the
Wokingham District Local Plan, which states that a sequential approach is required for
new housing development. Housing development in the countryside is not provided for
and therefore the proposed development is contrary to policies WOS1, WOS2, WCC1 &
WH1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan, policies H5 & C1 of the Berkshire Structure
Plan and policies DP1 & H3 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications) and the principles set out in PPS7.

6. The proposed development would result in the loss of a permanent Gypsy site and
there is a shortage of such sites within the District. This is contrary to policies WOS1a,
WH17 & WCC1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and policy H8 of the Berkshire
Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating Proposed Modifications) and to the
principles set out in PPG3 regarding provision for special housing needs.

7. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not
have an adverse impact on protected species (bats and badgers). The proposal is
therefore contrary to policy EN8 of the Berkshire Structure Plan, policy EN3 of the
Berkshire Structure Plan Deposit Draft (incorporating modifications) and policy WNC4 of
the Wokingham District Local Plan.

8. The applicants have failed to demonstrate that residential development at a density of
30-40 dwellings per hectare, required open space areas, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping, buffer zones along the edge of the Wildlife
Heritage Site and the retention of the electrical sub-station, can be accommodated on
the site in a satisfactory layout. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies WOS3,
WBE1 & WH11 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and Supplementary Planning
Guidance Note B1 The Design of New Residential Schemes.

9. The proposal fails to make satisfactory provision of adequate services, amenities and
infrastructure needs and consequently would have an unacceptable adverse impact
upon the amenities of the area. As such, the proposal is confrary to policy LD6 of the
Berkshire Structure Plan and Policies WOS4, WIC8 & WR7 of the Wokingham District
Local Pian and policy DP4 of the Berkshire Structure Plan (Deposit Draft incorporating
Proposed Modifications).

10. The proposal does not make adequate provision for affordable housing in
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accordance with Policies WOS4 & WH12 of the Wokingham District Local Plan and
policy H7 of the Berkshire Structure Plan.

informatives:
1. The submission of a satisfactory layout would overcome reason for refusal no.8.

2. It may be possible to overcome the reasons for refusal nos. 9 & 10, by the
submission of a unilateral undertaking that is acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.

Author Heidi Lynch Email development.control@wokingham.gov.uk
Service Development Control Telephone No 0118 974 6428 / 6429
Date 11" October 2004

NB All reports seek to identify environmental, community safety, customer care
and equal opportunities implications. Consultation with residents and
organisations which has or is about to take place, will also be reported.
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BACKGROUND

The site is known as Highfield Park and is located to the south of Arborfield Cross and
to the west of Arborfield Garrison. The site is bound by Waokingham Lane and beyond
that, by the former Barracks site that is currently being developed. To the west of the
site is a substantial area of woodland (Long Copse), a designated Wildlife Heritage Site,
and to the north of the site is open countryside. Further to the east of the site on the
opposite side of the A327 is Arborfield Garrison as well as Penrose Park, a recent
housing development.

The site is predominantly a brownfield site within the countryside. It contains two areas
authorised for industrial use (Bound Oak and Walkers Yard), an unauthorised scrap
yard, a residential bungalow, an electricity substation and a Gypsy site (Highfield Park)
with 12 pitches. Bound Oak has permission for light industrial, general industrial and
storage use, as well as a haulage and goods vehicle operating centre and for the
storage of scaffolding. This has resulted in a number of small industrial units being
provided on the site. Walkers Yard contains one building which was given planning
permission for four light industrial (B1c) use units. This building is currently vacant. An
appeal decision also allowed the erection of a replacement building and its use for
parking and maintenance of transport/haulage contractors vehicles. The car breakers
yard on the site is currently unauthorised and enforcement action is underway.

Highfield Park Gypsy site has presented management problems both for the Council
and the police in the past. It has at times been over-occupied and has been the scene
of both anti-social behaviour and criminal activity. Some of the current pitch owners
have experienced a substantial amount of conflict with other travelling communities.
This has lead to the site being under-occupied since 2002. The Council understands
that the pitch owners would like to re-establish a presence on the site.

The proposed development will result in the demolition of the existing buildings on the
site and redevelopment at a proposed ratio of 30-40 dwellings per hectare including
open space and associated access, car parking, internal service roads, fandscaping and
the retention of the electricity sub-station. The main point of access into the
development will be gained from the roundabout, which has recently been constructed
as part of the redevelopment of Poperinghe Barracks. An illustrative ‘Landscape
Concept Plan’ has been submitted and this shows pockets of residential development
within the site separated by areas of landscaping. It also shows landscape buffer
planting around the site to help screen and integrate the development into the
countryside. The 4.4ha proposed developable area would include housing, roads as
well as public open space. The electrical sub-station and strategic landscaping
(including buffer zones) would not be included within this developable area.

CONSULTATION

Property: No comments as this site is not Council owned land

Gypsy Liaison Officer: Objects as will involve the loss of a traveller site

Thames Water: No objections subject to conditions

British Horse Society: Has concerns over the retention of By-way 15

Forestry Commission: Wish to ensure the retention of the ancient woodland adjacent
to the site

Southern Electricity: No objections provided an agreement is made with the developer
to ensure access to the substation (The applicant has confirmed that Southern
Electricity can continue to access/operate the facility).
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English Nature: No comments.

Environment Agency: No objections subject to conditions

Environmental Health: No objections relating to noise issues

Access & Movement: Recommend refusal

Fire & Rescue Service: An additional hydrant provision will be required for the

development (the applicant has confirmed they are willing to provide for an additional

hydrant and are willing to accept a condition with respect to this).

Archaeological Consultants: No objections subject to conditions

Drainage Officer: Recommends conditions

Joint Strategic Planning Unit: Comment on policies to be taken into consideration

Policy: Object to proposed development

Local Member: No comments received at time of report

Swallowfield Parish Council: Objects to development (see comments attached)

Barkham Parish Council: Object to development (see comments attached)

Arborfield & Newland Parish Council: Object to development (see comments

attached)

Local Residents: Nine letters have been received with regards to the proposed

applications. The issues raised in objection are as follows:

+ Insufficient school facilities and parking in the area

Sets a precedent for further development

Arborfield will lose its village character and turn into a town

Inadequate public amenities i.e, shops, community facilities

Dependency of future occupants on cars

¢ Impact on local wildlife

¢ Adequate housing in the area

¢ Higher crime rates due to increase in people

The issues raised in support of the application (4), are as follows:

e« The development will rehabilitate land that has been grossly polluted and is an
eyesore

¢ Additional contributions will benefit the community

e Houses have to be built
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APPRAISAL

Principle of Development
1. The application relates to residential development of a predominantly brownfield site
within the countryside.

2. Policy WOS1 of the Local Plan indicates that the Council will ensure development is
sustainable through maximising the use of land and buildings and exploiting the
potential of previously developed land within settlements before the countryside is built
upon. Paragraph 5.22 of the Wokingham District Local Plan indicates that previously
developed land outside settlements tends to be in unsustainable locations and therefore
is unsuitable for housing. This reflects criterion (c) of policy WOS1 regarding the need to
minimise the requirement for travel by private car. With regard to the application site, it
is noted the future occupants of the properties would be reliant on the private car to
reach a sufficient range of facilities and services (education, health, community,
employment, shopping, and leisure). This is because these facilities are not within a
short walking distance {up to 800m) of the site. Consequently, the development of this
site would be contrary to Policy WOS1. Furthermore, since the need to minimise the
requirement to travel by the car is also included in Policy WOS3, the development of
this site would also conflict with this policy.

3. Whilst it is noted that the application site adjoins a residential development of 300
dwellings (currently being developed by, Bryants and David Wilson), this does not affect
these policy observations. Members attention is drawn to the history of policy
development for the area. With regard to the adjacent residential development, the Part
2 Local Plan Inspector commented (paragraph 5.910} that “| have considerable doubts
as to whether this site could have been justified under the current PPG3 (2000} advice
or my recommended strategy for allocating housing land”. Furthermore, in the Deposit
Local Plan, Arborfield Garrison (including the 300 dwelling development by Bryants and
David Wilson at Penrose Park) was designated as a quasi-settlement under Policy
WBE21. On this Policy, the Part 2 Inspector commented (paragraph 4.92) that “| do not
agree with the Council that Arborfield Garrison possesses the essential qualities of an
identified settlement for the reasons | have given”. He therefore recommended
(paragraph 4.94) “that Policy WBE21 is deleted and that the designation is removed
from the Proposals Map”. The Council accepted this recommendation on 4™ December
2002 and the Proposed Moadifications M/4/48, M/4/49, M/2/MAP/27 and M/4/MAP/2
implemented these changes. No objections were submitted to these Proposed
Modifications and therefore the area of Arborfield Garrison is now included in the
countryside in the Adopted Plan.

4. There have been a number of appeals concerning residential development arcund
Arborfield Garrison that may be relevant to this application. The appeals at the Whitehall
Brick & Tile Works (8/1/98) and the 300 dwelling scheme at Arborfield Garrison (2/9/99)
both predate the publication of PPG3 on 7 March 2000. Consequently, it is not
considered that the assessment of site suitability having regard to these decisions

reflects current Government policy. Therefore, they are not material to this decision. |

5. Whilst the Poperinghe Barracks appeal decision (to the south of the application site)
was issued after the publication of PPG3 (9/3/01), it is noted that the views of this
Inspector conflict with those of the more recent Part 2 Local Plan Inspector (October
2001). Since the Part 2 Inspector considered the implications of PPG3 for the whole
plan strategy rather than an individual site, it is considered that the Local Plan
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Inspector's views are mare relevant than those of the Poperinghe Barracks Inspector.
Furthermore, since the Local Plan was modified to reflect the recommendations of the
Local Plan Inspector, it is considered that the adopted plan is fully in accordance with
current Government Policy, including PPG3, where as the Poperinghe Barracks
decision is not.

6. The Council on 20 July 2004 received an appeal decision that is also pertinent to this
application. This appeal (ref APP/X0360/A/03/1127067 and APP/X0360/A/04/1138833)
related to a site at 25 & 26 Bramshill Close, Arborfield that lay within the settlement
boundary for Arborfield Garrison as defined by Policy WBE21 of the Deposit Draft
Wokingham District Local Plan. As mentioned above, this designation was removed on
the Local Plan Inspector's recommendation and the application was refused on the
principle of unacceptable development outside of a settlement. The Appeal Inspector
considered the issue of sustainability of the location in paragraphs 7-23. The Inspector
concluded in paragraph 23 that the proposed residential development at the appeal site
would conflict with the principles of sustainable development. It is noted that such a
view supports the position of the Part 2 Local Plan Inspector.

7. Policy WOS2 applies the sequential approach in PPG3 to the selection of housing
sites. With regard to the approach in Policy WOS2, it is noted that the application site
does not fall within any of the categories within which residential development is
acceptable. There is therefore an over-riding policy objection with regard to non-
compliance with Policy WOS2.

8. In addition, it is noted that the Council’s Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance on
‘Housing Land Delivery’ (April 2004) and Appendix 3 of the Local Plan indicate that
sufficient housing will be delivered to ensure achievement of the housing requirements
in the Berkshire Structure Plan (Policy H2) covering the period 1991-2006. This involves
the development of housing on more sustainable sites within settlements than the
application site. The draft SPG on Housing Land Delivery at 2004 (consultation period
expired on 20 August 2004), indicates that the Council anticipates achieving the
housing land requirements of the current Berkshire Structure Plan covering the period
1991-2006 (policy H2). The approach taken to calculating housing land supply was
initially proposed by the Local Plan Inspector and subsequently endorsed by the Council
through modifications to the Local Plan. It is further noted that this approach (based on
the information at April 2003) was endorsed by the Secretary of State in his decision on
an appeal for residential development at Grazeley Road, Three Mile Cross and by the
Inspector at Bramshill Close. The Council’s draft Housing Land Delivery SPG indicates
sufficient housing is anticipated across the district to meet the Structure Plan housing
requirements. The dwellings proposed by this development are therefore not required.
As there is a surplus of houses indicated in the Housing Land Delivery SPG, it is
therefore considered that the allocated sites should be developed prior to the
application site. Consequently, it is considered that the development of a less
sustainable brown field site (when more sustainable locations are availabie) is contrary
to the advice in PPG3 (particularly paragraph 31). In addition, the sufficiency and
deliverability of the housing land supply detailed in these documents have been
endorsed by the Secretary of State (see paragraph 12 of his decision letter 16™ July
2003 in the appeal by Bewley Homes PLC at land north of Grazeley Road, Three Mile
Cross — application O/2002/7137).

9. Policy WOS5 states that opportunities should be sought to secure environmental
improvements, both on and off-site when considering proposals for development.
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Although this proposal involves the removal of industrial and plant hire uses, they are
not currently of a type or scale to cause nuisance to the current residents of Highfield
Park and there is not scope for them to expand further under current policies. There
may be a benefit in the upgrading of the land used as an unauthorised scrap yard and
the unkept land between Highfield Park and Eversley Road. However this could be
done in any event and would not require the development of houses for it to be
undertaken. Dwellings and their associated activities would impinge as much if not more
upon views into the site. The proposal would therefore not comply with criteria (a) and
(d) of Policy WOS5.

10. Policy WCC1 of the Wokingham District Local Plan states that development outside
of defined settlement boundaries will be strictly controlled, and that such development
will only be acceptable in principle if it falls within specific categories outlined in the
policy. The proposed development does not comply with any of the categories regarding
appropriate forms of development listed in WCC1. Consequently the proposal is
contrary to the general Plan policies of restraint within the countryside. It is therefore
necessary for the applicant to provide demonstrable and justifiable circumstances for
departing from the Local Plan Policy. It is considered that notwithstanding the
applicant's supporting statement, such evidence has not been submitted. The strict
control of development in the countryside also reflects Government advice in PPS7
Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, published on 03/08/04.

11. Policy WRE3 pertains to development on existing employment generating sites
outside of settlements. This policy allows for some flexibility to the general presumption
against development in the Countryside contained within policy WCC1. It allows
development at employment sites in the countryside where this is limited to minor
extension of buildings and limited infilling between buildings, assisting the rural
economy (the underlying assumption being that the employment use would continue),
and the proposal not causing greater visual impact than that which currently exists on
the site, or cause increases in traffic. This policy would apply to the following parts of
the site — Boundoak and Walkers Yard. However, the current proposal does not involve
an employment re-use of the site and does not comply with the criteria for development
within the countryside at employment sites. There is therefore a policy objection in
principle under policy WRES3 to the proposed development in these areas of the site.

12. Policy WH17 concerns Gypsy sites (permanent and transit). It indicates that Gypsy
sites will be permitted in the countryside provided a need is demonstrated. Where such
a need is demonstrated, the proposal should comply with a range of criteria. Highfield
Park Gypsy site was allowed on appeal as an exception to the general presumption
against development in the countryside in 1999 (97/66796/F), because a need had
been demonstrated in this area for accommodation for Gypsy families with local links.
The Inspector was of the view that “.../ have come fo the conclusion that there is a
significant level of unmet need for gypsy accommodation in the area and that the
prospects for meeting that need through private provision, at least in the medium term,
are very remote. In such circumstances the ability of the appeal site to satisfy some of
the otherwise unmet need, over and above current accommodation supply levels, is
significant and telling.” Since that time no new sites of similar size have been permitted
in the District for local or transitory gypsies to use. The Council needs to continue to
provide facilities for travellers and whilst Highfield Park is privately owned, it does
provide a facility which would otherwise be lost. The Highfield Park site therefore needs
to be safeguarded to meet an existing need for travellers with local links. Should
Highfield Park close, the Council may be unable to refuse further planning applications
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for traveller facilities on more unsuitable sites made by the travelling community itself.
This has happened in other parts of the country resulting in conflict between the
travelling community and local residents. As noted above, Highfield Park is currentiy
under-occupied due to what is understood to be a conflict between some pitch owners
and a rival travelling community in 2002. It is understood that the pitch owners would
like to re-establish a presence on site and it would be difficult for the Council to identify
and make available an alternative permanent site for the current pitch owners. This
places the Council at risk of not meeting its responsibilities towards the travelling
community. The site therefore provides an important housing resource for those who by
nature of their culture, do not wish to be housed in permanent residential dwellings.

13. Policy WEM14 pertains to alternative uses for land with an existing B1-B8 use. The
proposal site does not fall within the categories of the policy that are specificaily
safeguarded from changes of use away from B Class uses. However, this does not
mean that ail sites outside these categories should automatically be deemed
appropriate for an alternative use. Each must be treated on its own merits to see if it
beneficially achieves other planning objectives. In this case there would be some
environmental benefits from the removal of prominent buildings but that is not what is
proposed. Buildings would be replaced with houses and their associated development
including parking. One of the employment sites with permission (Boundoak), is in active
use and is well screened from view. Furthermore, the Council has identified sufficient
housing sites through the Wokingham District Local Pian (Policies WH3, WH4 & WHS5).
The construction of additional housing would not be seen as a benefit.

14. Therefore for all the reasons set out above, residential development on this
previously developed site within the countryside is not acceptable in principle.

Housing Density and Mix

15. The proposal entails the development of 30-40 dwellings per hectare on 4.4ha of a
9.6ha site (this equates to between 132 and 176 dwellings). At the proposed density of
30-40 dwellings per hectare the development would meet the density requirements of
Policy WHY. Policy WH7 also refers to the sustainability credentials of a site. With
regard to this, it is noted that the site is poorly located for local facilities, consequently
the density proposed is inappropriate for this location.

16. Policy WH10 relates to variety of housing in new developments. it indicates that the
emphasis in any residential scheme should be on the provision of smaller (one or two
bedroom) properties, for the mix of dwellings to be in line with the suggested mix in the
Local Plan, the following number of dwellings would need to be provided on the site:

1-2 bed units — 62 to 83 dwellings

3-bed units — 28 to 37 dwellings

4-bed units — 42 to 56 dwellings.

No information has been provided with regard to the proposed mix of dwellings,
however this could be ensured by way of condition, shouid the development be
considered as acceptable.

Impact upon _the residential amenity of the neighbouring dwellings.

17. The closest existing residential properties would be those on the opposite side of
the A327. These are at least 60m away from the site boundary. Any proposed dwellings
would therefore have negligible impact with respect to overlooking, loss of daylight and
overbearing issues.

_
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18. There is also a new residential development that has been granted pianning
approval to the south of the site (Poperinghe Barracks). The two sites will be separated
by Wokingham Lane (a public by-way) as well as a Wildlife Heritage Site. It is therefore
considered that any proposed dwellings on the application site would have littie impact
on the residential development at Poperinghe Barracks with respect to overlooking, loss
of daylight and overbearing issues.

19. Highfield Park Gypsy site contains 12 pitches (11 of which were granted on appeal
in 1999) (refer to paragraph 12). There are two Council owned authorised sites within
the district (Billingbear at Carters Hill in Hurst and Twyford Orchards at Ruscombe).
These sites have 15 plots each and there is currently only one vacant plot. However it is
important to recognise that these authorised sites are some distance from the
application site. The Council needs to ensure it retains appropriate provision for the
Gypsy community as there is still a need for such facilities. Redevelopment of this site
will result in a loss of this provision and will therefore put pressure on other land to
accommodate such a use. No new sites of similar size have been permitted in the
District for local or transitory Gypsies to use since Highfield Park was allowed. The need
to retain this site for Gypsy plots is therefore important and the proposed application will
result in the loss of this facility.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the surrounding area.

20. As described in the background section of this report, the application site contains a
mix of uses. To the east of the site is the A327 and beyond that Arborfield Garrison and
the residential development named Penrose Park. To the north of the site are open
fields and immediately to the west of the site is Long Copse, a wooded area. Long
Copse extends to the south of the site and connects to the wooded area in Farley Hill.
Immediately to the south of the site is Wokingham Lane, a public right of way, and
beyond this is Poperinghe Barracks, currently being deveioped for residential use. The
site is therefore open along the northern and eastern site boundaries and is mostly
screened by existing woodland along the western and southern boundaries. The
general character of the area has become increasingly built-up as a consequence of
new residential development (Poperinghe Barracks and Penrose Park), though the
majority of this is confined to the area east of the A327. It is therefore important to retain
the character of the countryside and contain the development edge as much as
possible. The application site is severely degraded, the current activities being harmful
to the character and appearance of the adjacent residential areas and surrounding
countryside. However this is not a reason in itself to allow redevelopment of the site.

21, The landscape and visual impact assessment submitted with the application
concludes that the site is currently a degraded brownfield site and that the
redevelopment of the site will remove the visual detractors and provide for a more
positive impact on the surrounding area. It is agreed that the site in its current state is
visually poor, however it is considered that the construction of a significant number of
dwellings within the site will change the character of the site to being more urban in
character. This will extend the existing pattern of residential development even further
into the protected countryside. Despite the views that this will have an environmental
benefit for the area, it is considered that this is not an acceptable form of development
and will be visually detrimental to the wider character of the surrounding countryside.
The proposed development may also set a precedent for other housing development on
brownfield sites within the countryside.

22. The proposed development relies on the existing woodland to screen the
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development in long distance views from the south and west and is in part protected by
a Tree Preservation Order and a designated Wildlife Heritage Site. It is therefore
important that this woodland is retained and enhanced as an existing landscape feature.
The landscape concept plan submitted by the applicant shows a woodland buffer strip
of dm adjacent to the existing woodland. This is an inadequate width of land for this
purpose, and would need to be a transition zone between the existing woodland and the
proposed development. A much larger area than currently shown on the landscape
strategy plan is required for woodland/public open space and should set an informal
edge along the southern and western boundaries of the site.

23. The applicant has shown on the illustrative landscape concept plan, an 8m buffer
(boundary planting) to help screen the proposed development from the north. The
Landscape Officer considers that a strong woodland belt cannot be achieved with only
8m of buffer planting along the north eastern boundary of the site and that it should be
combined with areas of public open space so that there is scope to plant significant
blocks of trees. The application is in outline form only however the applicant has failed
to demonstrate the ability to incorporate adequate screening without a reduction in the
area available for future housing development. It is also considered that if the
development has to be fully screened to make it acceptable in its landscape context to
prevent views into the site, then it is not acceptable.

24. In conclusion, the site is located in the countryside and the proposed residential
development is unacceptable in principle in relation to Policy WCC1. Despite the
environmental benefits of removing the visually untidy areas within the site, it is
considered that the proposed development is inappropriate within the countryside
location as it will have a further degrading impact on the surrounding countryside which
has already been visually affected by the new residential development to the south and
east of the site.

Ecological Issues

25. The site has a long history of environmental degradation and habitat loss. A
substantial part of the site was once part of the remaining woodland complexes of Long
Copse, Spring Copse and Wokingham Lane itself. The Biodiversity Officer considers
that the Landscape Concept Plan submitted by the applicant does not represent the
best option for the site ecologically. Woodland is only viable in substantial blocks and
the ‘fingers’ proposed in the scheme would have minimal wildlife value as woodland due
to the substantial edge effect. The Biodiversity Officer also states that the application
presents an opportunity to restore the areas of the site that were once woodland. It is
suggested that a much larger area along the north-western and southern boundaries of
the site is retained for planting with a native woodland mix similar to the adjacent
woods. There would also need to be a 15m buffer zone adjacent to the Wildlife Heritage
Site (this cannot be included within the public open space requirements for the site).
This buffer area should include substantial areas of native planting to maintain and
enhance the wooded character of the area. The Biodiversity Officer's proposal for a
larger area for woodiand restoration and the 15m buffer zone required has the potential
to reduce the developable area of the site to only 3.4ha rather than the 4.4ha proposed
by the scheme.

26. Despite this, the site presently contains little vegetation. The proposed development
even with just the 15m buffer zone installed, would therefore be beneficial with respect
to increasing the amount of planting on the site. It is therefore not considered
| reasonable to request a larger area for woodland restoration. it is important to note the
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Landscape Concept Plan is illustrative only and the applicants have stated thatﬂ
establishes the principle that extensive woodland planting will form part of the

development proposals. They have also stated that at the detailed design stage, the
proposal would be brought forward in consultation with Wokingham District Council and
believe there is a degree of flexibility with the location of various components such as
woodland blocks, the village green and areas for residential development. It is
considered that a 15m buffer zone (a total of approximately 0.75ha) could be placed
along the boundaries of the Wildlife Heritage Site without any reduction in the
developable area proposed.

27. The proposed development would result in the demolition of the existing buildings
on the site. No bat survey has been provided of the buildings. The proposed
development may therefore have an impact upon this protected species. There is also a
badger sett within 55m of the northern site boundary. No badger survey has been
provided with the survey, therefore the proposed development may have an impact on
this protected species.

Access and Movement.

28. Access to the proposed development would be from the A327 Eversley Road, via
the roundabout that has recently been constructed as part of the Poperinghe Barracks
development. The layout of the proposed Highfield Park access (shown in PBA drawing
no. 12855/002/004) indicates that the development would be served via the minor arm
of a priority T-junction with the Poperinghe Barracks access. No details have been given
of the internal site layout.

Access Issues

29. The anticipated traffic generation for the proposed development wouid be
approximately 126 peak-hour traffic movements between the A327 roundabout and the
Highfield Park access. This is a substantial increase over the existing traffic flows on
that stretch of road, however this will have no significant impact on the operational
capacity of the recently constructed A327 roundabout.

30. There are safety concerns about the additional traffic movements that would be
slowing and stopping to turn right into the Highfield Park access at a point less than
25m away from the roundabout. It is possible that the access road layout could be
redesigned to make the Highfield Park access the main access road. However the
current application is not acceptable for reasons of road safety. The additional traffic
movements would also create additional danger for the residents (both walking and
cycling) of the Poperinghe Barracks development, who will be required to cross the
access road at a point in between the roundabout and the Highfield Park access. This
unprotected crossing is not particularly appropriate in any event however the increase in
traffic flows at a location where traffic would be slowing, stopping and manoeuvring
would further compound highway safety issues and make it unacceptable for reasons of
road safety. As there are no pedestrian facilities proposed, it is considered the
application would be to the detriment of road safety.

Sustainability |ssues

31. The nearest bus stops are iocated about 650 metres from the proposed

development (144 bus service). The Wokingham District Council Design Guide

requires that new housing development should be located within 400 metres of a bus

stop. The quality of available public transport is a key determinant in the amount of
rivate car dependency and usage. As the proposed site is more than 400m from the
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nearest bus stops, it would be regarded as being ‘poorly’ served by public transport and
therefore, would not be sustainable in transport terms. In addition to this, there is only a
public house and a convenience store / post office that are located within 800 metres of
the proposed development. This is located within MOD land and is primarily for MOD
staff. Other community facilities (including the nearest primary school), are located more
than 1km away. The Inspector's decision regarding the nearby (and better located)
proposal at Bramshill Close, make it clear that the Highfield Park proposal is not
sustainably located.

32. The range of facilities within 800m of the proposed development is insufficient to
support a sustainable community and there are no public transport links within 400m of
the proposed development. The proposal is therefore unacceptable due to its
unsustainable location (policies WOS1, WOS3, and WT1).

Walking & Cycling

33. No details of the connection between the signalised crossing recently constructed
and Baird Road are provided. Access to public transport and other facilities require
Baird Road to be crossed at least once and no details of how these crossings would be
constructed or secured have been provided. The proposal does not encourage
walking, cycling or the use of public transport. The location of the development and the
severance caused by the A327 means that residents are likely to be dependent on the
private car as a means of transport.

34. It is therefore considered that the location of the development and the lack of a
pedestrian and cycle links to Baird Road will not encourage sustainable travel modes
contrary to policies WOS3, WT3 and WTO.

Services, Amenity and Infrastructure Provision.

35. Policy WOS4 of the Wokingham District Local Plan requires that development
proposals will be expected to have some regard to existing levels of infrastructure,
services and amenities. This is expanded upon in supplementary planning guidance.
Provision for additional facilities or contributions need to meet the relevant tests as laid
down in Circular 1/97 ‘Planning Obligations’. The contributions set out below would be
secured through an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (as amended) were planning permission to be granted. All service amenity
and infrastructure payments shall be made prior to the first occupation of any dwelling
on the development. All payments shall be subject to adjustment for inflation between
the date of the Committee’s resolution to grant planning consent subject to a section
106 agreement and the date of payment. Details of contributions required are given
below and will be updated in the Member's Update.

Education:

- £466,989 is required for the provision of places at local primary schools (for example
Shinfield Infants and Juniors)

- £248,521 for provision of secondary school places (for example Holt/Forest Schools)

- £36,503 for provision of sixth form places (for example Holt/Forest Schools).

Leisure/Community:

- provision of an on-site open space with a kick-about area (including teenage
equipment) to Council standards. Between 1.45ha and 1.93ha of open space should
therefore be provided on site, which would feave between 2.95ha and 2.47ha
available for housing development and roads.
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- a contribution of £70k towards improving sports and community facilities in the area.

- Provision of a commuted maintenance payment for the management of the buffer
zone and informal wooded public open space area of £79,620

- A contribution of £8.8k for local library facilities. As there would be approximately
500 new residents and there is currently no library provision in the area that would
support this number of additional residents. The Council would therefore be wanting
contributions for library stock as well a contribution to providing the next solution in
relation to Government standards 1) additional mobile provision, 2) possible
expansion of Spencers Wood library.

- Contribution towards Gypsy site provision at Carters Hill.

Highways:

- on-going bus subsidies for service no.144 (£75,000 per annum for 5 years =
£375,000).

- The developer would also need to meet the cost of extending the existing
pedestrian/cycle/equestrian route to reach Baird Road and provide pedestrian
crossing facilities across Baird Road.

- The access details should also be changed so that the road priority off the
roundabout is into the new larger site rather than into Poperinghe Barracks site.

The last two pieces of work mentioned above have not been costed or designed

however the developer could carry out some of the works under a Section 278

agreement.

Affordable Housing:

26% of the proposed dwellings would need to be affordable housing in line with policy
WH12. This states that on residential schemes of 5 or more dwellings or of 0.25
hectares or more in settlements of 3000 or fewer population, and of 15 or more
dwellings or of 0.5 hectares or more elsewhere, the Council will seek up to 26% of all
new dwellings granted to be affordable housing. The Inspector in the Bramshill Close
appeal decision stated that although the 1991 census results for Arborfield Garrison
were at 2,471, in practice the population would have significantly increased since then
due to the Penrose Park development. The population is therefore likely to be over the
3000 threshold. As more than 15 dwellings are proposed in the development, 26% of
the dwellings would need to be affordable housing in line policy WH12. This has not
been shown on the plans submitted, however a condition on any approval given would
ensure that at least 26% of units are affordable. This could also be ensured by way of a
legal agreement.

36. Given that this application is unacceptable in principle the consultations in respect of
service, amenity and infrastructure requirements have not been undertaken.

Flooding Issues.

37. A Flood Risk Assessment has been submitted (dated September 2004) and the
Environment Agency is satisfied with the proposed approach for the control of surface
water run-off from the site. They have no objections to the proposed development
provided various conditions are imposed.

Concerns of Residents and Parish Councils.
38. Both the local Arborfield & Newland Parish Council and the adjoining Parish
Councils (Swallowfield and Barkham) object to the applications. The issues raised have
all been discussed within the report. The issues and concerns raised by the local
residents have also been discussed within the report.
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CONCLUSION

Although the proposed development may deliver visual improvements to the highly
degraded environment, residential development in this countryside location is
unacceptable in principle. Dwellings located in this area would also have a visual impact
on the surrounding area. The site is within an unsustainable location with respect to
local amenities and future occupants would be reliant on private vehicles. In addition the
proposal will result in the loss of a gypsy site and there is a shortage of such sites within
the district. The applicant has also failed to demonstrate that the proposal would not
result in harm to protected species and would result in a detrimental change to the
character of the area.
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WORK SHEET FOR : Heidi Lynch
Application Number : 0/2004/1646

Applicant : Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD C/O C B RICHARD
ELLIS.

Location : Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Proposal : Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing
buildings and redevelopment of land to provide residential development
of a density of 30 - 40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to
include open space, associated access, car parking, internal service
roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate
application with 0/2004/1647).

Site Notice Displayed ? : YES NO DATE
Date of Neighbour Notifications : ...,
Date of Site VisSit : ..ottt e ssas e issssaens

Date Registered : 01/04/2004

Earliest Date for Decision : 08/05/2004

Latest Consultation Date/Site Notice Expiry Date : 08/05/2004

This application will have expired on: 27/05/2004. You need to make a

decision 1 day prior to this date for this application to count as
determined in less than 8 weeks.

Consultation Responses :

Oling (’_,ap-}«jf.i(a_ﬁw\ o oy b be @ ;}}?(U\jfd of\\j

Planning Issues :
(oAl Ufyi a0 Sk dﬂl‘b?
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Application Number: 0/2004/1646

Appraisal :

Recomendation : Approval: D Refusal: D
(tick appropriate box)
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Application Number 0/2004/1646
Conditions/Reasons for Refusal

No | Std Con| Std Reas

Non Std Conditions f/ Reasons for Refusal

| This approvallrefusal is in respect of the Site Location Plan & Plan No's

received by the LPA on

Informative for approvals

NO7

WOKINGHAM DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN POLICIES:

GREEN BELT LOCAL PLAN POLICIES:

BERKSHIRE STRUCTURE PLAN POLICIES:

MINERALS LOCAL PLAN POLICIES:

RECOMMENDATION AND CONDITIONS/REASONS AGREED:

{Development Control Manager)

If any of the consultee's have
requested a copy of the decision
notice please list them below;

Date:
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RECORD OF SITE VISIT

SITE ADDRESS: Highfield Park
Wokingham Lane Arborfield Cross
Reading.

APPLICATION NUMBER: C/2004/1646

OFFICER: Heidi Lynch

1 SITE/STATUTORY NOTICE DISPLAYED ?

2. DESCRIPTION OF SURRQUNDINGS

3. DESCRIPTION OF SITE/BUILDING

4. RELATIONSHIP TO ADJOINING PROPERTIES

5. SITE CONSTRAINTS
TREES
ACCESS/PARKING
LEVELS
BOUNDARY TREATMENT

OTHERS
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DATE: 15 April 2004

SCANNING INFORMATION SHEET

OTHER DOCUMENTS

Application Number: O/2004/1646

Applicants Name: Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross,
Reading.
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Heidi L!nch

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Both

Anna Cronin

14 October 2004 14:44

Heidi Lynch

Trevor Watson

Re DC Committee 20th October; Letter from some residents of Highfield Park re planning
application

| have recived a letter re the above, which | will acknowledge, and forward to Heidi for the file, via Trevor. I've alerted
Paul Turrell to receipt of this, and also reminded him that he needs to look at the DC report before 20th October if he

wishes to comment at all.

To save all some effort, can | suggest that the letter is summarised for the Members Update in the following words:

A letter has been received from the owners of various plots on the site, They would like the Council to know
that they have been forced to leave the site because of violence, and they see no possibility of returning to
the site as they would live in fear of using their own land. They have invested in buying the land but see no
point in trying to improve it as any measures would be destroyed. Regarding the issue of where they would
move on to, they state that they do not wish to remain local, where they anticipate similar problems, but
money from the developers would enable them to buy permanent homes and settle down in the community
where their children are in school.

Many thanks.

Anna Cronin

Corporate Head of Planning

Planning Services

Wokingham District Council

tel 0118 974 6425
fax 0118 974 6484

email Anna.Cronin@wokingham.gov.uk

www.wokingham.gov.uk
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Date: 11 October 2004
Your Ref:

My Ref: Heidi Lynch- O/2004/1646

WharfProperties (Homes) NO 2 LTD
C/O C B RICHARD ELLIS

Kingsley House

1a Wimpole Street

London

W1G ORE

WOKINGHAM

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Planning Services

P.O. Box 157

Shute End, Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 1WR

Tel: (0118) 974 6000

Fax: (0118) 974 6484

Minicom No: {0118) 974 6991

DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear SirfMadam
Application Number: 0/2004/1646
Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30 -
40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space,
associated access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and
retention of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate application with 0/2004/1647)..

Your application is to be determined at the Development Control Sub-Committee
meeting on the 20/10/2004 and will start at 7.00pm. The application has been
recommended for REFUSAL and you can see a copy of the committee report at the
Environmental Services Department, Council Offices, Shute End, Wokingham, or at
your local library.

You may attend the Committee meeting and speak if you wish. A leaflet
explaining the process is enclosed.

IF YOU WISH TO ARRANGE TO SPEAK contact Richard May in the Policy &
Members' Services Section on (0118) 974 6052 no later than 5.00pm on the
last working day (Tuesday) prior to the meeting.

IF YOU WISH TO DISCUSS THE APPLICATION contact the Development Control
Section on (0118) 974 6429 or (0118) 974 6433 quoting the application
number at the head of this letter and ask for the case officer dealing with the
proposal.

Yours faithfully,

Anna Cronin

Head of Pianning & Transportation

Wokingham District Council - A Unitary Authority  Tel: (0118) 974 6000 www,wokingham.gov.439
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Dirac) Dial 0207182 2136
elizabeth moson@cbre.com

To Trevor Watson 19 October 2004

c.c Adrian Ellis

Company Planning Depariment

Wokingham District Council
Fax No 0118 974 6484
From Liz Masen

Total No of Pages 7

MESSAGE - URGENT
Dear Mr Watson,
Development Control Committee ~ 20* QOctober 2004

Please find attached two lefters in respect of application refs: 0/2004/1646 ond 0/2004/1647,
which are due to be considered by Committee tomorrow evening. Mard and electronic coples of
these have been sent fo Members. | have also emailed these 1o your colleague Adrian Ellis, who |
vnderstand may be addressing Members in respect of these applications. | would therefore be
grateful if this fax could be copied to him.

Should you wish to discuss the matfer, then please do not hesitate 1o contact either Alison Tero ar
myself,

Yours sincerely,

@VM .
Liz Mason
Planner

4wt The Information containad in this communlcation is canfidential, may be privileged ond is infendad for the exclusive use of the
above named addressaals), ! you are nol the intended recipiani(s], you are expressly prohibited from <opying, distribuling, disseminaling,
or in ony othar way uzing any of the Information confained within this 2ommunication. If you have receivad this communicalion in atrar,
please contad the zender by telephone on 020 7182 2000 or by fox to the fax numbar shown ahove.

This communicalion is from CB Richard Ellis Limitad, registered in England, na. 3536022, reglstered office: St Marin's Court, 10
Pateenostar Row, London ECAM 7HP }
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02071822021
CB RICHARD ELLIS
CB Richard Eilis Limited
Kingsfey Hause
Wimpuole Strast
Lendan W1G ORE
Switchbogri 020 7182 2000
_ . , F 020 7182 2001
The District Planning Officer ~ ’
Wokingham District Council Ditec Dial 020 7182 2130
. Email alison.fere@chre.com
E'OOH g' ng] ggpﬂﬁmem Ourrsf  PLANNING/189394/AT/AlL
ox Your ref
Council Offices
Shute End 18 October 2004
Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 TWR
FAQ; Trevor Watson

Dear Sir
ARBORFIELD - HIGHFIELD PARK

I am writing on behalf of my client Wharf Properties, in respect of the duplicate planning
applications, reference 0/2004/1646 and 1447 which are due fo be considered by Committee on
Wednesday 20" Qctober 2004,

We have now had an opportunity to consider the Officers Report to Committee and in parficular the
Reason for Refusal. My client is clearly very disappointed that Officers do not feel able 1o support
this development proposal and wishes to re-iterate the clear benefits this progosal would deliver to
the District,

Firstly, f wish to address the ten reasons for refusal. We believe that Officers have failed *o consider
all the information put to them on this duplicate application and have not appreciated that this is in
fact an outline planning application rather than a detgiled application. | will respond to each
Reason for Refusal in turn:

Reoson 1: The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the vehiculgr access can be formed to
the site without compromising the safety of pedestrians and cyclists ...

It should be noted that the access road has already been constructed to the Council's - J
specification as part of the redevelopment of Poperinghe Barracks, immediotely to '
the south of the site. It is the view of my clients” Transportation Consultants, Peter

Brett Associates, that the detoiled issue of pedsstrian safety, in this instance, should

be dealt with af the detailed design stage. It is not possible to undertake g full safety

audit until the reserved matter stage. As such, my client would be willing to accept a
condition fo that effsct. In cur view this should not constityte a reason for refusal.

Regson 2: The proposed development is unacceplable in principle, os it is development without _
an area designated as countryside,

Whilst the proposed development is contrary to the Council’s adopted policy, we are
of the view that there are significant material considerations which exist which do
justify a departure from policy in this instance, and which would ensure that allowing

623615

www.cbre.co.uk
Registered in England No 3536032 Registered office $t. Martin's Court 10 Paternoster Row London EC4M 7HR
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Reoson 3:

Reason 4:

Reason 5;

Reason 4

s i Lo Hoossvor

(2071822021

this development would not constitute g precedent. | set out these material
considerations later, In our view this should not constitute o reason for refusal,

The proposed development has failed to demonstrate edequate measure for the
prop
protection and enhancement of the rurgl landscape ...

This site is severely degraded and an eyesore in the local area. The Landscape
Assessment which accompanied the application clearly demonstrates the material
benefits this proposal would deliver, namely:

* Cleaning up a degraded developed site;

* Introducing substantial landscoping buffers;

* Incorporating significant greas of open space in this low-density
development. '

L -

We would re-iterate that this application is in outline ond matters of detail, such as

“landscaping, wilt be dealt with at the resarved matter stage but con be secured by the

Council at this stage. In our view this should not constitute a reason for refusal.

The proposed site is located outside an identified settlement and within the
countryside ... it is considered fo be unsustainable .

The proposed development is located adjacent to the residential area of Penrose
Park and particularly, the residential development of Poperinghe Barracks, which has
recently been granted permission, This development, with the infrastructure
improvements proposed (see atfached sheet} ond those which have already been
fundad by previous local developments, would significantly contribute to improving
the accessibility and sustainability of this locafior rather than undermining it, In our
view this should not constitute a reason for refusal,

The proposed redevelopment is contrary ... a sequential approach is required and
housing in the countryside is not provided for

As with Reoson for Refusal No. 2, it is our view that there are significant material
considerations which exist which do justify a departure from Policy. In terms of
PPG3, this does support the redevelopment of previausly developed land, such as
this site, for housing. In our view this should not constitute a reason for refusal,

The proposed development would resulf in the loss of a permonent Gypsy site and

there is a shortage of such sites within the District.

We would refer you to the attached Jetter from Forsters which sets out the correct ?
position in relation to the need to retain this site in gypsy use. We would re-ilerate,

that there are no policies either in the structure Plan or Local Plan which require the
Council fo resist the loss of such sites. We understand that the gypsies have writlen

to the Council confirming that they do not wish to remain on the site, In our view this

CBRE

c& 4[2-!ARD ELLIS



/3

Reason 7:

Reason 8:

Reason 9;

Reasan 10:
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02071822021

The applicont has failed to demonstrate that the proposed development would not
adversely impact on protected species.

The proposed development is not conirary to ejther Structure or Local Plan policies.
This issue should and can be dealt with by Condition. My client would accept @
Condition which requires a detailed ecological survey to be carried out at the most
appropriate fime of year ond for all mifigation measures required fo be agreed with
the LPA and implemented accordingly. In our view this should not constitute a
reason for refusal,

The applicant has failed to demanstrate that residential development etc. can be
accommodated on the site in g safisfactory layout,

Again, we would stress that this is an outline proposal and matters of detaited layout
should be dealt with ot the reserved matter stage. In any event, the illustrative
masterplan which occompanied the application clearly demonstrates how the site
might be developed for residential use whilst satistactorily dealing with:

*  Substantial structural landscaping;

* Intenal areas of open space for play/village green;
* Access and service roads;

* Retention of the sub-station.

Issues of car parking for example are not appropriate ol this stage. {n our view this
should not constitute @ reason for refusa,

The proposal foils to make satisfoctory provision of adequate services, gmenities and
infrastructure needs and censequently would have an unacceptable adverse impact
upon the amenities of the area,

We are disappointed thot officers have identified this as a reason for refusal. In our
letter dated 31* March 2004 we clearly state that the applicont Is willing to make
financiol contributions towards improving accessibility and improving soclal
infrostructure. We have been in discussion with the Council over the last few months
in respect of the level of contributions oppropriote and my client is prepared to make
the appropriate contributions. In our view this should not constitute o reason for
refusal,

The proposal does not make adequate provision for affordakble housing.

Aguin we are disappointed that officers have identifiad this as o reason for refusal, It
is clear in our letter dated 31% Morch 2004 that my client will agree to the provision
of affordable housing within this scheme. It has subsequently been agreed that the
provision of 26% affordable housing is acceptable. In our view this should not
constitute a reason for rafusal,

CBRE
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Material Considerations

In our view the acceptability of this developmant hinges upen whether the Council wishes to see this
problem, degraded site, regenerated and the delivery of significant improvements to the site and the
local area. As stated sarlier in this lefter, whilst this application is contrary to policy in terms of
housing development within the countryside, there are over-riding material considerations which do
justity the grant of plonning permission in this case. These regsons are as follows:

* Remove undesirable uses from what is o predominantly residential area;

*»  This is not development on green countryside, this site is a previously developed brownfield
site and its redevelopment would accord with the objectives of national planning guidance.

» The site currently detracts from the rural character of the area due to its severely degraded
state and the activities currently undertaken on site.

* The proposal provides the oppertunily to secure significant improvements 1o the character of
the area through substantial new landscape buffers and delivers visuol and physical
improvements.

*  The proposal contributes towards meeting housing targets through development on
previously developed land, in accordance with nationdl planning guidance.

*  The scheme provides affordable housing in accordance with the Council's policy.
» The scheme contributes to social infrastruciure.

* The scheme contributes fo improving the accessibility of the areq through provision of
enhanced service to the site and Improving accessibility through o lorger crifical mass.

surrounding landscape. This is clearly demonstrated in the Landscape and Visual Impoct Assessment
which includes images of the site and provides a physical structure for the future development of the
site which would enhance the lundscape character of the site and surrounding areaq,

By supporting a residential development on this site, the Council would help deliver significant
improvements to this sife and the surrounding area.

Yours sincerely

[E.EEa S

Alison Tero
Associate Director
For and on behalf of CB Richard Ellis

CBRE
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Douglas Magge Your Raf:

Wharf Propetty Group

7 Farm Street ourRet:  MDC/CAC/23138.116
lLondon W]

Plrect Lins; 020 7863 8478

Email; cacarter@forsters,co.uk

15 October 2004

N Dear Douglas
Caravan Site at Highfield Pack, Eversley Road, Arborfield

You have asked us to advise on the position relating to the above caravan site which waa granted
planning permission for permuanent residential use on appeal 1o the Secretary State by the
Inspectors decision letter dated 4 January 1999, under reference TIAPRIX0360/A98/294314/P2.

It is understood that you have applied for planning permission for a site, of which the caravan site
forins part, and that the planning authority has indicated that there is an objection to the proposal
on grounds, inter alia, that it weuld involve the loss of a 8ypsy site which should be safegoarded
to meel an existing need. The Council has indicated that this would be contrary o the policies of
the Wokingham District Local Plan (poliey WH17) and the Berkshire Structure Plan (policy HS).

Arthe time of the appeal in 1998 the site had been in temporary use as a caravan site occupied by

gypsies since the fate 1980s. The site was Tully accupied and there was evidence thac several _

familics were relatively sortled in the area. There was also evidance that public provision of EYpsy
. siles in the area was tully ocoupiod. The Ingpector came to the conelusion, therefore, that there

was a significant level of unmet need for gypsy accommedation in the area, He ulso took into

account the fact that no more appropriate site had been identified by the Council despite & seurch

over a long period of time, The particular needs of the families on the site, with evidence of

integration into the lbeal community and attendance of the children at focal schools was also

noted by the Inspector, as was the need ro have regard fo Article 8 of the European Convention on

Human Rights given the probability of eviction should the appeal be refusad.

Until 1994 Local Authorities had a statulory obligation under the Caravan Sites Act 1968 1o
provide accommodation for gypsies on caravan sites in their area, When this legislation was
repealed “Circular 1/94:Gypsy Sites and Planning™ advised that this would lead to more ctnphasis
on the private provision of sites, with many gypsies preferring to buy and manage their own sites.
The Circular makes it clear that gypsies are to be encouraged to tuke control and responsibility for
the provision of their own sites and it was emphasised that applications should not be refused on
grounds that there was na unmet need.

The circumsiances telating to this site today is, we understand, quite different to that which
pertained in 1998. There are no Jonger any families living on the site, 5o there are no longer any
local links which need to be safeguarded. The twao remaining occupants remain on the site, it
appears, for sccurity reasons to protect their interest in the land, although given the nomadic
lifestyle of gypsics it may be that, if no other use were to be made of the land, some may return o

Fleglilaied By Tha Lnw Saclely
Alint of thn prstrnrs Ja avallabio far (ngpetlion ol the nbown sedrans
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live there at some point. In the light of the advice thas gypsies should take contro] and
responsibility for the provision of their sites it should be their decision to make alternative use of
the land if an otherwise acceplable allernative vse is available.

Reference to the policies of the emerging Structure Plan and the Wokingham District Local Plan
indicate that in fact these policies relate to the criteria which will apply when applications are
received for gypsy sites. There are in fact no policies which are directed towards the desirability
of retaining such sites once permission has been granted.

Accordingly in considering this application, the Council should be aware that:-

L There i no obligation on the Council to provide accommodation for caravan sites for
occupalion by gypsies.

2. This site is not subject to any policies in the Wokingham Local Plan wiich would
require or encourage the retention of the curnent use,

3. There is no evidence of an unmet need for accommaodation for use by gypsies in the area.

4. The only evidence reluting to need cun ba deduced. from the current lack of use of the
gite.

The owners of this site are entitled to expect the Council to deal with any application for a change
in its use in aceordance with the provisions of the development plan, so far ag material, and any
other material considerations. In our view it is not open to the Council to take into account the
need for thig site 1o bo retained as a gypsy carevan site, as 2 material consideration in this
application. It is well founded that the preference of the local planning authority for the retemtion
of an existing usc can only be a material consideration where the reason for seeking to
continuaton is a proper planning one and where it can be demonstrated that the existing use is
likely to be retained. (Clyde & Co v Secretary of State for the Environment [1977] 1 All ER 333)
In this case the existing use has already virtually ceased, the need for gypsy caravan
accommoadation has not been demonstraied and there are o plan policies which require this site to
be retained.

Pleage let us know if we can be of further assiscance.

Yours sincerely

Toeterd

Forsters LLE
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Adrian Ellis

From: Trevor Watson

Sent; 19 October 2004 13:49

To: Adrian Ellis

Subject: FW: Highfield Park - Application O /2004 / 1646 & 7
Importance: High

For Committee

Trev

-----Criginal Message-----

From: Tracey Godden

Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2004 1:31 PM

To: Heidi Lynch

Ce: Reg Leach; Peter Bourne; lan Rigby; Trevor Watson
Subject: Highfield Park - Application O / 2004 / 1646 & 7

This email is sent on behalf of Marc Sartorio

Highfield Park Application O /2004 /1646 & 7
- Urgent

"The SAl Group considered yesterday the outstanding items on above applications and responded to the points you
raised as follows:-

1) Leisure / Community

The total open space / playing field requirement if fully provided on site is 2.043 ha,

However, as there are a number of playing fields in the area {including the Parish recreation ground) and it was agreed
that only informal open space would be provided on site.

This to include a kick about area.

The requirement is for 0.5 ha with a contribution of £5500 for a combined basketball / football posts installed in the
grass.

The £70k for improving sports and community facilities would be earmarked for improvements to the existing playing
fields (that are publichby accessible) and for example the local village hall.

The Gypsy site at Carters Hill has poor facilities that are in urgent need of improvement to keep the existing plots in
use. However, after a discussion with lan Rigby (Tenants Servcies) we feel a contribution would be better used to
provide plots for an additional 4 units at Twyford Orchards gypsy site.

The cost of work has yet to be identified but this will happen during the lead-in to any appeal, when no doubt there will
be negotiations over this and other contributions with the applicant.

Highways

it is confirmed the changes to the roundabout and extending the pedestrian / cycle routes will be carried out under a
5278 agreement.

| trust this helps

Marc Sartoric
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SAI PANEL BRIEFING NOTE. /€ Octvber 200+

Planning Application No: O/2004/1646 & O/2004/1647

Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield

Proposal: Outline application for redevelopment of land to provide for residential
development of 30-40 dwellings per hectare on 4.4ha. (Duplicate applications)

Planning Officer: Heidi Lynch

This application has been to SAI panel previously. Below is what will be placed in the Development Control
Committee report with regard to contributions. Please could you all confirm the following contributions are
required and fill in the gaps where highlighted. I need the final responses to this today as the report is going to
Committee on 20% October. This is now a matter of nrgency. conprmed is mThin

calchment asrea —dais

Education

- £466,989 is required for the provision of places at local primary schools (e.g., Shinfield Infants and Funiors)
- £248,521 for provision of secondary school places (e.g., Holt/Forest Schools)
- £36,503 for provision of sixth form places (e.g., Holt/Forest Schools).

Leisure/Community Jim menhoned land owned by 7bfbo\ff)(?Jd 7.c.- if formal /agln-gﬁ@fd <
oClucled area woutd be lecs - Keg' ro think during ime 0/:5
- provision of an on-site open space with a kick-about area (including teenage equipment) to Council
standards (what area of open space is required?) 2-O#hectares fofal - less if informal areas
- a contribution of £70k towards improving sports and community facilities in the area. (I need to have . .
justification for this amount of money and what it would be spent on pleas ’Tm;';.‘:‘;‘f" oo 71 A ag;:'? hesols
- Provision of a commuted maintenance payment for the nature/wildlife area of £797620
- A contribution of £8.8k for local library facilities - as there would be approximately 500 new residents and
there is currently no library provision in the area that would support this number of additional residents. The
Council would therefore be wanting contributions for library stock as well a contribution to providing the
next solution in relation to Government standards 1) additional mobile provision, 2) expansion of Spencers
Wood library.
- Contribution towards Gypsy site provision at Carters Hill. fwhar contribution is required and can you
please justify why a contribution is required for Carters Hill? I understand money would be used to
uperade existing facilities only and not {for providing more pitched on the site. Therefore I am slichtly
concerned as to how we can ask for a contribution when it will not be directly used for helping the existing
loss of gypsy plots at the Highfield Park site. We may need a legal opinion on this). Capital brak fm— Rfwbish men,
ar Cestes Hil. - s making exishing pifahes more wable dut colrn Thinks case /s
Highways Marginal - sz if fhese is A Vaccany fte B ar Castus Hill is cowid be ved
- have Jost appealt on bads of neact arH@hﬁe(d Aaric - need occopanyy fates - fan R by - 15 1F
- on-going bus subsidies for service no.144 (£75,000 per annum for 5 years = £375,000). edi useq ?
- The developer would also need to meet the cost of extending the existing pedestrian/cycle/equestrian route

to reach Baird Road and provide pedestrian crossing facilities across Baird Road. S

- The access details should also be changed so that the road priority off the roundabout is into the new larger _%

site rather than into Poperinghe Barracks site. rd(,uel.opu cowtd desrom . D
'The last two pieces of work mentioned above have not been costed or designed however the developer could 3
carry out some of the works under a Section 278 agreement, +

(Have any costs been identified for the Ia;t two pieces of work or could they all be carried out under a section

278 agreement?) ot undes $278 . - carried our (§
Ry devetopes 3

D
29" September 2004 P
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Heidi L!nch S L

From: Chris Hamilton
Sent: 22 April 2004 10:47
To: Heidi Lynch
Subject: 0/2004/1646 & 1647
Heidi

These applications don't provide enough information for me to guage the probable net increase in housing or
residents. At a very rough guess, it looks as though we could be looking at, say, 500 new residents. We don't currently
have library provision in the area that would support this number of additional residents. We would therefore need to
look not just for additional stock but a contribution towards whichever of the following would provide the best solution in
relation to govt standards: {1) Additional mobile provision; (2) Expansion of Spencers Wood; (3) Establsihment of a
new facility.

We would need to look at the details, check the maps and discuss options before we could make a specific request.
Thanks

Chris

Chris Hamilton

Corporate Head of Cultural Services & Development

Wokingham District Council

Shute End, Wokingham, Berks RG40 1WN

Office: tel: 0118 974 6261 fax: 0118 974 6259
Mobile: tel: 07801 664382 fax: 07901 430985
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Heidi LGch .

From: Chris Hamilton

Sent: 25 August 2004 15:40
To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield Park

This isn't as exciting as I'd thought (or hoped).
Despite the Government's standard, Arborfield's population is still below our current SPG trigger point for a built library.

We would therefore be looking for the standard contribution which would be £6600 - £8800 depending on the actual
size of the development.

Best regards

Chris

Chris Hamilton

Corporate Head of Cultural Services & Development
Wokingham District Council

Shute End, Wokingham, Berks RG40 1WN

Office: 0118 9746261

Fax: 0118 9746259

Mobile: 07801 684382

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 25 August 2004 10:07
To: Chris Hamilton
Subject: RE: Highfield Park

Hi Chris,

Have you done any further work on this yet?

Cheers

Heidi
-—--Original Message-----
From: Chris Hamilton
Sent: 03 August 2004 18:46
To: Heidi Lynch
Subject: RE: Highfield Park
Heidi

Many thanks. It is certainly clearer but it's not going to be simple or, | suspect, easy.

The site appears to be more than 2 miles from the nearest built library (at Spencers Wood) and is effectively
served only by a Container Library stop and possibly by the Mobile Library. We haven't sought a s.106 contribution
towards mobile services before, so we need to do some homework and sound out some other authorities. What's
your deadline?

Chris

Chris Hamilton

Corporate Head of Cultural Services & Development
Wokingham District Council

Shute End, Wokingham, Berks RG40 1WN

Office: tel: 0118 974 6261 fax: 0118 974 6259
Mobile: tel: 07801 664382 fax: 07901 430985

From: Heidi Lynch
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Sent: 03 August 2004 16:29

To: Chris Hamilton
Subject: Highfield Park
Hi Chris,

You wanted some further clarification on this planning application a few months ago (0/2004/1646 &
0/2004/1647).

Basically the proposed development would result in 132-176 dwellings on the site. If these are built to the current
mix required in the local plan, the following dwelling mixs would be provided:

1-2 bed units = 62 to 82 units
3-bed units = 28 to 37 units
4+ bed units = 42 to 56 units

Does this make it any clearer to you with respect to library contributions? | will need to have full justification for the

library contributions requested as the applicants are likely to go to appeal. You may therefore wish to provide
information on specific costed schemes with regard to upgrading existing facilities or providing new facilities.

Thanks
Heidi Lynch
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Heidi Lynch .

From: Paul Turrell

Sent: 07 September 2004 10:13

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield PArk Planning application 0/2004/1646 & 1647

Housing are leading on this bid but hopefully Marc or lan Rigby can give you the actual bid value. Not sure how
relevant this is however because it will not increase capacity on the site merely improve the quality of life for the
current residents.

From: Heidi Lynch
Sent: 02 September 2004 11:25
To: Marc Sartorio; Paul Turrell

Subject: Highfield PArk Planning appiication o/2004/1646 & 1647
Importance: High

Hello,

I note in the SAIl meeting notes for the above development that there will be a possible contribution required for
improving the Gypsy site at Carter Hill. | was to be provided with further details and justification for this but have
not been to date. This application is going to DC Committee on 28th September so | will need to have the costs
ASAP (! will need it by 20th September at the latest as this is when the final report is due). Please also be aware
that the applicants will be appealing our refusal of this application and | will therefore need justified costs, not just
any old amount of money.

Paul | have copied this to you as well as | know you are aware of this site.

Thanks
Heidi
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Heidi LGch , - o

From: Dan Brockbank

Sent: 30 September 2004 09:24

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Please see attached letter with regard to the next SAl panel in October
Heidi...

My figures are based on 40 dwellings per hectare across the whole 4 4ha, and on a standard split of numbers of
hedrooms. If those assumptions are still good then my figures are unchanged.

If you can avoid naming the schools in the DC report that would give me flexibility to move the money to where itis
most needed in the neighbourhood.

Regards

Dan Brockbank

School Planning & Development Officer
Education Service

Wokingham District Council

Shute End

Wokingham

RG40 1WN

Tel: 0118-974 6156

Fax:0118 974 6259
www.wokingham.gov.uk

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 29 September 2004 17:37

To: Marc Sartorio; Peter Bourne; Paul Turrell; Reg Leach; Dan Brockbank; Chris Hamilton
Subject: Please see attached letter with regard to the next SAI pnael in October

PlLease see the attached future SAl report with regards to Highfield Park site. | am sending this to you early to
make sure | can get some answers with regards to contributions. It will be going to SAl in October. If possible it
would be great to have some responses before the SAl panel meeting.

Thanks
Heidi

<< File: Highfield Park.doc >>
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Heidi Lynch

From: Chris Hamilton

Sent: 01 October 2004 14:43

To: Heidi Lynch

Cc: Marc Sartorio; Peter Bourne; Paul Turrell; Reg Leach; Dan Brockbank
Subject: RE: Please see attached letter with regard to the next SAl pnael in October

My bit looks ok, thanks

Chris Hamilion

Corporate Head of Cultural Services & Development
Wokingham District Council .

Shute End, Wokingham, Berks RG40 1WN

Office: 0118 9746261

Fax: 0118 9746259

Mobile: (7801 664382

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 29 September 2004 17:37

To: Marc Sartorio; Peter Bourne; Paul Turrell; Reg Leach; Dan Brockbank; Chris Hamilton
Subject: Please see attached letter with regard to the next SAI pnael in October

PLease see the attached future SAI report with regards to Highfield Park site. { am sending this to you early to make
sure | can get some answers with regards to contributions. it will be going to SAl in October. If possible it would be
great to have some responses before the SAl panel meeting.

Thanks
Heidi

<< File: Highfield Park.dec >>
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Heidi anch

From: Peter Bourne

Sent: 25 August 2004 09:22

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield Park planning application

At last I've got some details on possible contributions should the application be approved by committee or go to appeal

Cn going bus subsidies for service 144 - £75,000 per annum for 5 years = £375,000. {(Note- if you pro-rata the
amount paid by Poperinghe Barracks it comes out at £400,000-530,000)

The developer would also need to meet the cost of extending the existing ped/cycle/equestrian route to reach Baird Rd
(it currently stops part way across the green area) and provide ped crossing facilities across Baird Rd. We would also
recommend that the access details be changed so that the road pricrity off the roundabout is into the new, larger site -
rather than into the Poperinghe Barracks site. None of these works have been designed or costed, so | cannot give a
figure for these works. . However, the developer could carry out some of these works himself under a 5278 agreement
- but they would need to be secured either through a Grampian Condition or through a $106. | would recommend that
it goes in the $106.

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 03 August 2004 14:24

To: Peter Bourne

Subject: RE: Highfield Park planning applicaticn
Hi Peter,

| was wondering if one of you could perhaps give me a paragraph or two to place in my Comimittee report for
Highfield Park?

Also, your first reason for refusal, | note that a pedestrian crossing has been installed across the A327 for the
Poperinghe Barracks site. | note that this crossing is probably for the by-way as there is a gravelled foot path
leading from it which i presume is for horses. Would this not be okay for the Highfields Park site as well?

Also, | need to look at appropriate contributions as this case is likely to go to appeal. If it was to be approved, what
would Highways require?

Thanks,
Heidi

----- Qriginal Message---—

From: Peter Bourne

Sent: 02 August 2004 15:57

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield Park planning application

The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the scheme will provide adeqgaute pedestrian and cylce links
across the access road immdiately west of hte roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are
contrary to PPG13 and the following policies of the adopted Local Plan WT2; WT3;, WT4, WT7, WT8

The developer has failed to show how travel by public transport can be secured to met the travel needs of the

occupiers especially in view of the remoteness of retail and educational facilities to the site. As such the
proposals are contrary to PPG13 and the following policies of the adopted Local Plan - WT.; WT.; WT.

----- Original Message-«---

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 02 August 2004 09:09

To: Andy Glencross; Peter Bourne; Catherine Brimble
Subject: Highfield Park planning application
Hello,

| am now starting to write this application up for Committee. It is going to be refused. | am aware that all of
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you have requested additional information with regards to the application which | have requested. As the
application is to be refused anyway, could you please give me possible reasons for refusal if you have
any. These could be based on inadequate information. Please be aware however that the applications are

outline only and not full applications.

Thanks,
Heidi
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Heidi Lynch

Wokingham District Council
Planning Services

P.O. Box 157

Council Offices

Shute End

Wnlinnham

08 September 2004

Dear Heidi

ARBOURFIELD - HIGHFIELD PARK

[C)CQ_{th"\ A 14 JUL}
})\z) Ele\\@\;}

~

Direct Dial 0207 182 2144
Email  alison.tero@cbre.com
Our ref PLANNING/189394/AT

Your ref

In response to your letter of 19 July 2004, we are now able to respond to a number of
the points raised. | hope to be able to forward on the outstanding information within

the next day or so.

In response to the Landscape and Ecological Officers comments, | enclose a letter
from my clients Landscape Consultants, Lovejoys. This letter sets out our response to

the landscape and visual impact comments.

With respect to the correspondence attached to your letter | am able to advise that my

client would accept the suggested conditions as follows:

» Berkshire Sites and Monuments on archaeology;

+ Royal Berkshire Fire and Rescues Service requirement for an additional hydrant;
+ Thames Waters’ conditions regarding on and off-site drainage, foul and

surface water drainage, and water infrastructure.

We can also confirm that S+S can continue to access/operate the existing facility.
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Peter Brett Associates have responded directly to you on the access/highways issues.
| will contact you with the responses in respect of the Environmental Health Officers

queries and the Environment Agency's objection as soon as possible. However should
you need to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Alison
Associate Director
For and On behalf of CB Richard Ellis
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LOVEJOY

Alison Tero

CB Richard Ellis Ltd
Kinglsey House
Wimpole Street

London 8 September 2004
W1G ORE

3814LT06
Dear Alison

POPERINGHE II, HIGHFIELD PARK, ARBORFIELD

Please find our response to the Landscape Officers comments at Wokingham District Council with
regard to the landscape and visual assessment for the proposed redevelopment of Highfield Park,
Arborfield.

Comment 1/2:

At the time the Landscape and Visual Assessment was submitted the Wokingham District
Landscape Character Assessment Final Report was not publicly available. In response to the LPA
comments, the Final Report has subsequently been reviewed.

With reference to Highfield Park, the site falls within the same landscape character areas identified
in Wokingham District Landscape Character Assessment, Draft Report, May 2003, J2: Arborfield
Cross and Barkham Settled and Farmed Clay and L2: Farley Hill Wooded Sand and Gravel Hills.
There are no significant changes between the Wokingham District Landscape Character
Assessment, Draft Report, May 2003 and the Final Report. As identified in the LPA comments the
Landscape Capacity statement in the Wokingham District Landscape Character Assessment, Draft
Report, May 2003 has been deleted and replaced by a Landscape Strategy statement in the Final
Report. The Final Strategy Statement categorises the overall/ objective strategy and identifies key
characteristics to be conserved (L2) and enhanced {J2), as did the Draft Landscape Capacity and
Strategy Objectives set out in Wokingham District Landscape Character Assessment, Draft Report,
May 2003. None of the landscape strategy principles have changed for either character area.

The landscape proposals associated with the proposals for the re-development of the site will
reinforce the Final Landscape Strategy. The Final Landscape Strateqy identified characteristics
within the character areas of L2 and J2 which are not in optimum condition. These landscape
elements within the site which are degraded will be enhanced and conserved through the following
initiatives, as set out in the Highfield Park, Arborfield, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
March 2004;
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Page 2 of 4

3814LT06

+ Reinforcement planting along the existing woodland edge to reinforce the ancient woodland
coppice.

+ 8 metre wide buffer planting incorporating woodland blocks along site hedgerow boundaries
which reinstate of the eroded field pattern and reconnect the site within the wider landscape.

» Better integration of the Garrison and surrounding built development into its landscape
setting through creating a clear visual distinction between built-up and rural areas through
robust 5-8 metre wide buffer planting in conjunction with block planting to create a
defensible settlement edge within the landscape.

e Protection and enhancement of views over the site and surrounding built form through
screen planting, particularly from distant elevate views along the public footpath.

e Encouragement of wildlife linkages with the surrounding countryside through the promotion
of native and varied structural planting along the site boundary with woodland blocks
extending into the site.

« Promote recreational linkages and quality of experience along the Wokingham Lane Byway
through additional structural planting within the site boundary.

Comment 3:

The layout of the re-development proposals has responded to the landscape policy context and the
existing landscape and visual context. The proposals will be sited within a strong landscape
framework which reinforces the existing site features and characteristics ie. woodland setting,
surrounding views and countryside transitional rural/ urban setting.

Several housing developments have been built or approved for building immediately surrounding
the site. These include the site formally known as the Arborfield Garrison which has been
redeveloped for housing, known as Penrose Park and the site to the south of the Wildlife Heritage
Site (WHS) near the new roundabout which is currently being developed. These developments
have an influence on the landscape character surrounding the site, creating a landscape context of
residential development set on the edge of countryside. The proposed development would be
appropriately sited within this context.

It is accepted that the landscape elements upon the site will change as a result of the proposals.
However, the landscape elements on the site have been identified for reinforcement. This provides
the opportunity to establish a defensible edge to development and provide a transition between the
urban and countryside environs. The landscape framework establishes a layout which is
considered to assimilate the proposals into the wider landscape setting.

Comment 4&5:

As identified within the Landscape and Visual Assessment there are no publicly available views of
the site from distant views to the south and west, due to the screening effect of intervening off-site
vegetation and topography such as Long Copse and Great Copse. Please refer to photographs 3,
4, 17, 18 and the Photographic Location Plan within the report (3814.10 — 12 & 3814.15)

The indicative layout submitted with the application indicates the proposed planting. The minimum
5 metre wide and 8 metre wide landscape buffer planting is a constant width around the entire site
boundary. Substantial woodland blocks extend into the site. These blocks of planting provide areas
of greater planting depth and width along much of the site boundary. These blocks also provide
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3814LTO6

additional screen planting, integrate the site into the landscape and provide green links across the
site. Refer to drawing 3814.18 Landscape Concept Plan- Planting Widths for dimensions of
woodland blocks and buffer planting.

The principle aim of the landscape design is to assimilate the site into the local landscape in a
manner that is compatible with the existing landscape character and objectives of the district and
countywide landscape character strategy. Opportunities to reinforce and enhance the existing and
frequently degraded landscape components have been carefully considered through the landscape
strategy. The landscape strategy establishes a strong landscape framework which the development
will be sited. This approach is demonstrated by the extent of proposed woodland/buffer planting,
internal planting and open space/village green areas illustrated on the Development Concept Plan.

With regard to the Landscape Concept Plan the layout was prepared for an outline application and
is for illustrative purposes only. The Landscape Concept plan establishes the principle that
extensive woodland planting will form part of the development proposals, and gives an indication of
the extent and area of proposed planting. At the detail design stage, the proposal would be brought
forward in consultation with WDC. There is a degree of flexibility with the location of the various
proposed components, such as woodland blocks, the village green and areas for residential
development. The iayout could be reconfigured in consultation with WDC, for example the village
green could be located adjacent to the existing woodland edge to provide a robust woodland buffer
edge with varied planting from tree, shrubs to open grass. The proposed ratio of built areas to open
space and planting allows for a proposal to be brought forward at the detail application stage which
addresses the issues with regard to landscape and nature conservation.

Public Right of Way/ By-way 15:

Byway 15 public right of way largely runs outside the Highfield Park Site, along Wokingham Lane.
Where is passes along the site boundary and briefly across the site, the outline proposals for the
site illustrate proposed woodland block planting to enhance the existing vegetation lining the
footpath/bridleway.

With regard to the amenity of the footpath bridleway, proposed residential development has been
located further into the site, and with a combination of intervening existing and proposed woodland
block planting creating a buffer of approximately 30m between the footpath/bridleway and proposed
residential development. The change in views from the footpath/bridleway would be limited (taking
into account the existing substation and other buildings/structures on the site). An improved and
enhanced woodland setting to the Wokingham Lane Byway is identified as a principle aim of the
landscape Concept (pg 41 of Landscape and Visual assessment Report.}

As to the means of crossing the access road into the Highfield Park site, please refer to the
Engineers response.

If there are any queries with regard to the above, please do not hesitate to call Celia Magennis in
my absence.

Kind regards

Yours sincerely
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Lisa Toyne
Director
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Tel: 0118 974 6330 (Direct Line) Fax: 0118 974 6313
Email: peter.bourne@wokingham.gov.uk

Date: 17 August 2004

My ref. PDB/DF/

Your ref:12855/IPK/INPB/WDC

File ref: Planning — Arborfield 2004/1646 & 7

Mr i King Envircnment Division
Peter Brett Associates P.O. Box 153
Caversham Bridge House Shute End, Wokingham
Waterman Place Berkshire RG40 1WL
Reading Tel: {0118) 974 6000
Berkshire RG1 8DN Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991

DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear Mr King
HIGHFIELD PARK: APPLICATION 0/2004/1646 & 7

Thank you for your letter dated 11" August 2004 received whilst | was on annual
leave. | remain concerned about the expansion of residential development to the
west of the A327 and would expand on these concerns as follows:-

1. Conflict with pedestrians crossing to west of roundabout: | accept that
the Poperinghe Barracks development provided for pedestrians to cross the
access road to the west of the roundabout. Nevertheless, the creation of a
further access of this road, less than 25m from the roundabout will create
further conflicts in this area. The combination of this access and the need for
pedestrian and cyclists to cross here is considered unsafe. Whilst this could
be considered further through a safety audit, there is no guarantee that an
acceptable solution can be found. It is my view that this matter needs to be
addressed before planning consent is granted.

2. Baird Road Links: At present there are no clear proposals as to how these
links to and across Baird Road are to be provided. Whilst | accept that these
could be secured through a Sectiocn 106 contribution, no scheme has yet been
agreed and no cost identified.

3. Bus facilities: | note your comments about previous consents and
contributions being secured. Despite these there remains concerns that the
site does not fall in an area that can be properly considered sustainable as set
out in the Local Transport Plan. It may be that further improvements to bus
services could be funded, again through a Section 106 agreement, and | am
seeking to identify these costs. They are unlikely to be available before 19"
August. | am concerned that the level of the contributions needed may be
quite substantial and may render the scheme not viable.

Cont/...
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4. Distance to shops and schools: | note you quote a figure of 1600m from the
IHT “PPG13 Guide to better practice”. | have not found this figure in my copy.
Can you advise of the exact reference so that | can read the full context of this
quote? Certainly PPG13 and the Guide encourage LPAs to establish criteria
for assessing sustainability, and this is reflected in the Local Transport Plan
and Draft Design Guide. It is against these criteria that the scheme fails on
sustainability grounds.

Yours sincerely

~FE0

Peter Bourne
Team Leader — Highways Development

cc:  Heidi Lynch — Senior Planning Officer — Development Control
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Reading
| Berkshire
Mr Peter Bourne . RG18ON
Highways Development e Tel; +44 (07118 950 0761
Wokingham District Council \_ :Q_m‘a,:_ Fax: +44 (0}118 959 7498
— Website: www.pba.co.uk
Shutg End Ck { b . E-mail: reading@pba.co. uk
Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 1WR
11 August 2004

Dear Mr Bourne

Proposed Development of Highfield Park, Arborfield
Application Number 0/2004/1646 & 7

We understand that the Case Officer, Heidi Lynch, dealing with the planning application for the
above proposals is presently preparing her report to committee and that the deadline for
completion of the report is the 19" August.

We have been asked to prepare a response to the four points raised in your memorandum of the
5" May concerning transport issues. Qur response is set against the planning background of
development that has taken place or has been granted permission in the area. This includes
development that has been granted planning permission on appeal and in which the issues taken
into account in granting permission included the sustainability of the proposals in terms of the
relationship to existing facilities and services including public transport.

1. Pedestrian/cycle access across the access road immediately west of the roundabout
before the junction that access the application site.

The consultant’s report that accompanied your memorandum raises concerns regarding
the effects of the traffic from the application proposals on the safety of pedestrians and
cyclists on the crossing of the access road for the Poperinghe development. This crossing
formed part of the planning permission fro the Poperinghe development and has been

the subject of Stage 1 and Stage 2 safety audits of the roundabout and access road
permitted under the planning permission for the Poperinghe development. The
consultants report states that this will no doubt be addressed in the safety audit.

We propose that this issue be dealt with through the safety audit for the application
proposals.

2. Pedestrian/cycle links across Baird Road.

Financial contributions to sustainable transport measures would be secured through a
Section 106 Agreement should planning permission for the proposals be granted. These
would include for the provision of pedestrian/cycle links across Baird Road.

Partners: Francls Connally KSG F1f | CVEM iifirst MCIARG FiHT FCansE Senlor Partner, Niged Brown Liiing Bsu 010 MSe CEng MIEE CMILT,
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3. Measures to secure better bus facilities within 400m of the site with good access
across the A327.

Financial contributions to improve bus facilities and services in Arborifield have been
secured through Section 106 Agreements for the Poperinghe development, for Penrose
Park and for other developments along the routes of bus services that serve Arborfield.

In the letter of 10 November 2003 from the public transport section of WDC it is stated that
there are a number of future improvements of public transport in Arborifield under
consideration depending on the availability of finance, particularly public transport
contributions from various developments in the Arborfield and Shinfield areas.

One of the schemes mentioned in the fetter is the provision of bus gates in Baird Road to
enable a continuous route through the garrison area which would bring buses closer to
Penrose Park, the Poperinghe development and the application site. This is subject to final
agreement with the Ministry of Defence. Access across the A327 to the public transport
services would be provided by the dedicated signal-controlted crossing approved as

part of the planning permission for the Poperinghe development.

The application proposals would provide contributions to public transport improvements
which would assist in the realisation of the above scheme and would enhance services for
both existing and future residents.

4. Measures to address the lack of retail and educational facilities within the prescribed
distances.

As part of the evidence submitted for the planning appeal for the Poperinghe development,
a review was undertaken of the Inspectors reports for other sites in the area that had been
granted permission on appeal, and an assessment made of the distances to local facilities
and services in relation to threshold distances given in PPG13 Guide to Better Practice and
in the IHT Guidelines for walking distances. The sites considered were the Brick and Tile
Works site and Sheerlands Road site to the south-east of Baird Road and the Penrose
Park site.

The equivalent distances for the application proposals would be broadly comparable to
those for the Poperinghe development. The Inspector for the Poperinghe appeal took
account of this evidence concerning distances to local facilities and services in granting
planning permission on appeal. The assessment showed that the Poperinghe
development is between approximately 1780m and 1890m from the local schools

and between approximately 870m and 1540m from the local shop within the Arborfield
garrison. In the IHT guidelines the suggested preferred maximum for schools is 2km and
the walking distance threshold suggested by PPG 13 Guide to Better Practice is 1600m.

With regard to travel to schools, there is a bus service for travel to the Holt, Emmbrook
and Forest schools and an American-style yellow school bus for primary school children
from the Garrison and other areas travelling to schools in Arborfield village.
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In summary therefore, the issue of sustainability in relation to the availability of local
facilities and services has been taken into account in the planning appeal process for other
development in the area and has not been considered to be a reason for refusal of
planning permission. The contributions to sustainable transport measures that would

flow from the application proposals should permission be granted, would enhance

the opportunities for Arborfield residents to use sustainable modes of travel.

We hope this is of assistance in answering the points raised in your memorandum and should be

pleased to discuss our response in more detail with a view to resolving the issues raised.

Yours sincerely,

b S2E

tan King: Associate
For And On Behalf Of
PETER BRETT ASSOCIATES

Cc Mike Murray Wharf Land Investments Limited
Alison Tero CBRE
Deirdre Wells Red Kite Development Consultancy
Mark Wyatt Holborn Properties Limited
Lisa Toyne/
Celia Magennis DLP
Nigel Brown PBA
Paul Griggs PBA
Heidi Lynch
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Tel: (0118) 974 6481 (Direct Line)
e-mail:  heidi.lynch@wokingham.gov.uk
Date:  July 19, 2004

Ref: 0/2004/1647 & 0O/2004/1646

Environmental Services Department

Claire Wright/Alison Tero Planning Setvices
CB Richard Ellis Limited P.0. Box 157

. Shute End, Wokingham
Kingsly House Berkshire RG40 1WR
Wimpole Street Tel: (0118) 974 6000
London Fax: (0118) 974 6484
W1G ORE Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991

DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear Claire & Alison,
RE: PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF HIGHFIELD PARK, ARBORFIELD

| have received a number of responses from our consultees with regard to the proposed
development at Highfield Park and have enclosed copies of these. Please could you respond to
the various issues raised.

Firstly, the Environmental Health Officer has several concerns with regard to Geological and
Geoenvironmental Assessment report submitted. To enable her to assess the details fully,
please could the following be provided:

» Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) Figure 2 Site layout plan — whilst this is present, the
seven areas marked A to G are not labelled on the plan. A labelled version will be required as the
rest of the report makes frequent reference to these areas.

e Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) Figure 18 — The site sensitivity plan is missing.
Please could you provide a copy of this.

s« Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) 7.1 contamination testing - Table 1 - the resufts
summary is missing. Please could you provide a copy of this.

« Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) 7.1 contamination testing - Table 3 (gas monitoring
results) is missing. Please could you provide this information. Also, the Scientific Officer thinks
there should be a table 2. If this is correct, please could you provide it.

The following comments were also made by the Envirenmental Health Officer with respect to noise:

The Acoustic Assessment Report shows the site falls into noise exposure categories A, B and
C as per PP(G24 assuming there is no development on the site. The report does not predict
noise levels assuming residential dwellings are permitted. Generally the design and site layout
should aim to reduce the impact of road traffic noise both internally and externally (in gardens
for example). This may be done by careful positioning of sfructures so that they act as noise
barriers, positioning of sensitive rooms furtherest from noise sources, the use of single aspect
dwellings and siting of gardens furtherest from the noise source. | would not recommend
approval of this application untit further information has been received and assessed.

| advise you submit further details or a statement on how you proposed to protect the future
occupiers from noise should the development be permitted.

Secondly, the Landscape Officer has the following comments:

As the site is located within the countryside, the proposed development will be contrary to policy
WCC1 and therefore | cannot suppoit this application.
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The landscape and visual impact assessment report is reasonably thorough however there are a
number of points which | wish to make regarding the report and these are listed below:

1. The document does refer to the Wokingham Disirict Landscape Character Assessment, however
this was the Draft Document and not the Final Report as published in March 2004, The evaluation
section in the Draft version contained a paragraph on ability of a landscape to accommodate
change. This has now been removed from the Final Draift and replaced by a paragraph on
landscape strategy for each character area. Capacity to accommodate change is discussed in the
landscape and visual impact assessment as relating to the landscape character areas; this will
now need to be reconsidered in conjunction with the Final Report of the Wokingham District
Landscape Character Assessment (WDLCA).

2. Although the site is located within landscape character area L2 — Farley Hill Wooded Sand and
Gravel Hills, it is also close to the boundary of J2 — Arborfield Cross and Barkham Sefttled and
Farmed Clay. In reality landscape character rarely changes abruptly so the boundaries of the
character areas should be seen as a transition zone from one character area to another. | believe
that the site has characteristics of both landscape character areas and there is a need to consider
the landscape strategy of each landscape character areas and how if relates it to the site. These
are:

a}) L2: Conserve and strengthen key characteristics that contribute fo a strong rural character.
As the site is brownfield rather than agricultural there are not many landscape features to
be conserved apart from the surrounding woodland, which [ consider to be an important
landscape feature.
b) J2: Enhance elements of existing character to include better integration of the garrison in its
fandscape setting and more general improvements to woodland, farmland and habitat
management.

3. The landscape and visual impact assessment concludes that as the site is currently a degraded
brownfield site and redevelopment within the site will remove these visual detractors to provide a
more positive impact on the surrounding area. | don’t wholly agree with this. | do agree that the
site in its current condition is visually poor, however the construction of a significant number of
dwellings within the site will change the character of the site to being urban in character which |
consider to be visually detrimental to the wider character of the surrounding countryside.

4. The proposed development relies on the existing woodland to screen the development in long
distance views from the south and west and is in part protected by a TPO and designated a WHS.
It is therefore important that this woodland is retained and enhanced as an existing landscape
feature (as identified in the landscape strategy associated with the WDLCA). The landscape
concept plan submitted by the applicant shows a woodland buffer strip of 5m adjacent {o the
existing woodland which is a totally inadequate area of land to plant up for this purpose and needs
to be a transition zone between the existing woodiand and the proposed development. It is
suggested that a much larger area than currently shown on the landscape strategy plan is
identified as woodland / public open space and should form an informal edge along the southern
and western boundaries of the site.

5. A strong woodland beit cannot be achieved with only 8m of buffer planting along the north eastern
boundary of the site and again it should be combined with areas of public open space so that there
is scope to plant significant blocks of trees. Any development will need to be integrated into the
wider landscape in association with the guidance provided in the WDLCA, by a combination of site
layout, building styles and structure planting and not just relying on screening by buffer planting. If
the development has to be screened to prevent views into the site then it is not acceptable.

Please could you respond to these comments. You may wish to contact Catherine Brimble
(Landscape Officer) directly for further advice.

The Ecological Officer (Andy Glencross) has made the following comments:

The suggested Landscape concept does not represent the best option for the site ecologically,
Woodland is only really viable in substantial blocks. The 'fingers' proposed in this scheme
would have minimal wildlife value as woodland, due to the substantial edge effect. In addition
areas such as these within developments have a tendancy to become either 'gardened' or
dumped upon.
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This site has a long history of environmental degradation and habitat loss. Indeed a
substantial part of the site was once part of the remaining woodland complexes of Long
Copse, Spring Copse and Wokingham Lane itself. This application is an opportunity to reverse
the trend on this site and fo restore the areas that were once woodland. | have used the 1875
OS Map to trace the old wood boundary (although the wood was even bigger at the time of the
1934 OS map). | envisage that the area on the map shaded green is planted with a native
woodland mix similar to the adjacent woods (for which we have a 2002 survey). The area
shaded blue is my proposed developable area.

This coupled with the required minimum 15m buffer zone to the existing WHS woodland gives
a developable area of 3.4ha rather than the 4.4ha in the application. This approach will also
ensure that this development does not increase the ecological fragmentation the woods in
these areas have already suffered. The advantage of this scheme would be to have all the
Public Open Space in one usable block which is now preferred to the scattered small grass
verge approach,

| have enclosed a copy of the map he refers to.

t have had several concerns raised over the ‘existing public right of way' labelled on the
Landscape Concept Plan. This is actually By-way 15 and has rights for ridden horses as well as
pedestrians and cycles. The British Horse Society has raised a concern (see letter attached), as
the By-way is an important route linking Farley Hill and Swallowfield with BR15a on the east
side of the A327, to further link up with The Coombes. The British Horse Society would like to be
satisfied that the A327 crossing arrangements from Byway 15 to Byway 15A for horses will be
retained (as agreed in the Poperinghe Barracks planning application). They would also like to be
ensured that the section of byway 15 passing through the site is recognised to be a byway to be
used by horse riders. Finally, could you please let the Council know if byway 15 would remain
open to vehicles during the development, if it were given approval. if it is to be closed, you will
need to apply for a diversion order.

Please see the attached correspondence from: Thames Water, S+S Electricity, Fire & Rescue
Service, Berkshire Sites & Monuments Record, Britich Horse Society and our Highway Officers.
| look forward to receiving a response to these.

With respect to your letter dated 07/07/04, and our telecommunication on 16/07/04, | wish to
confirm the Council’'s position that it would seek to retain Highfield Park as a gypsy site due to
there being inadequate provision for travellers within the District.

| hope these comments have been helpful. Should you wish to discuss any matter further please
do not hesitate to contact Heidi Lynch.

Yours sincerely

A

Heidi Lynch (Senior Planning Officer)
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g s Swirenbood GU0 7182 2000

[ e ALY
Heidi Lynch . AL R———— 0207 182 2144
Wokingham District Council o ol - —Flaire Vright@cbre.com
Planning Services _ fo e Oucseb PLANNING/189394/CW
P.O. Box 157 GO UL Efgf;fourref
Council Offices e - ]
Shute End PR 2004
Wokingham
Berkshire
RG40 TWR
Dear Heidi

ARBOUREFIELD - HIGHFIELD PARK

On behalf of our client Wharf Properties, we submitted an ouiline application for the development of
Highfield Park, Arbourfield for the residential redevelopment of the site in March 2004 (Reference:
O/2004/1646). Further to your telephone conversation with my colleague Alison Tero on 21 June
2004, and also your recent meeting with the Council’s Gypsy Officer, | write seeking confirmation of
the Council’s position with regard to the need to retain Highfield Park as a gypsy site.

Should you need to discuss further, please don’t hesitate to contact Alison Tero or myself. | would be
grateful if you could respond 1o this letter as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely

~ AVl

Claire Wright
Planner
For and On behalf of CB Richard Ellis

wwnwe.chre co.uk 47 1

Registered in England No 3536032 Registered office St Martin's Court 10 Paternoster Row London EC4M 7HP
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Carol Hurst —
Planning Services Direct Dial 020 7182 2130
. reg a
Wokingham District Council Email  alison.tero@chre.com

Ourrel  PLANNING/AT/189324
Yourref  (O/2004/1646 and 1647

PO Box No157
Council Offices
Shute End
Wokingham
RG40 TWR

12 May 2004

Dear Carol
ARBORFIELD - HIGHFIELD PARK

Following our telephone conversation last week, regarding the duplicate planning application
reference O/2004/1646 and 1647, for the redevelopment of the site known as Highfield Park for
residential purposes, we have now enclosed a completed Certificate C.

As we discussed, the planning application was submitted on 31 March 2004 with a completed
Certificate B and notices were sent out to the landowners by registered post. We have subsequently
established that the Post Office were unable to deliver the notices to a number of the landowners as
they were no longer resident at the oddresses we had been given by my clients solicitor. We have
therefore proceeded to arrange for Certificate C to be completed and a notice to be published in the
Wokingham Times on Wednesday 12 May 2004. A copy of the notice is also enclosed for you
information.

Should you require anything further from me at this stage please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

m\“@m

Alison Tero
Assaciate Director
For and on behalf of CB Richard Ellis

cc. Mike Murray — Wharf Properties
Paul Roberts - Forsters

www.chre.co.uk A72
Registered in England No 3536032 Registered office $t. Martin’s Court 10 Puterncster Row London EC4M 7
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e SECTION 66 CERTIFICATE
Agpiication Na. WOKINGHAM UNITARY

Aiming for Excelionce

Please flll In both Certlficate
v B, € or D and the
Agricultural Holdings Certlfi-
cate. Delete sections not CERTIFICATE A

relevant,

| eartify that:

at the beglinning of th

(a) “Owner” means a person accompanyin
having a freehold interast (&
or leasahold interest the
unexpired term of which is
not less than 7 years.

CR

of 21 days ending with the date of the
tlon, nobody, except the applicant, was the owne: of
art of the land to which the application relates.

CERTIFICATE B
| certify that:

| havs/The applicant has* given the requirad no
at the beginning of the perlod of 21 da
accomparying application was the own
the application relates, as listed b

10 everyons else who,
ding with the date of ths
of any part of the land to which

which notice Dats on which
erved notice was served

Ownar’s(a) name Addre
W

+ See Note (a) to Certificate A

CERTIFICATE C

| certify that

o |/ Fhe-epplieants cannot issued a certificats in accordance with ejther
paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) of Saction B6(1) of the Act in respect of the
accompanying application,

OR

® | have/The-apglicant-has* given the required notice to the persons
specified below, being parsans who at tha peginning cf the period of 21
days ending with the date of the application ware owners (a) of any part
of the land to which the application relates.

Owner's{a) name Addrass at which notlce Date on which
was served notics was sarved

SEE ATTACHED SHEET
(B} Insert description of steps

taken,
® | have/Fre-apphoam-nas* taken all reasonable staps open to me/him/her* to
find out the names and addresses of the other ownars (a) of the land, ar of a
(c) Name of local newspaper part of It, but hava/has* been unable to do so, These staps were as follows:
creulating In the area WE HAVE ESTABLTSHED THE NAMES OF THE OTHER OWNERS
where tha land is situated. (b} . ST RTINS R halibs OF e

...................................... L

(d) Date of publication {which ® Notice of the application as attached to this Certificate, has been published in

must be not earlier than the

beginning of the period of the {c} . ‘WQKI,NQHP.‘M.TI.MES.’ .....................................
21 days ending with the 12 MAY 2004

date of the application). on(d) S T R




o MA

VTSR RIE

v

1789/b

OR

(b) Insert description of steps

{¢} Insert

(d)

taken

name of local
newspaper circulating in
the area where the land is
situated.

Insert date of publication
(which must ngt be sarlier
than the beginning of the
period of 21 days ending
with the date of the
application).

CERTIFICATE D
I certify that

® |/The appilcant cannot issue a certificate In accordance w,
(a) of Section 86 of the Act in respect of the accompanyi

paragraph
application.

@ [/The appiicant have/has taken all reasonable st
to find out the names and addresses of averyone

of the pericd of 21 days beginning with the date
owner (a) of any part of the land to which th
been unable to do so. These steps w

open ¢ me/him/her
& who, at the begirning
of application was the
plication relates, but have/has
as follows:

|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||

ation &s attached to this Certlficate, has been published in

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||

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

ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION

If any of the site is part of an
areg of land which is let or
there is an agreemant to et tha
land for agricultural purposes

to a temant, it may
agricultural holding.

ba an
Further

advice may be obtained from
the Department.

CR

Agricultural Holdings Certificate
One or other section must be crossed through as not applicable.

If the applicant is the sole agricuitural tenant he or she must delste the first

alternative and insert “not applicable” as the information requirad by the sscond
alternative,

® Nons of the land 1o which the application relatss i, or is part of, an agricultural
holding.

® | have/The applicant has given the required notice to sver
my/him/hersalf who, at the beginning of the period of
date of the application, was a tenant of an agri
the fand to which the application relatss

on other than
ays ending with the
2l holding on &li or part of

Tenant's name Date on which

notice was served

||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||

.............................

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1990
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING GENERAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 1988

Cerlificate under Sestion 86
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CERTIFICATE C

DETAILS OF OWNERS UPON WHOM NOTICE WAS SERVED

Owner’s Name

Joe Skeet
Tony Doherty and Kathleen Mary
Doherty

Donald Albert Goddard

George Collins

John Sheen

Leslie Tucker Dunn

Katlash Estates Limited

SSE Services plc

Wokingham District Council

593986

Address at which
notice was served

Wild Ridings Blackbushes Road Fleet
Hants GU13 8§BQ

21 The Copse Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire

3 Wellington Terrace Sandhurst Berkshire

6 Pennyhill Park Minley Road Blackwater
Hampshire

Kelstali Brookers Hill Shinfield
Berkshire RG2 9BZ

The Copse Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire RG2 9PN

6" Floor Britannia House 960 High Road
North Finchley London N12 9RY

- Westacott Way Littlewick Green -

Maidenhead Berkshire SL6 3QB

Highways Department
Civic Offices

Shute End
Wokingham
Berkshire R(G40 1BN

Date on which
notice was
served

31 March 2004
31 March 2004

31 March 2004

31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004

31 March 2004
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DETAILS OF OWNERS UPON WHOM NOTICE HAS FAILED TO BE SERVED

Owner’s Name

Lynn Suzanne Chandler

Donald Goddard and Katie Rusher

John Doran

Jarvis Smith

George Crawt

Gary Stevens

Charmaine Ayres

Vera Rusher

John Michael Rooney

-Daniel Rooney

Roy Bowers

Shaun Rusher

James Cooper

590359

Address at which
notice was served

5 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield Berkshire RG2
9pPP

Plot F6 Ducks Nest Farm Wokingham Lane Arborfield
Wokingham RG?2 9PJ '

6 Highfield Park Eversley Road
Arborfield Berkshire RG2 9PP

Plot 5B Ducks Nest Farm Arborheld
Berkshire RG2 9PJ

2 Highfield Park Eversley Road
Arborfield Berkshire RG2 9PP

4 Star Hill Hartley Witney Hook
Hampshire RG27 8§BP

3A Ducks Nest Farm Arborfield Berkshire RG2 9PJ

7 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire RG2 9PP

8 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield Berkshire RG2
SpPP

9 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire RG2 9PP

Plots B and C Ducks Nest Farm

Wokingham Lane Arborfield Wokingham Berkshire RG2
9PJ

7 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield RG2 9PP

Plot A Ducks Nest Farm Wokingham Lane Arborfield
Wokingham Berkshire RG2 9PJ
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BERKSHIRE PRESS

8 Tessa Road, Reading, Berkshire, RG1 8NS
Direct Line (G118} 9217740 Ext: 7740 Fax 0118 958 8229
E-mail

ADVERTISEMENT PROOFING SERVICE

CB Richard Ellis Limited

St Martin's Ceourt, 10 Paternoster Row
London

Loudon

EC4M 7THP

United Kingdom

o

Dear /5 s T

Please find below a low resolution proof of your advertisement for your approval.
The cost will be £156.00 plus VAT. The size is 6x2 with the first insert appearing on
the 12/05/04. Your reference number is 7152499. Please contact me on (0118)
9217740 Ext: 7740 if you have any amendments or I can be of any further help.

Yours sincerely,

Sally Clayton

Town & Country Planning (General
Development Procedure) Order 1995

Notice unger article & at application for planning permission {to
be postad in the case of an application for planning permission
far davelopment consisting of the winning and working of
minerals by underground eperations {in addivon to the service
or publication of any other requistte notices in this Schedule).

Proposed development al {a) Highfield Park, Norh of
Wokingham Lane, Arborfield, | give natice that {b) Wharl
Properties [Homes) Mo 2 Lid is applying 1o the {¢) Wokingham
District Council for planning permission to (g) Demolition of
existing building and redevelopment to provide a residenéal
devetopment including open space and associated access, car
parking, internal service roadh, landscaping including a

landsc 2pe buffer and retention of elecuricity sub-station,
Mambars of the public may inspect copies of the application at
Planning Department, Council Cffices, Shute £nd, Wolkingham
during all masenable hours uniil 31 May 2004. Anyone who
wishes tn make representations about this applicanon should
wiite to the Council at Plarning Depatment, Council Cfices,
Shute End, Wokingham by 31 May 2004,

An advertisement similar to this could also appear in the following publications:

Reading Evening Post — Wokingham Times — Reading Central
— Bracknell and Wokingham Standards
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ADDITIONAL NEIGHBOUR CONSULTATION SHEET

APPLICATION NUMBER: 0/2004/1646
CASE OFFICER: Heidi Lynch

ADDRESS OF ADDITIONAL NEIGHBOUR CONSULTATION

NUMBER OF
DAYS FOR
RESPONSE

DATE LETTER
ISSUED (for
Admin use}
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DATE: 15 April 2004

SCANNING INFORMATION SHEET

CONSULTEES

Application Number: 0/2004/1646

Applicants Name: Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross,
Reading.
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Heidi LGch R -

From: gary cowan [gary@cowan24.freeserve.co.uk]

Sent: 19 October 2004 16:18

To: Trevor Watson

Cc: Heidi Lynch

Subject: Fw: Arborfield - Highfield Park (LPA Refs: 0/2004/1646 and 0/2004/1647)

Highfield Park I.doc
Trevor, | was copied today with an email containing 2 attachments from CBRE and Forsters. in the
tight of their comments and the fact that they approached all memebrs of DC directily | felt | should respond to it. |
have therefore copied the enclosed attachmnet to all DC Members. | do have some difficulty making DC but | am
trying my best to get out of another extreemly important committment. | have also copied it to Heidi as Case Oficer so
it can form part of the file if thst is appropriate. Sincerely Clir Gary Cowan. Arborfield.
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0/2004/1646 and 1647

I must apologise for not being able to attend DC tonight but T have a commitment [
cannot avoid. I support the Officer recommendation but would like to make the
following comments.

The identification of the land as Highfield Park 1s incorrect as Highfield Caravan Park
is the permanent gipsy site. The various remaining sites on the land have been subject
to many planning applications and appeals and have always been referred to as land
north of Wokingham Lane not Highfield Park, which is its proper designation.

It is very important to make that distinction as the land, which is all in the countryside
and should be treated under Local and Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS7 policics
consisting of a series of individual areas well identified in the report as;

o The Highfield Caravan Park site (Planning permission granted against policy
at appeal (on human rights grounds).

o Bound Oak and Walkers via the Certificate of lawful Use route. Although
permissions exist they were not obtained by what T would call the “normal”
planning process

o Anunauthorised car scrap-yard which has court order served on it.

o In addition and not referred to in the report but part of the planning
application is a fictd which has no activity on it and is simply countryside (see
map on agenda page 84. The area is shown below Highfield Park and adjacent
to the A327)

The report mentions the wishes of the pitch owners desire to re-establish a presence
on the site, which I welcome but recent correspondence from Forsters on behalf of the
developer would now indicate otherwise. If this is the case and the families have left
the site so as stated no local links need to be safeguarded then it becomes another
matter. As the mobile homes are not permanent structures it is not an issue as the land
can be allowed to revert to natural abet degraded countryside.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the surrounding area;

Paragraph 20; the existing area consists of low buildings, trees and bunds and is
broadly visually unobtrusive. A development of such scale would have a significant
effect when viewed from footpath 17 (not mentioned in the report) Farley Hill
(AONB) or the A327, which is a Green Route.

The site would be clearly visible from the well-used Footpath 17, which links up with
Wokingham Lane (byway [5), which is also wcll used by ramblers, walkers and
horses.

Ecological issues;

Paragraph 25; No mention 1s made of the stream, which runs from the scrap yard

under the A327 into the new estate at Penrose Park which has many conditions
attached to it in Penrose Park.
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There is also a contamination issue relating to a considerable amount of “illegal
waste” coming on to the site and being bumnt there. In fact all or most of the land
including the stream could be contaminated and not be suited to residential and this
needs to be taken into consideration.

Long Copse consists of two areas (see map on page 84). The site to the west is a
wildlife heritage site and the second one known locally as “bluebell wood” is under
consideration as a wildlife heritage site but no buffer protection 1s being afforded to
that area.

Service Amenity and Infrastructure Provision;

Education provision is shown for Shinfield Infants and Junior schools yet the
catchment area is Farley Hill and Arborfield. Why has provision not been made in the
catchment area schools only? Should these schools be at capacity then planning
permission should be refused, on sustainable grounds as extra car journeys will result
in taking children to the Shinfield Schools. It should also be noted that the distance to
Shinfield Schools would result in the Council having to provide schoo!l transport
forever as presently there is no school bus on that route.

Leisure and Community; if one adds the provision for POS along with the buffer
protecting Long Copse the developable land reduces to about 1.5 to 2.0 Ha of
developable land. This would result in 45 to 60 dwellings at 30 per Ha and 60 to 80 at
40 per Ha not the 132 to 176 applied for.

This PA with Public Open Space, a watercourse not mentioned in the report and
Wildlife heritage Site buffer zones is a bit more complicated than most the Committee
is normally asked to consider. These could take up to 50% of the proposed site. The
Committee needs to consider the net not gross density of the land as clearly to agree
the outline numbers applied for would require a major reduction in the “non-
developable” land area or a build rate in the region of 60 to 80 per hectare in a
countryside location.

Buffer zones, full Public Open Space Provision and all other necessary protections
(water course, trees etc) must be established as a conditions now as they play a role in
the numbers of potential houses the site could contain.

Contributions for Library stock should be directed to the Library at Arborfield Cross
or morc pressingly to provide staff at the Arborfield Garrison Library which are both
in the area and not Spencer’s Wood Library which is a very long way away and again
would result in additional car journeys.

Reference is also made to Gipsy site provision in Carters Hill but no mention is made
for what, how much and whether the site is in private or council ownership. With
respect to Highways contributions I see no requirement for a proposed pedestrian
crossing on Baird Road. |

While recognising that the land might be considered degraded (at ground level) as

currently most of the existing activitics arc not visible from the surrounding
arecas. With the removal of existing trees and bunds and building adjacent to the A327
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{Green Route) this would clearly have a seriously urbanising and detrimental effect on
the existing visual amenity of the countryside from all directions

The CBRE letter makes various statements, which T would like to comment on as
follows.

Reason 2 actually recognises this PA is contrary to Councils adopted Policy. [ must
add 1t also is contrary to the Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS7 and would clearly set
a precedent for future planning applications in the countryside.

Reason 3 recognises the land 1s degraded but it cannot get away from the fact that
although the land is degraded it can be cleaned up and visually it is not generally
noticeable from the surrounding arca. A large number of houses would certainly be
visible in the countryside setting. There are many appeal cases where much lower
levels of visual intrusion in the countryside have been dismissed.

Reason 4. Penrose Park was granted permission at appeal but the Inspector said he did
not consider that site as sustainable but the council had identified it as a reserve site so
the presumption favoured development. It should also be noted that at the time of the
appeal the council, was failing in meeting its housing numbers by a considerable
number of houses which is not the case now.

On Penrose Parks 300 houses the Local Plan Inspector said, “ I have considerable
doubts as to whether this site would have been justified under the current PPG3
(2000) advice or my recommended strategy for allocating land”. On Arborfield
Garrison he said, “ I do not agree with the council that Arborfield Garrison possesses
the essential qualities of an identified settlement for the reasons I have given”
Arborfield garrison is not a settlement in the recently adopted Local Plan. The
proposed site is located in a less sustainable but more rural countryside location.

Poperinghe Barracks got permission just before the Local Plan Inspector’s report was
published and in my opinion planning permission would not have been granted had it
been after the Local Plan Inspectors report. An appeal at Bramshill Close for 10 units
was dismissed as it was outside the settlement and would conflict with the principles
of sustainable development. Again the proposed site is located in a less sustainable
but more rural countryside location.

The site 1s clearly in an unsustainable location in the countryside.

Reason 5 recognises the site has not been subject to the site selection process set out
in WH1 or the sequential approach set out in the Local Plan, Berkshire Structure Plan
and Government guidance. The Local Plan housing numbers are being met so this
Planning Application conflicts with the principles of Plan, Monitor Manage and any
sequential approach to housing development. It also recognises the site is in the
countryside. Countryside policy WCC] is very clear and is not designed to have 132-
176 houses built in the countryside and is in conflict with points A to H of WCC1

Reason 6. Makes the point that the gipsies have written to the council confirming

they do not wish to remain on the site which seems to be supported by
correspondence from Forsters that the families have left the site so as stated no local
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links need to be safeguarded and should not be a reason for refusal. This may be the
case but if it is so then it is also not a reason to grant planning permission. The mobile
homes are not permanent structures so once they are removed the land could allow
that part of the site to revert to countryside.

Reason 7 can be dealt with by condition but other issues need conditions such as
contamination, archaeology, trees, visual impact of footpath 17 and the watercourse.

Reason 8. Although layout is mentioned until the site can be identified in to area of
developable and non-developable land (gross/met areas) accurate housing numbers
cannot be applied so it will be impossible to prove/disprove whether a satisfactory site
layout can be achieved.

Reason 9. Service, amenity and infrastructure needs raise many points. Provision for
Tunior and Infant School places appear to be outside the normal catchment area.
Arborfield and Farley Hill would be normal but if they have reached capacity and
children have to be sent to Shinfield it will certainly increase use of the car and as
such 1s not sustainable and a reason for refusal.

Leisure and Community on site public open space coupled with Wildlife site buffer
zone protection along with the watercourse buffer zone protection (not identified in
the PA) would have a considerable impact on the amount developable land and as
such is material in establishing the numbers of houses this site could take.

Reason 10. No provision is made for local need. 26% should be a condition with a
local need built into that figure.

TO summarise the site called Highfield Park is not properly identified and need to be
recognised as Land North of Wokingham Lane. The net amount of developable
amount of land must be clearly identified and agreed by conditions to establish
exactly how much development the site could take.

This net amount of land should take fully into consideration the POS, WHS and
watercourse buffer zones and individual plots including their designations. The site is
in the countryside in an unsustainable location and is in breach on most of the Local
Plan Policies, The Berkshire Structure Plan and PPS 7. The visual impact on the
countryside from Footpath 17 (not mentioned in the report), Wokingham Lane and the
A327 Green Route will have a serious and detrimental effect on the countryside. It
will lead to a considerable number of additional car journeys which conflicts with
guidance in PPG 3 and other plans.

I would ask the members to support the Officer recommendation and refuse this
planning application.

Councillor Gary Cowan.
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Anna Cronin
Director of Planning
wDC

Shute End
Wokingham

Berks

RG40 1BN

4" October 04

Dear Anna Cronin

R.E. HIGHFIELD PARK

We are aware lhat a planning appiication has been submitted for the deveiopment of Highfield
Park in Arborfield and as the owners of various plots on the site we would like you to take note of
OLUT Views.

We would like the council to know that we have been forced to leave the site because of viclent
clashes and threats between different groups of travellers and the relationship between groups
are now so strained that there is no possibi!ity of us retuming to the site. Fighting between groups
has been going on for a few S(eau,-rand the site is regulardy used for fly tipping. Fires have been
set, destroying our gardens, fences and property. We've been physically threatened and told that
they'll be back. We don't wantto lve like that in fear of using our own land, '

There's no point in us trying to improve the site, as we know anything we do will be torn down but
we've invested a lot of money in buying the land and are not prepared to let other groups take it

over.

\We have been told that the council are worried about where we will move on to but we don’t want
to move on to somewhere else locally, where we: will inevitably have the same problems, so the
money that we wili receive from the developess will enable us to buy a permanent home and

settle down propery within the community where our children are in school,

Yours smiverely ’r—H i Q&;Ig IDENT N O‘? H\ C\HQL&LD PP((& L‘C

Jovaes ColAang

[

'\ ,x:‘;‘/_” A<
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T
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Ms Heidi Lynch : [ VALLEY
Senior Planning Officer H

Wokingham District Council HOUSING
Civci Offices

Shute End . . :
Wokingharn | Iz Thame: ey tousin
RG40 1BN S - T Premicr House

52 London Road

]51}1 OCtOber 2004 “Tmckenham TW_lﬁm

Tel: Q20 8607 0607

Fax: 020 8607 9923

Dear Ms Lynch, e-mail: info@tvha.couk

www.tvha.co.uk

Re: Planning Application No. 0/2004/ 16‘46, Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane,
Arborfield Cross

As owner of the development land (ex-Poperinghe Barracks) for 18 new homes
immediately to the south of the current application site, we write to express our strong
support for the above-mentioned planning application.

Our grounds for supporting the application are as follows:

1. The application site is a brownfield site. As such it complies with Government criteria
for residential development. This is in preference to developing greenfield site
opportunities.

The application will bring much needed new housing, including an element of

affordable housing, There is already a severe shortage of affordable housing in the

District which the application will help to address. It will also contribute to the

creation of a more balanced and vigorous community.

3. The continued existing use of the land would be detrimental not only to the residents
who will occupy new residential development currently under construction at the
former Poperinghe Barracks site but also to the wider neighbouring community of
Arborfield. The removal of this existing use will bring significant environmental,
visual and landscape improvements

4. If approved, the new development would aiso provide financial contributions that will
directly benefit the Arborfield community through improved transport links,
schooling and leisure facilities.

[

Yours sincerely,

-~

VA

i I

DEREK THURGOOD
Regional Development Manager

c.c. Cllr Angus Ross, Chairman of the Development Control Committee

@ business for neighbourhoods

Chair: Michael Barrott. Chicf Executive: Keith Holloway.
Registered Social Landlord under the Housing Act 1996. Member of the National Housing Federation. Housing Corporation registration No. L0514,
Registered under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act 1965 (17375R). Includes subsidiary Thames Valley Charitable Housing Association.
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HeidiLynch e

From: Andy Glencross

Sent: 01 October 2004 11:52

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: PA Q/2004/1647 Highfield Park Wokingham Lane Arborfield (with map)
Hi Heidi

Just a note {o clarify all the issues.

The lack of a survey of the site for badgers {there is a known sett within 55m of the Northern boundary) and a survey
of the building to be demolished should be among the reasons for refusal.

In addition the minimum width of the buffer zone between the the WHS woodland and any development shoul;d be
15m {not the 5-8m buffer zone they describe. This buffer zone cannot be included in the POS calculation and should
he planted with native trees and shrubs prior to any development taking place.

POS on the site should for the most part be informal in nature, in one useable block and shoutd include substantial
areas of native planting to maintain and enhance the wooded character of the area.

| have asked for a commuted sum of £79,620 for the management of buffer zone and informal wooded POS at the
3Al group meeting on the 17.05.04, can you amke sure that it is still included.

Thanks for all your help.
Cheers

Andy

From: Heidi Lynch
Sent: 01 Cctober 2004 09:33
To: Andy Glencross

Subject: RE: PA Q/2004/1647 Highfield Park Wokingham Lane Arborfield (with map)
Hi Andy,
Do youhave any comments with regard to protected species on the site (badgers, bats etc?)

Cheers
Heidi

From:  Andy Glencross

Sent: 05 May 2004 17:43

To: Heidi Lynch

Cc: Neil Etherington; Catherine Brimble; Reg Leach

Subject: PA O/2004/1647 Highfield Park Wokingham Lane Arborfield {with map)

<< File: Highfield Park map.doc >> Hi Heidi

The suggested Landscape concept does not represent the best option for the site ecologically, Woedland is
only really viable in substantial blocks. The fingers' proposed in this scheme would have minimal wildlife value
as woodland, due to the substantial edge effect. In addition areas such as these within developments have a
tendancy to become either 'gardened’ or dumped upon.

This site has a long history of environmental degradation and habitat loss. Indeed a substantial part of the site
was once part of the remaining woodland complexes of Long Copse, Spring Copse and Wokingham Lane
itself. This application is an opportunity to reverse the trend on this site and to restore the areas that were
once woadland. | have used the 1875 OS Map to trace the old wood boundary (although the wood was even
bigger at the time of the 1934 OS map). | envisage that the area on the map shaded green is planted with a
native woodland mix similar to the adjacent woods (for which we have a 2002 survey). The area shaded blue
i5 my proposed developable area.

This coupled with the required minimum 15m buffer zone to the existing WHS woodland gives a developable
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area of 3.4ha rather than the 4. 4ha in the application. This approach will also ensure that this development
does not increase the ecological fragmentation the woods in this areas have already suffered.

The new woodland area of 2ha could in part count towards informal open space figures, although I'll have to
check this with Reg Leach. The advantage of this scheme would be to have all the POS in one usable block
which is now preferred to the scattered small grass verge approach.

Give me a call if you want to discuss any of the above.
Cheers

Andy Glencross

Countryside Officer (Biodiversity)
Dinten Pastures Country Park
Davis Street

Hurst

Reading

RG10 0TH

Tel. 0118 8342016
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Heidi LGch B i

From: Andy Glencross

Sent: 05 May 2004 17:43

To: Heidi Lynch

Cc: Neil Etherington; Catherine Brimble; Reg Leach

Subject: PA O/2004/1647 Highfield Park Wokingharn Lane Arborfield (with map)

Highfield Park map.doc

Hi Heidi

The suggested Landscape concept does not represent the best option for the site ecologically, Woodland is only really
viable in substantial blocks. The ‘fingers' proposed in this scheme would have minimal wildlife value as woodland, due
to the substantial edge effect. In addition areas such as these within developments have a tendancy to become either

‘gardened’ or dumped upon.

This site has a long history of environmental degradation and habitat loss. Indeed a substantial part of the site was
once part of the remaining woodland complexes of Long Copse, Spring Copse and Wokingham Lane itself. This
application is an opportunity to reverse the trend on this site and to restore the areas that were once woodland. | have
used the 1875 OS Map to trace the old wood boundary (although the wood was even bigger at the time of the 1934
0OS map). | envisage that the area on the map shaded green is planted with a native woodland mix similar to the
adjacent woods (for which we have a 2002 survey). The area shaded blue is my proposed developable area.

This coupled with the required minimum 15m buffer zone to the existing WHS woodland gives a developable area of
3.4ha rather than the 4.4ha in the application. This approach will also ensure that this development does not increase
the ecological fragmentation the woods in this areas have already suffered.

The new woodland area of 2ha could in part count towards informal open space figures, although I'll have to check this
with Reg Leach. The advantage of this scheme would be to have all the POS in one usable block which is now
preferred to the scattered small grass verge approach.

Give me a call if you want to discuss any of the above.

Cheers
Andy Glencross S5 Iy Ho .
Countryside Officer (Biodiversity} 15 Hd{ h"ﬂ?f Zond.

Dinton Pastures Country Park
Davis Street

Hurst

Reading

RG10 0TH

Tel. 0118 9342016
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Heidi Lynch

From: Peter Bourne

Sent: 02 August 2004 15:57

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield Park planning application

The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the scheme will provide adeqaute pedestrian and cylce links across the
access road immdiately west of hte roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are contrary to PPG13
and the following policies of the adopted Local Plan WT2; WT3; WT4;, WT7;, WT8

The developer has failed to show how travel by public transport can be secured to met the travel needs of the

occupiers especially in view of the remoteness of retail and educational facilities to the site. As such the proposals are
contrary to PPG13 and the following policies of the adopted Locat Plan - WT_; WT.; WT.

-----0riginal Message-----

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 02 August 2004 08:09

To: Andy Glencross; Peter Bourne; Catherine Brimble
Subject: Highfield Park planning application

Hello,

| am now starting to write this application up for Committee. It is going to be refused. | am aware that all of you
have requested additional information with regards to the application which | have requested. As the application is
to be refused anyway, could you please give me possible reasons for refusal if you have any. These could be
based on inadequate information. Please be aware however that the applications are outline only and not full
applications.

Thanks,
Heidi
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Heidi Lynch - - - o

From: Roger Vaughan

Sent: 29 September 2004 16:34

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: 0Q/2004/1646/7 Highfiled Park Arborfield

| confirm that the requirement for a noise assessment for this site at the outline planning application stage is not
necessary. The effects of road noise on the development will be greatly influenced by the layout of the buildings.

Roger Vaughan
Environmental Health Officer
Wokingham District Council
Tel: 0118 9746355

Fax: 0118 9746401

roger.vaughan@waokingham.gov.uk
www.wekingham.gov.uk
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ENVIRONMENT

Our Ref: FM/2004/001494-2/1 AGENCY

Your Ref : 12855/CBH/PJIG/NPB/SK

%;,\O\S N
Date : 29 September 2004

District Planning Officer YL
Wokingham District Council . L ,
Council Offices e \
PO Box 157 Shute End | L
Wokingham - e
Berkshire Lm0

RG40 1WR

é
L

Dear Sir/Madam

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF 30-40 DWELLINGS PER HECTARE ON
4.4HA HIGHFIELD PARK, WOKINGHAM LANE, ARBORFIELD CROSS
FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT (SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE)

The Environment Agency is in receipt of a flood risk assessment dated September 2004 from
PBA Associates, in response to the Agency's objection to the above proposal (our letter dated
23 August 2004).

The Agency is satisfied with the proposed approach for the control of surface water run-off
from this site, and is therefore able to remove its previous objection to this development,
provided that the following conditions are imposed on any planning permission granted:

CONDITION: Prior to the approval of any reserved matters a drainage strategy shall
be undertaken, and submitted to the Local Planning Authority, to include a study of the
current surface water drainage system. The method and extent of this strategy shall be agreed
with the Planning Authority prior to commencement of the work. The strategy shall also
include measures to attenuate and dispose of surface water in a sustainable way. The surface
water drainage system at the site shall then be constructed in accordance with the approved
strategy.

REASON: To prevent the increased risk of flooding and to 1improve water
quality.

(Note: the Environment Agency asks to be consulted on any details submitted in compliance
with this condition)

CONDITION: No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a
landfill gas risk assessment has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Where a risk from migrating gas is identified, appropriate works to
mitigate the effects of gas shall be incorporated in detailed plans to be approved by the Local
Planning Authority.

REASON:  To protect people on or close to the site from the risks associated with
migrating landfill gas.

Environment Agency
Swift House, Frimley Business Park, Camberley. Surrey, GUI16 75Q, Tel no:01276 454300, Fax no:01276 454301
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CONDITION: There shall be no new development including hardstanding and fences
within a buffer zone 5 metres wide alongside any ditch/watercourse on the site.

REASON: To maintain the character of any ditch/watercourse and provide
undisturbed refuges for wildlife using the river corridor.

CONDITION: Before the development is commenced a detailed site investigation
shall be carried out to establish if the site is contaminated, to assess the degree and nature of
the contamination present, and to determine its potential for the pollution of the water
environment. The method and extent of this site investigation shall be agreed with the
Planning Authority prior to commencement of the work. Details of appropriate measures to
prevent pollution of groundwater and surface water, including provisions for monitoring,
shall then be submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority before
development commences. The development shall then proceed in strict accordance with the
measures approved.

REASON: To prevent pollution of the water environment.

(Note: the Environment Agency asks to be consulted on any details submitted in compliance
with this condition)

CONDITION: A validation report detailing any work carried out in compliance with
the agreed remedial approach for the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Planning Authority before any development commences.

REASON: To prevent pollution of the water environment.

(Note: the Environment Agency asks to be consulted on any details submitted in compliance
with this condition)

CONDITION: No soakaways shall be constructed in contaminated ground.
REASON: To prevent pollution of groundwater.
PLANNING INFORMATIVES

The following planning informatives should be attached to any planning permission granted:

Culverting of a watercourse requires the prior written approval of the Local Authority under
the Public Health Act 1936, and the prior written consent of the Environment Agency under
the terms of the Land Drainage Act 1991/ Water Resources Act 1991. The Environment
Agency seeks to avoid culverting, and its consent for such works will normally be withheld.
Contact Clare Williams on 01276 454343 for further details.

Under the terms of the Water Resources Act 1991, the prior written consent of the
Environment Agency is required for any discharge of sewage or trade effluent into controlled
waters (e.g. watercourses and underground waters), and may be required for any discharge of
surface water to such controlled waters or for any discharge of sewage or trade effluent from
buildings or fixed plant into or onto ground or into waters which are not controlled waters.
Such consent may be withheld. Contact Barrie Howe on 01276 454447 for further details.

ADVICE TO PLANNING AUTHORITY

Environment Agency
Swift House, Frimley Business Park, Camberley, Surrey, GUI6 75Q, Tel no:01276 454300, Fax no:01276 454301
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Landfill

According to our records, there is a landfiil site known as The Piggery located partially
within the proposed development site. The Agency would therefore recommend that a
landfill gas risk assessment of the site be undertaken in accordance with the above condition,
and any mitigation measures implemented as necessary.

Contamination

The Agency agrees with the recommendations for further work in Section 10.4 of the
GeoEnvironmental Report submitted by Peter Brett Associates. Leachability tests should
include parameters such as PAH. A conceptual mode! of the risk to groundwater and surface
water features should be undertaken.

A remedial strategy should be submitted after further investigation.
DECISION NOTICE

Would you please forward a copy of the decision notice to this office quoting our reference.
A copy of this letter has been sent to the agent. If you have any further queries please do not
hesitate to contact me on the number below, quoting the reference cited at the beginning of
this letter.

Yours faithfully

- % ok

SARAH PAXMAN
Development Planning Officer

Direct dial: 01276 454323
Direct fax: 01276 454352
email: sarah.paxman@environment-agency. gov.uk

CC: Peter Brett Associates

Environment Agency
Switt House, Frimley Business Park, Camberley, Surrey. GUI16 75C, Tel no:01276 454300, Fax n0:01276 454301
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ENVIRONMENT

Our Ref : FM/2004/001494-1/1 AGENCY
Your Ref : 0/2004/1646 & 0/2004/1647

Date : 23 August 2004

District Planning Officer HL

Wokingham District Council
Council Offices

PO Box 157 Shute End R I
Wokingham S
Berkshire '\ S L me
RG40 1WR oo

Drear Siv'Madam

OUTLINE APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF EXISTING
BUILDINGS, RESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT OF 30-40 DWELLINGS PER
HECTARE ON 4.4 HA INCLUDING OPEN SPACE ETC

HIGHFIELD PARK, WOKINGHAM LANE, ARBORFIELD CROSS, READING

Thank you for your letter dated 15 April 2004, received on 22 April 2004. 1 apologise for the
late response. The Environment Agency has the following comments:

The Environment Agency OBJECTS to the proposed development for the foliowing reason:

REASON: The development is likely to generate a significant volume of surface water
run-off, which if not adequately dealt with, may increase flood-risk in the catchment. The
developer has not provided a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) in line with the requirements of
Planning Policy Guidance 25 to address this risk.

RESOLUTION

The anvlicant must undertake a satisfactory FRA focusing on the control of surface water
run-off generated by the development, with particular reference to the use of sustainable
drainage systems (SUDS). The applicant is advised to contact the Agency with a view to
discussing the proposal and the issues that need to be addressed in the FRA. The attached
document {FRA2: Development greater than 1.0 hectares in Flood Zone 1) gives initial
guidance on this.

The applicant is advised that the Agency would be unlikely to accept a drainage proposal that
did not meet the following criteria:

. Discharge from the proposed developed site should mimic that of the greenfield run-off
as far as practicable. The discharge should be limited to that of the 1 year event, typically
between 3 and 7 1/s/ha. Discharges for higher return periods can be calculated using the
appropriate methods.

Environment Agency
Swift House. Frimley Business Park, Camberley. Surrey, GUI6 750, Tel no:01276 454300, Fax no:01276 434301 496



. Attenuation should be provided to protect from the 100 year critical storm.

Surface water run-off should be controlled as near to its source as possible through a
sustainable drainage (SUDS) approach to surface water management. This involves using a
range of techniques including soakaways, infiltration trenches, permeable pavements, grassed
swales, ponds and wetlands to reduce flood risk by attenuating the rate and quantity of surface
water run-off from a site. These methods can also offer other benefits in terms of promoting
groundwater recharge. water quality improvement and amenity enhancements. Approved
Document Part H of the Building Regulations 2000 sets out a hierarchy for surface water
disposal which encourages a sustainable drainage (SUDs) approach.

In order for the Agency to comment on the drainage proposals we will require the following
information:

1. A design statement for the proposed drainage scheme to include:

- A descriptive summary of the overall drainage scheme

- An assessment of the effects of blockages and storms that exceed the design event.

- For infiltration devices designed for the 10 year event an assessment of effects due to an 100
year event is required.

- If the site 1s currently developed, then a plan showing the existing footprint can be supplied.
the Agency may still require the discharge to be limited to the greenfield run-off.

2. A clearly labelled plan showing the proposed drainage works including the pipe network,
invert and cover levels, the storage/infiltration details, control device and the rate of
discharge.

3. Hydraulic modelling calculations should be included and show:

» The system simulated for a range of storm durations for the 100 year event. this should show
the critical event for that system.

- For the critical storm, water, ground and invert levels within the whole system should be
provided to include the pipe network and the storage/infiltration device.

+ The maximum storage within the system and the discharge from the control.

- For attenuation gained by infilteation, soakage tests should be carried out to BRE Digest 365
and submitted to clearly show the infiltration rate.

We recommend that the applicant refer to the following documents:

CIRIA 522 (SUDS Design manual for England and Wales)
CIRIA 523 (SUDS Best practice manual)

If you require any further clarification please contact the Agency.
NOTE TO PLANNING AITHORITY
In accordance with paragraph 65 of PPG2S, if your Authority is minded to grant permission

for the proposals despite the above, you must contact the Environment Agency to explain
your reasons, and to give the Agency the opportunity to make further representations.

Environment Agency
Swift House, Frimley Business Park, Camberley, Surrey, GU16 75Q. Tel no:01276 454300, Fax no:01276 454301 497



DECISION NOTICE

Would you please forward a copy of the decision notice to this office quoting our reference.
A copy of this letter has been sent to the agent. If you have any further queries please do not
hesitate to contact me on the number below, quoting the reference cited at the beginning of
this letter.

Yours faithfully

Yo

SARAH PAXMAN
Development Planring Officer

Direct dial: 01276 454323
Direct fax: 01276 454352
email; sarah.paxman{@environment-agency.gov.uk

CC: CB Richard Ellis

Environment Agency
Swilt House, Frimley Business Park, Camberley. Surrey, GU1L6 75Q, Tel no:01276 434300, Fax no:01276 454301 498



Development Greater than 1.0 hectares in Flood Zonel (FRA 2) Page 1 of 2

ENVIRONMENT gz\i,cii?nnctiln;tg%?cy Guidance Relating to Planning Policy
.Y AGENCY '

Development and Flood Risk Assessments
Development Greater than 1.0 hectares in Flood Zone? (FRA2)

welcome | matrix | view this document as pdf for printing

Development Greater than 1.0 hectares in Flood Zone1
(FRA 2)

Environment Agency Guidance on requirements for Undertaking a Flood Risk Assessment for
Planning Applications.

The specification for all Flood Risk Assessments is set out in Appendix F of PPG 25, This guidance
relates to the required emphasis for commissioning and undertaking of flood risk assessments for
general development outside the flood plain i.e. Flood Zone 1.

Flood risk assessments may be of a refatively minor nature, evaluating 2 small development with
minimal secondary effects, or may comprise major basin-wide studies for significant infrastructure
developments. On occasions, preliminary or scoping studies may be underiaken prior to a fuller
assessment. Developers should consult the Environment Agency and other relevant operating
authorities to determine what information is already available on flood risk potentially affecting or
affected by their site and its proposed development. They should also take full account of the local
knowledge of flooding in the community.

The detail and technical complexity of a flood risk assessment will reflect the scale and potential flood
risk to and from the development. In all cases the resulting report should address the following
requirements:

Plans

1. A location plan at an appropriate scale that includes geographical features, street names and
identifies the catchment, watercourses or other bodies of water in the vicinity.
2. A plan of the site showing:
- existing site;
- development proposals and
- description of any structures which may influence local hydraulics. This will include bridges,
pipes/ducts crossing the watercourse, culverts, screens, embankments, walls, cutfalls and
condition of channel.

Surveys
1. Levels related to Ordnance Datum/GPS, beth current and following development.

Assessments

1. Surface water measures already in place, their state of maintenance and their performance.

2. An assessment of the run-off likely to be generated from the proposed development.
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Development Greater than 1.0 hectares in Flood Zonel (FRA 2) Page 2 of 2

3 The residual risks after the construction of any necessary Subs.

4. Estimates should aiso be made of climate change impacts on probabilities. The assessment should
ensure that the development meets an acceptable standard of flood defence for the design life of
the development.

5. The potential impact on fluvial or coastal morphology and the likely longer-term stability and
sustainability of existing defences.

6. Potential sources flooding - streams, ditches, sewers, groundwater, surface flow or any combination
of these.

5 copies of this information should be submitted to the local planning authority with the planning
application. Failure to do so could delay the determination of the submission. It is recommended that
the FRA is agreed with the Environment Agency and a "Letter of Compliance” issued prior to
submission to the Planning Authority to allow a prompt determination of the application.

The Environment Agency will normally be consulted in respect of developments within the
flood plain and if the proposal is within the Byelaw Distance of a Main River or flood defence
structure or includes the diversion or culverting of an ordinary watercourse then formal
consent for the proposal may also be required from the Agency.

For further information please cantact your local Environment Agency Office

published by the Environment Agency. € Crown Copyright 2002, This page last updated 09 July 2004
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Heidi Lynch e ———

From: Catherine Brimble

Sent: 02 August 2004 12:09

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: RE: Highfield Park planning application
Hi Heidi

The main concern | have with the application is the fact that it is located in the Countryside and therefore unacceptable
in relation to Policy WCC1. It is an inappropriate development within a countryside location that will have a further
degrading impact on the surrounding countryside which has already been visually affected by the new residential
development to the south and east of the site.

Catherine

-—--Qriginal Message---—

From: Heidi Lynch

Sent: 02 August 2004 09:09

To: Andy Glencross; Peter Bourne; Catherine Brimble
Subject: Highfield Park planning application

Hello,

| am now starting to write this application up for Committee. It is going to be refused. | am aware that all of you
have requested additional information with regards to the application which | have requested. As the application is
to be refused anyway, could you please give me possible reasons for refusal if you have any. These could be
based on inadequate information. Please be aware however that the applications are outline only and not full
applications.

Thanks,
Heidi
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Heidi Lynch S o

From: Peter Bourne

Sent: 17 August 2004 12:16

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: FW: Highfield Park 0/2004/1646 & 1647

Here is an updated response from Steve McMillan as discussed. You might find the "conclusions” section useful for
your report.

Steve hasn't given any guidance on $106 contributions - so I've gone back to him for these - but they are likely to
require contributions to support local bus services (quite substantial), and works to provide pedestrian links to and
across Baird Road. I'll give you figures as soon as | can

As for the reasons for refusal. I've reworded the first reason given before as follows.
The applicant has failed to demonstrate how the vehicular access can be formed to the site without compromising
the safety of pedestrians and cyclists in particular in respect of the access across the residential access road

immediately west of the roundabout and across Baird Road. As such the proposals are contrary to PPG13 and the
following policies of the adopted Local Plan WT2; WT3; WT4, WT7; WT8

-—--—Qriginal Message-----

From: Mcmillanallen@aol.com [SMTP:Mcmillanallen@acl.com]

Sent: 13 August 2004 10:59

To: peter.bourme@wokingham.gov.uk; steve.auton@wokingham.gov.uk; Adam.Coggins@wokingham.gov.uk
Subject: Highfield Park

Hi All

Highfield Park

Enclosed updated memo. Hi-tech, I've even included a photograph!

See you soon

Steve
5‘—':
Highfield Park - Mema -
August...
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WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
ENGINEERING SERVICES

MEMORANDUM
FROM: Steve McMillan MY REF:  SMcM
YOUR REF: 2004/1646
2004/1647
TO: Peter Bourne / Steve Auton / Adam Coggins DATE: 12/08/04

APPLICATION NUMBER - 0/2004/1646 & 1647
HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD

HIGHWAYS COMMENTS (Updated from memo of 23/04/04)

INTRODUCTION

The original memo of 23/04/04 needs top be updated as a result of the
recently received appeal decision with respect to 25 & 26 Bramshill Close.
That decision letter (dated 20/07/04) considered an application for the
erection of 12 flats on land at 25 & 26 Bramshill Close, Arborfield which the
inspector dismissed on sustainability issues; quoting, in particular, policies
WO0S2 and WH1.

BACKGROUND

The proposal is for the demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 132
to 176 dwellings. Access would be from the A327 Eversley Road via the
roundabout which has recently been constructed as part of the Poperinghe
Barracks development (PBA drawing number 12855/002/004).

This roundabout was the subject of some debate at the time of the Poperinghe
Barracks proposal (72 dwellings are being constructed). It was considered by
the highway authority that a roundabout on the A327 would result in delay to
existing road users and that a ghost-island right-turning lane would be a more
appropriate design solution to serve 72 dwellings. It was also considered that
a signalised crossing of the A327 was not an appropriate option for pedestrians,
cyclists or equestrians when an open-plan at-grade route under the A327 would
have provided a safer route and reduced the severance of the site from

F/2003/0348 Page 1 of 6
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Arborfield Garrison.  The decision to allow both the roundabout and the
signalised crossing relied heavily on advice from the police who have standard
policy objections to what they see as underpasses.

Documentation supporting the application includes a Transport Assessment
(dated March 2004) produced by Peter Brett Associates. The Transport
Assessment is based on the construction of 180 dwellings.

This is an outline application with no details of the internal site layout given.

WDC POLICIES (Relating to Highways and Access)

WOS1 Sustainable Development
Requires that housing be located in places that minimises the need for travel
by private car.

WO0S2 Housing Development Principles
Outlines the settlement types in sequential approach to the housing site
selection process.

WOS3 Development Control Principles

Requires that development be located in places that reduce the need to travel
and which encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport as
alternatives to the private car.

WH1 Housing Development - Site Selection Process

Notes in the supporting text specify that new housing should be located within
800m (and ideally 400m) of retail, leisure, health, education, employment and
good public transport services. Good public transport services are defined as
being within 400m of a bus stop or station which provides at least one service
in each direction every 30 minutes during the Monday to Saturday peak periods;
and at least one service in each direction during the off-peak periods and
Sundays.

WT1 Location of Development

Requires that residential areas should have, in reasonable proximity, shops (for
convenience goods), a primary school, some employment opportunities and
recreation and community facilities.

WT3 Modal Split
Requires that it is necessary for it to be demonstrated how residential
development would reduce the demand for private car travel.

F/2003/0348 Page 2 of 6
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WT7 Road Safety

WT9 Pedestrian routes and footpaths
Gives a high priority to improving safety and reducing severance in
communities.

ACCESS (TRAFFIC)

The anticipated traffic generation {for a 180 dwelling development) has been
calculated based on a rate of 0.7 peak-hour movements per dwelling. The
resulting 126 peak-hour traffic movements would have no significant impact on
the operational capacity of the roundabout junction with the A327. Peak-hour
queues of one vehicle or less are being predicted.

The layout of the proposed Highfield Park access (shown in PBA drawing
number 12855/002/004) indicates that the development would be served via
the minor arm of a priority T-junction with the Poperinghe Barracks access
(this has been constructed to serve the existing site uses). The priority
junction is very close to the roundabout (see attached photograph) which has
recently been constructed. The existing minor arm flows of 47 morning peak-
hour movements and 39 evening peak-hour movements would increase to about
126 movements in each of the peak-hours as a result of the Highfield Park
proposal.

There are safety concerns about the additional traffic movements that would
be slowing and stopping to turn right into the Highfield Park access at a point
less than 25 metres away from the roundabout. This issue would no doubt be
addressed in the safety audit. It is possible that the layout could be
redesigned to make the Highfield Park access the main access road but, in the
meantime, the current proposal is not acceptable for reasons of road safety.

The additional traffic movements would also create additional danger for the
residents (both walking and cycling) of the Poperinghe Barracks development
who will already be required to cross the access road at a point in between the
roundabout and the Highfield Park access. This unprotected crossing was not
particularly ideal in the first place but the increase in traffic flows at a location
where traffic would be slowing, stopping and manoeuvring would make it
unacceptable for reasons of road safety.

SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES

Bus stops for the 144 service are located about 650m away from the site of the
proposed development. The WDC design guide requires that "all houses in a
new residential development should be no further than 400 metres from a bus

F/2003/0348 Page Jof 6
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route”. The quality of the available public transport is a key determinant in
the amount of private car dependency and usage. An "average’ level of public
transport provision is described in the WDC Parking Strategy as “(being) within
400m of a bus corridor or railway station providing 1 or 2 services hourly during
weekdays and with evening and weekend services”.  As the proposed site is
more than 400m from the nearest bus stops it would be regarded as being
'poorly’ served by public transport and, therefore in an unsustainable (in
transport terms) location.

Some facilities are available within 800 metres of the site (a public house and a
convenience store / post office). Community facilities are located more than
1.0km from the site. They are on MOD land and non-military personnel seem
to be tolerated rather than encouraged. The nearest primary school is more
than 1km from the site.

The proposed development together with the 72 dwellings being constructed on
the Poperinghe Barracks site would create a substantial community which
would be separated from the rest of Arborfield Garrison (and all bus stops and
facilities on offer) by the A327. A signalised crossing has been constructed. |t
was originally proposed that the road should go over an open-plan, at-grade,
walkway which would have linked the communities more safely. The
construction of this at-grade connection would have improved the sustainability
of the proposal but not sufficiently to overcome the sustainability and road
safety objections.

The inspector’s decision regarding the nearby (and better located) proposal at
Bramshill Close makes it clear that that the Highfield Park proposal is not
sustainably located.

WALKING and CYCLING

PBA drawing number 12855/002/004 does not show a connection between the
crossing (being constructed) and Baird Road. This issue was raised with PBA at
the time that the Poperinghe Barracks proposal was being considered and, as
far as | am aware, has not been resotved.

All walking and off-carriageway cycling movements from Poperinghe Barracks
development would have to cross the access road at an unsuitable location
without any protection. This situation would be exacerbated by the additional
traffic movements associated with the Highfield Park proposal. Details of the
connection between the signalised crossing and Baird Road have not been
supplied. Access to the community facilities, the public house and the
convenience store/post office will involve crossing Baird Road. Access to the
bus stops and primary school will involve crossing Baird Road twice. No details
of any crossing facilities have been provided.

F/2003/0348 Page 4 of 6
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CONCLUSIONS

The proposal will result in about 126 traffic movements during each of the
peak-hours between the A327 roundabout and the Highfield Park access. This
is a substantial (nearly three times) increase over the existing traffic flows on
that stretch of road. This additional traffic would have no significant impact
on the operational capacity of the A327 roundabout which has recently been
constructed.  Pedestrians and off-carriageway cyclists from the Poperinghe
Barracks development are however required to cross the access road at a point
between the roundabout and the Highfield Park access. There are no
pedestrian facilities proposed and this situation would be exacerbated by the
additional traffic flows. The proposal would be to the detriment of road
safety.

The nearest bus stops are located about 650 metres from the proposed
development. The WDC Design Guide requires that new housing development
should be located within 400 metres of a bus stop. The proposed development
is therefore not sustainable in transport terms. In addition to this, only the
public house and the convenience store / post office are located within 800
metres of the proposed development with the community facilities and primary
school being more than 1km away.

No details of the connection between the signalised crossing currently being
constructed and Baird Road are provided. Access to public transport and other
facilities require Baird Road to be crossed at least once and no details of how
these crossings would be made have been provided. The proposal does not
encourage walking, cycling or the use of public transport. The location of the
development and the severance caused by the A327 means that residents are
likely to be dependant on the private car as a means of transport.

The Highfield Park proposal would increase the amount of traffic movements
between the A327 roundabout and the proposed Highfield Park access. This
traffic would be slowing, stopping and manoeuvring at a location where
pedestrians and off-road cyclists from the proposed Poperinghe Barracks
development would have to cross the road without facilities or protection.
The slowing and stopping of Highfield Park traffic at a location close to the exit
from the roundabout would result in uncertainty and a high risk of accidents.
The proposal is therefore unacceptable due to reasons of road safety (policy
WT7).

The range of facilities within 800m of the proposed development is insufficient
to support a sustainable community and there are no public transport links
within 400m of the proposed development. The proposal is therefore

F/2003/0348 Page b of 6
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unacceptable due to its unsustainable location (policies WOS1, WOS3, and
WT1).

The location of the development and the lack of a pedestrian and cycle link to
Baird Road do not encourage sustainable travel modes contrary to policies
WOS3, WT3 and WT9.

Highfield Park Access (from the roundabout)

Steve McMillan

F/2003/0348 Page 6 of 6
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Policy and Plans Consultation

Date: 27th April 2004

Case Officer: Heidi Lynch

Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading

Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment to provide a residential development at a density of 30-40 dwellings
per hectare on an area of 4,.4 hectares to include open space, associated access,
car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub
station. (Duplicate application with O/2004/1646)

Application Number: 0/2004/1647

Applicant: Wharf Properties (Homes) No 2 Ltd c/o CB Richard Ellis

Relevant policies in the Wokingham District Local Plan (as Further Modified)
{FMWDLP) applicable to this application:

WOQOS1 - Sustainable Development

WOS2 - Housing Development Principles

WOS3 — Development Control Principles

WOS4 - Service, Amenities and Infrastructure Requirements for New Development

WCC1 — Development in the Countryside

WNCS5 — Protection and Management of Wildlife Heritage sites

WNCS6 - Nature Conservation in the Wider Countryside

WLL4 - Landscape and New Development

WBE1 — Design and New Development

WBE3 — Accessibility

WBE4 - Landscape and Planting

WBEDS - Trees and New Development

WH?7 — Housing Density Guidelines

WH10 — Variety of Housing

WH11 - Design Guidance — Residential Development

WH17 - Gypsy Sites (Permanent and Transit)

WEM14 - Alternative uses for land and premises with a commitment for , or in
existing B1-B8 use

WRES3 - Development on Existing Employment Generating Sites outside settlements

WR7 — Provision of Public Open Space in New Residential Development

WT1 - Location of Development

WT2 — Access to Development

WT6 — Parking Provision and Appendix 8

It should be remembered that the development plan should be read as a whole
and any proposal has to be tested against each of the relevant policies in turn,
together with Government guidance and any other material considerations, to
assess its acceptability.

Background

This application relates to a residential development of a predominantly brownfield
site within the countryside. The application site contains two areas authorised for
industrial use,(Bound Oak and Walkers Yard) an unauthorised scrap yard, a
residential bungalow, an electricity substation and a gypsy site (Highfield Park) with
12 pitches. In the vicinity is:

¢ the A327,
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¢ a former employment site, set down below the level of the road and now under
construction for housing following an appeal (Poperinghe Barracks) and

« an area of built development (Arborfield Garrison) which although substantial in
extent is not included as a settlement within the adopted Wokingham District
Local Plan because it has few local services or facilities and public transport is
generally poor.

The site is visible from the A327, the Category B settlement of Arborfield Cross to the
north and from a ridge to the northwest of the site that runs parallel to the A327.
There is a wildlife heritage site to the south west of the site between it and the
housing under construction at Poperinghe Barracks.

This type of development does not comply with any of the categories regarding
appropriate forms of development listed in Policy WCC1. Consequently, the proposal
is contrary to the general Plan policies of restraint within the countryside. It is
therefore for the applicant to demonstrate the necessary circumstances for departing
from the Local Plan Policy. It is believed that notwithstanding the applicant's
supporting statement such evidence has not been submitted.

Notwithstanding the inappropriateness of the proposal, other planning policy
comments with regard to this scheme should be considered. These are as follows:

WOS1 — Sustainable Development

Policy WOS1 indicates that the Council will ensure development is sustainable
through maximising the use of existing land and buildings and exploiting the potential
of previously developed land within settlements before the countryside is built upon.
Paragraph 5.22 of the Plan indicates that previocusly developed land outside
settlements tend to be in unsustainable locations and therefore unsuitable for
housing. This reflects criterion ¢ of Policy WOS1 regarding the need to minimise the
requirement for travel by private car. With regard to the application site, it is noted
that future occupants of the properties would be reliant on the private car to reach a
sufficient range of facilities and services (education, health, community, employment,
shopping, good public transport and leisure). This is because these facilities are not
within a short walking distance (up to 800 m) of the site. Consequently, the
development of this site would be contrary to Policy WOS1. Furthermore, since this
need to minimise the requirement to travel by the car is also included in Policy
WO0S3, the development of this site would also conflict with this policy.

Whilst it is noted that the application site is in the vicinity of a residential development
of 300 dwellings (currently being developed by Bryants & David Wilson), this does
not affect these policy observations. With regard to this residential development, the
Part 2 Local Plan Inspector commented (paragraph 5.910) that “| have considerable
doubts as to whether this site could have been justified under the current PPG3
[2000] advice or my recommended strategy for allocating housing land”.
Furthermore, in the Deposit Local Plan, Arborfield Garrison was designated as a
quasi-settlement under Policy WBE21. On this Policy, the Part 2 Inspector
commented (paragraph 4.92) that “| do not agree with the Council that Arborfield
Garrison possess the essential qualities of an identified settlement for the reasons |
have given.” He therefore recommended (paragraph 4.94) “that Policy WBE21 is
deleted and that the designation is removed from the Proposals Map.” The Council
accepted this recommendation on 4 December 2002 and Proposed Modifications
M/4/48, M/4/49, M/2/IMAP/27 and M/4/MAP/2 implemented these changes. No
objections were submitted to these Proposed Modifications and therefore the area of
Arborfield Garrison is now included in the countryside in the adopted plan.
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Whitehall Brick & Tile Works (8/1/98) and the 300 dwelling scheme at Arborfield
Garrison (2/9/99) both predate the publication of PPG3 on 7 March 2000.
Consequently, it is not considered that the assessment of site suitability within these
decisions reflects current Government policy. Therefore, they are not material to this
decision.

Whilst the Poperinghe Barracks appeal decision was issued after the publication of
PPG3 (9/3/01), it is noted that the views of this Inspector conflict with those of the
more recent Part 2 Local Plan Inspector {October 2001). Since the Part 2 Inspector
considered the implications of PPG3 for the whole plan strategy rather than an
individual site, it is considered that the Local Plan Inspector's views are more
relevant than those of the Poperinghe Barracks Inspector. Furthermore, since the

WOS2 - Housing Development Principles

Policy WOS2 applies the sequential approach in PPG3 to the selection of housing
sites. With regard to the approach in Policy WOS2, it is noted that the application site
does not fall within any of the categories within which residential development is
acceptable. There is therefore a policy objection with regard to non-compliance with
Policy WOS2.

Sustainable sites within settlements than the application site. Consequently, it is
considered that the development of a less sustainable green field site {when more
sustainable locations are available) is contrary to the advice in PPG3 (particularly
paragraph 31). In addition, the sufficiency and deliverability of the housing land
Supply detailed in these documents have been endorsed by the Secretary of State
(see paragraph 12 of his decision letter in the appeal by Bewley Homes PLC at Jand
north of Grazeley Road, Three Mile Cross — application 0/2002/7137).

Policy WOS4 - Service, Amenities and Infrastructure requirements for hew
development

There are issues regarding health service provision and availability of school places
to serve the Arborfield area. Consequently there is likely to be a need for new or

WOSS - Environmental Improvements

Although this proposal involves the removal of industrial and plant hire uses they are
not currently of a type or scale to cause nuisance to the current residents of Highfield
Park and there is not scope for them to expand further under current policies. There
may be a benefit in the upgrading of the site used as an unauthorised scrap yard and
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the unkempt open land between Highfield Park and Eversley Road. But this couid be
done in any event and would not require the development of houses for it to be
undertaken. Dwellings and their associated activities would impinge as much if not
more upon views into the site. The proposal would not comply with criteria a and d of
Policy WOS5.

WCC1 — Development in the Countryside

The proposal does not reflect any of the categories for acceptable types of
development within the countryside. There is therefore a policy objection to this
development.

WRE3 - Development on Existing Employment Generating Sites outside
settiements

This policy allows for some flexibility to the general presumption against development
in the Countryside contained in Policy WCC1. It allows development at employment
sites in the countryside where this is limited to minor extension of buildings and
limited infilling between buildings, assists the rural economy (the underlying
assumption being that employment use would continue) and the proposal does not
cause greater visual impact than what currently exists on the site or cause increases
in traffic. This policy would apply to the following parts of the site - Boundoak and
Walkers Yard. However, the current proposal does not involve an employment re-
use of the site and does not comply with the criteria for development within the
countryside at employment sites. There is therefore an in principie policy objection
under WRE3 to this development in these areas of the site.

WEM14 - Alternative uses for land and premises with a commitment for, or in
existing B1-B8 use

The proposal site does not fall within the categories of site that are specifically
safequarded from changes of use away from B Class uses. However, this does not
mean that all sites outside these categories should automatically be deemed
appropriate for an alternative use. Each must be treated on its merits to see if it
beneficially achieves other planning objectives. In this case there would be some
environmental benefits from the removal of prominent buildings but that is not what is
proposed. Buildings would be replaced with houses and their associated buildings
and parking. The employment sites with permission are in active use and Broadoak
is well screened from view. Furthermore, the Council has identified housing sites
through the WDLP (Policy H2). SPG and Appendix 3 of the Local Plan indicate that
sufficient housing will be delivered to ensure achievement of the housing
requirements in the Berkshire Structure Plan. In consequence the construction of
additional housing would not be seen as a benefit. The case officer should also
consider any potential benefits to the community associated with improvements that
may be achieved in terms of sustainability through better public transport or
community facilities. They should also take into account disbenefits associated with
loss of any facilities that help to make the area more sustainable such as a place for
local residents to work.

WH17 - Gypsy Sites (Permanent and Transit)

This indicates that gypsy sites will be permitted in the countryside provided a need is
demonstrated. Where such a need is demonstrated, the proposal should comply with
a range of criteria. Highfield Park was allowed on appeal as an exception to the
general presumption against development in the countryside in 1999 (97/66796/F),
because a need had been demonstrated in this area for accommodation for gypsy
families with local links. The Inspector was of the view that “...I have come to the
conclusion that there is a significant tevel of unmet need for gypsy accommodation in
the area and that the prospects for meeting that need through private provision, at
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least in the medium term, are very remote. In such circumstances the ability of the
appeal site to satisfy some of the otherwise unmet need, over and above current
accomimodation supply levels, is significant and telling.” Since that time no new sites
of similar size have been permitted in the District for local or transitory gypsies to
use. Highfield Park therefore needs to be safeguarded to meet an existing need for
travellers with local links.

WBE1 - Design and New Development

Advice from the Council’s Urban Design and Conservation Officer should be obtained
to establish whether the proposal accords with this Policy, particularly with regard to
impact on the character of the area.

WHY - Housing Density

The proposal entails the development of 30-40 dwellings on 4.4 ha of a 5.6ha site. At
the proposed density of 30-40 dwellings per hectare it would meet the density
requirements of Policy WH7, it should be noted that the policy also refers to the
sustainability credentials of the site. With regard to this, it is noted that the site is
poorly located for local facilities, consequently the density proposed is inappropriate
for this location.

WH10 - Variety of Housing

Policy WHE that indicates that the emphasis in any residential scheme should be on
the provision of one or two bedroom properties. Detailed advice is to be found in
paragraph 5.41

WH11 - Design Guidance - Residential Development
Advice from the Council’s Urban Design and Conservation Officer should be obtained
to establish whether the proposal accords with this Policy.

WH12 — Affordable Housing

The application lies outside a defined settlement. Therefore the advice in Circular
6/98 (paragraph 10 is relevant). This indicates that the proximity of the site to local
services and facilities is relevant in assessing the need to supply affordable housing.
Nevertheless, paragraph 5.51 of the Plan indicates that the Council may still seek
affordable housing in areas that are remote from services. The Council will require
up to 26% of the dwellings provided to be affordable. Based on the application 46
such dwellings would be required based on the higher density of 40 per hectare.

WT6 — Parking Provision
Appendix 8 of the Local Plan outlines the Council’'s maximum parking standards.

WRY7 - Provision of Public Open Space in New Residential Development

The standard of public open space adopted by the Council is 4.3 ha per 1,000
population. Appendix 6 outlines how the public open space requirements of WR7
should be calculated. The calculation of public open space is as follows:

[No. of dwellings x 2.55] x 4.3 = Public Open Space Requirement in hectares

1,000
Therefore the requirement for this proposal is = [176 x 2.55]1x4.3
1,000
=0.0255x 4.3

= 1.93 ha if the higher density is
proposed. (1.44ha if the scheme is at the lower density).
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Policy WR7 requires that where sites cannot physically, or appropriately,
accommodate the larger types of open space required by the guidelines then the
balance of open space requirement will be sought through financial contributions to
the future provision of off-site facilities.

Transport Policies and Issues

The outline application requires means of access to be considered. Some
improvements are already proposed as a result of the implementation of the Housing
Site at Poperinghe Barracks, which is adjacent. Seek advice on detailed matters
from the Council's Highways DC Officer.

Conclusions

There are a number of policy objections to this proposal. These are as foliows:

a) Proposal is not an acceptable type of development permitted in the
countryside under Policy WCC1. Further, the scheme may not reflect the
character and landscape of the area and may be more visually intrusive than
what currently exists on site.

b) Proposal promotes housing in an unsustainable location contrary to Policies
WOS1 and WOS3.
c) If health service and education shortfalls cannot be overcome by reasonably

related contributions or on site provision, the application should be refused on
lack of capability to provide adequate facilities to meet the needs of those
living on the site contrary to the requirements of Policy WOS4.

d) Proposal involves the development of housing on a site that does not accord
with the sequential approach detailed in Policy WOS2.

e) The proposal would lead to the loss of a gypsy site that is required to meet
the need of travellers with local links.

f) The proposed redevelopment is not for an employment use and would

exceed the criteria that permit minor extension and limited infilling at
employment sites in the countryside and in consequence would be contrary in
principle to Policy WRE3 at Boundoak and Walkers Yard. This is not the
main determining factor in its unacceptability when tested against policies that
apply in the countryside. The chief objection is that it is contrary to Policy
WCC1 and the purposes for having that policy, but the proposal's relationship
to Policy WRE3 would have to be addressed if there was an appeal.

gl The proposal may be harmful to wildlife (including protected species) contrary
to Policies WNC3 and WNC5.

Liz Gibbons
Senior Planner {Economic Development)
27" April 2004
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WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
ENGINEERING SERVICES

MEMORANDUM
FROM: Peter Bourne MY REF: PDB/1646/7
TO: Heidi Lynch DATE: 5" May 2004
PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 0/2004/1646 & 7
SITE: Highfield Park, Eversley Rd,
Arborfield
PROPOSAL.: Residential development

Only means of access is being considered at this outline stage.

| attach comments from Parkman’s which highlight the unfortunate history of the
design of this access. Whilst | understand the concerns raised by the Police
regarding subways, had the scheme been designed with the road raised above
the surrounding land to fly over an open underpass, the pedestrian/ cycle/
equestrian route would have been open and attractive — and could have
overcome the concerns raised,

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that any major changes can be incorporated at this
late stage and it is necessary therefore to seek to overcome the problems
created by this additional development. These are:-

1) Pedestrian/cycle access across the access road immediately west of the
roundabout, before the junction that accesses this site.

2) Pedestrian/cycle links across Baird Road

3) Measures to secure better bus facilities within 400m of the site- with good
aces across the A327

4) Measures to address the lack of retail and educational facilities within the
prescribed distances

It is not immediately obvious how all these issues can be addressed — but unless
they are appropriately addressed our recommendation must be for refusal.

Regards,
Peter Bourne

Team Leader
(Highway Development)
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WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
ENGINEERING SERVICES

MEMORANDUM
FROM: Steve McMillan MY REF: SMcM
YOUR REF: 2004/1646
2004/1647
TO: Steve Reed / Peter Bourne / Adam Coggins DATE: 23/04/04

APPLICATION NUMBER - 0/2004/1646 & 1647
HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD

HIGHWAYS COMMENTS

BACKGROUND

The proposal is for the demolition of existing buildings and the erection of 132
to 176 dwellings.  Access would be from the A327 Eversley Road via the
roundabout which is currently being constructed as part of the Poperinghe
Barracks development (PBA drawing number 12855/002/004).

This roundabout was the subject of some debate at the time of the Poperinghe
Barracks proposal (72 dwellings are being constructed). It was considered by
the highway authority that a roundabout on the A327 would result in delay to
existing road users and that a ghost-island right-turning lane would be a more
appropriate design solution to serve 72 dwellings. It was also considered that
a signalised crossing of the A327 was not an appropriate option for pedestrians,
cyclists or equestrians when an open-plan at-grade route under the A327 would
have provided a safer route and reduced the severance of the site from
Arborfield Garrison.  The decision to allow both the roundabout and the
signalised crossing relied heavily on advice from the police who have standard
policy objections to what they see as underpasses.

Documentation supporting the application includes a Transport Assessment
(dated March 2004) produced by Peter Brett Associates. The Transport
Assessment is based on the construction of 180 dwellings.

This is an outline application with no details of the internal site layout given.

F/2003/0348 Page 1 of 4
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WDC POLICIES (Relating to Highways and Access)

WOS1 Sustainable Development
Requires that housing be located in places that minimises the need for travel
by private car.

WOS3 Development Control Principles

Requires that development be located in places that reduce the need to travel
and which encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport as
alternatives to the private car.

WT1 Location of Development

Requires that residential areas should have, in reasonable proximity, shops (for
convenience goods), a primary school, some employment opportunities and
recreation and community facilities.

WT3 Modal Split
Requires that it is necessary for it to be demonstrated how residential
development would reduce the demand for private car travel.

WT9 Pedestrian routes and footpaths
Gives a high priority to improving safety and reducing severance in
communities.

ACCESS (TRAFFIC)

The anticipated traffic generation (for a 180 dwelling development) has been
calculated based on a rate of 0.7 peak-hour movements per dwelling. The
resulting 126 peak-hour traffic movements would have no significant impact on
the operational capacity of the roundabout junction with the A327. Peak-hour
queues of one vehicle or less being predicted.

The layout of the proposed Highfield Park access (shown in PBA drawing
number 12855/002/004) indicates that the development would be served via
the minor arm of a priority T-junction with the Poperinghe Barracks access
(this is also being constructed to serve the existing site uses).  The priority
junction is about 25 metres away from the roundabout which is being
constructed. The existing minor arm flows of 47 morning peak-hour
movements and 39 evening peak-hour movements would increase to about 126
movements in each of the peak-hours as a result of the Highfield Park proposal.

There could be safety concerns about the additional traffic movements that
will be slowing and turning right into the Highfield Park access at a point only
25 metres away from the roundabout. This issue will no doubt be addressed in
the safety audit. The additional traffic movements will also create additional

F/2003/0348 Page 2 of 4
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danger for the residents (both walking and cycling) of the Poperinghe Barracks
development who will already be required to cross the access road at a point in
between the roundabout and the Highfield Park access.  This unprotected
crossing should not have been permitted in the first place but the increase in
traffic flows makes it unacceptable.

SUSTAINABILITY {SSUES

Bus stops for the 144 service are located about 650m away from the site of the
proposed development. The WDC design guide requires that “all houses in a
new residential development should be no further than 400 metres from a bus
route”. The quality of the available public transport is a key determinant in
the amount of private car dependency and usage. An ‘average’ level of public
transport provision is described in the WDC Parking Strategy as "(being) within
400m of a bus corridor or railway station providing 1 or 2 services hourly during
weekdays and with evening and weekend services”. As the proposed site is
more than 400m from the nearest bus stops it would be regarded as being
‘poorly’ served by public transport and, therefore in an unsustainable {in
transport terms) location.

Some facilities are available within 800 metres of the site (a public house and a
convenience store / post office). Community facilities are located more than
1.0km from the site. They are on MOD land and non-military personnel seem
to be tolerated rather than encouraged. The nearest primary school is more
than 1km from the site.

The proposed development together with the 72 dwellings being constructed on
the Poperinghe Barracks site will create a substantial community which would
be separated from the rest of Arborfield Garrison (and all bus stops and
facilities on offer) by the A327. A signalised crossing is being constructed. It
was originally proposed that the road should go over an open-plan, at-grade,
walkway which would have linked the communities more safely. The
construction of this at-grade connection should be re-examined in the light of
the severance and safety issues already discussed.

WALKING and CYCLING

PBA drawing number 12855/002/004 does not show a connection between the
crossing (being constructed) and Baird Road. This issue was raised with PBA at
the time and, as far as | am aware, has not been resolved.

All walking and off-carriageway cycling movements from Poperinghe Barracks
development will have to cross the access road at a dangerous location without
any protection. This, already unacceptable, situation would be exacerbated

F/2003/03548 Page Jof 4

518



by the additional traffic movements associated with the Highfield Park
proposal. Details of the connection between the signalised crossing and Baird
Road have not been supplied. Access to the community facilities, the public
house and the convenience store/post office will involve crossing Baird Road.
Access to the bus stops and primary school will involve crossing Baird Road
twice. No details of any crossing facilities have been provided.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposal will result in about 126 traffic movements during each of the
peak-hours between the A327 roundabout and the Highfield Park access. This
is a substantial (nearly three times) increase over the existing traffic flows on
that stretch of road. This additional traffic would have no significant impact
on the operational capacity of the A327 roundabout currently being
constructed.  Pedestrians and off-carriageway cyclists from the Poperinghe
Barracks development are however required to cross the access road at a point
between the roundabout and the Highfield Park access. There are no
pedestrian facilities proposed and this already dangerous situation would be
exacerbated by the additional traffic flows. The proposal would be to the
detriment of road safety.

The nearest bus stops are located about 650 metres from the proposed
development. The WDC Design Guide requires that new housing development
should be located within 400 metres of a bus stop. The proposed development
is therefore not sustainable in transport terms. In addition to this, only the
public house and the convenience store / post office are located within 800
metres of the proposed development with the community facilities and primary
school being more than 1km away.

No details of the connection between the signalised crossing currently being
constructed and Baird Road are provided. Access to public transport and other
facilities require Baird Road to be crossed at least once and no details of how
these crossings would be made have been provided. The proposal does not
encourage walking, cycling or the use of public transport. The location of the
development and the severance caused by the A327 means that residents are
likely to be dependant on the private car as a means of transport.

Steve McMillan

F72003/0348 Page 4 of 4
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TO: DEVELOPMENT CONTROL FROM: Environmental Design

Heidi Lynch
DATE: 17 May 2004
Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arbotfield Cross
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing

buildings and redevelopment of land to provide residential
development of a density of 30 — 40 dwellings per hectare on an
area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access,
car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of
electricity sub station. (Duplicate application with 0/2004/1647)

Application Number: 0/2004/1646

In response to your consultation dated 15 April 2004 for the above application, the

landscape comments are as follows:
s

,‘/

As the site is located within the countryside, the proposed development will be
contrary to policy WCC1 and therefore | cannot support this application.

The landscape and visual impact assessment report is reasonably thorough
however there are a number of points which | wish to make regarding the report and
these are listed below:

1.  The document does refer to the Wokingham District Landscape Character
Assessment, however this was the Draft Document and not the Final Report
as published in March 2004. The evaluation section in the Draft version
contained a paragraph on ability of a landscape to accommodate change.
This has now been removed from the Final Draft and replaced by a paragraph
on landscape strategy for each character area. Capacity to accommodate
change is discussed in the landscape and visual impact assessment as
relating to the landscape character areas; this will now need to be
reconsidered in conjunction with the Final Report of the Wokingham District
Landscape Character Assessment (WDLCA).

2. Although the site is located within landscape character area L2 — Farley Hill
Wooded Sand and Gravel Hills, it is also close to the boundary of J2 —
Arborfield Cross and Barkham Settled and Farmed Clay. In reality landscape
character rarely changes abruptly so the boundaries of the character areas
should be seen as a transition zone from one character area to another. |
believe that the site has characteristics of both landscape character areas and
there is a need to consider the landscape strategy of each landscape
character areas and how it relates it to the site. These are:
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a) L2: Conserve and strengthen key characteristics that contribute to a
strong rural character.
As the site is brownfield rather than agricuitural there are not many
landscape features to be conserved apart from the surrounding
woodland, which | consider to be an important landscape feature.

b) J2: Enhance elements of existing character to include better integration
of the garrison in its landscape setting and more general improvements
to woodland, farmland and habitat management.

3. The landscape and visual impact assessment concludes that as the site is
currently a degraded brownfield site and redevelopment within the site will
remove these visual detractors to provide a more positive impact on the
surrounding area. | don't wholly agree with this. | do agree that the site in its
current condition is visually poor, however the construction of a significant
number of dwellings within the site will change the character of the site to
being urban in character which | consider to be visually detrimental to the
wider character of the surrounding countryside.

4. The proposed development relies on the existing woodland to screen the
development in long distance views from the south and west and is in part
protected by a TPO and designated a WHS. It is therefore important that this
woodland is retained and enhanced as an existing landscape feature (as
identified in the landscape strategy associated with the WDLCA). The
landscape concept plan submitted by the applicant shows a woodland buffer
strip of 5m adjacent to the existing woodland which is a totally inadequate area
of land to plant up for this purpose and needs to be a transition zone between
the existing woodland and the proposed development. It is suggested that a
much larger area than currently shown on the landscape strategy plan is
identified as woodland / public open space and should form an informal edge
along the southern and western boundaries of the site.

5. A strong woodland belt cannot be achieved with only 8m of buffer planting
along the north eastern boundary of the site and again it should be combined
with areas of public open space so that there is scope to plant significant
blocks of trees. Any development will need to be integrated into the wider
landscape in association with the guidance provided in the WDLCA, by a
combination of site layout, building styles and structure planting and not just
relying on screening by buffer planting. If the development has to be screened
to prevent views into the site then it is not acceptable.

Catherine Brimble
Landscape Architect
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Heidi LGch S .

From: Suzanne McLaughlin

Sent: 10 May 2004 11:40

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: Cbservations re 0/2004/1646 and Of2004/1647
Heidi

WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND HOUSING

MEMORANDUM

To: Heidi Lynch

Development Control Your Ref: 0/2004/1646

0/2004/1647

From: Suzanne McLaughlin

Environmental Health My Ref: 11502

11634
Date. 10th May 2004

PROPOSED OQutline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment to provide a residential development at a density of 30-40 dwellings per hectare on
an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car parking, internal service
roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station.

Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield
These proposals have been evaluated and | would like to make the following comments:

The Acoustic Assessment Report (Ref 12855 March 2004) shows that the site falls into noise exposure
categories A ,B and C as per PPG24 assuming there is no development on the site. The report does not
predict noise levels assuming residential dwellings are permitted.

Generally the design and site layout should aim to reduce the impact of road traffic noise both internally
and externally (in gardens for example). This may be done by careful positioning of structures so that they
act as noise barriers, positioning of sensitive rooms furthest from noise sources, the use of single aspect
dwellings and siting of gardens furthest from the noise source.

| would not recommend approval of this application until further information has been received and
assessed.

However, should this application be granted planning consent | recommend that the following conditions
be imposed:

1. Development shall not begin until a scheme for protecting the proposed dwellings and
gardens/private amenity open space from road traffic noise adjacent to the proposed development
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Al works that form
part of the approved scheme shall be completed before any dwelling hereby approved is occupied.
The approved scheme shall be retained and maintained for the duration of the use.

Reason - To ensure that the occupants do not suffer from unacceptable high noise levels within the

proposed dwellings and garden areas.
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2. Standard noise condition C050 re construction noise.
3. Standard informative NO20 re demolition.

4. As per my email to you of 7/5/04 regarding contaminated land no comments can be made until this
further information is received.

S McLaughlin

PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION & HOUSING

Suzanne McLaughlin

Principal Environmental Health Officer (Environmental Protection and Housing)
Public Protection Service

Wokingham District Council

Tel: 0118 974 6355

Fax: 0118 974 6401

Email: suzanne.mclaughlin@wokingham.gov.uk

www.wokingham.gov.uk
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SWALLOWFIELD PARISH COU
PARISH COUNCIL OFFICE -
SWALLOWFIELD STREET, SWALLOWFIELDE———-""""""7{ """
READING, BERKS, RG7 1QX o
Tel: (118 988 5929 Fax: 0118 988 6443
email: clerk(@swallowfieldpc gov.uk

SRR
~ 4 MAY 2004

e i et e <7

FAXED AND POSTLD

Planning Dcpt.,

P.O. Box 157,

Wokingham District Council,
Shute End,

Wokingham,

Berks. RG40 1WR

Dear Sirs,

Application Number: (/2004/1647 (Adjacent Parish Consultation)

Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Arborficld

Proposal: Qutline application for the propescd demolition of existing buildings and the
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30-40 dwellings
per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station

Case Officer: Heidi Lynch

The Parish Council strongly objccts to this application for the following reasons:-

1. That the sile is not listed for residential development in accordance with the Wokingham District
plan, and therefore this proposal fails to comply with the countryside policies.

2. That the site 1s unsuitable for residential development due to poor public transport links.

3. That residentjal development should be built in or immediately adjacent to identified settlements
in order that a settlements facilities are available to the new residents.

4. That this proposal will have a detrimental visual effect {rom the Farley Hill Areca of Special

Landscape Importance.

That the site is unsustainable and will gencrate excess traffic movements.

6. That it will put additional burdens upon local medical practices and Farley Hill Primary School.

wh

The Parish Council considers that this application should be strongly resisted as otherwise a veritable rash
of applications may ensue for other brown field sites not listed for development.

Yours faithfully,

(o=

Mrs. C. Adams, Clerk 524




Arborfield & Newland Parish Council
Parish Office, Arborfield Village Hall, Eversley Road,

!

T Fax 0118 976 1427

\E’i@yy_.‘s-;m ] Arborfield, Berkshire, RG2 9PQ
FOL =
l””ﬁ A ]-o% Tel 0118 976 1489

... .. |E-mail parishclerk@arborfigld.org.uk
\ Clerk: Mrs Karen Hanson

12 May 2004 [ L

Please find attached Arborfield and Newland Parish Council comments on the
following application.

Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross — Outline application for the
proposed demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment to provide a residential
development at a density of 30-40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares on
an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car parking, internal
service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station. Recommend refusal

(@)

(b)

(c)

holding objection — With the application were 4 impact strategy reports. The
Parish Council would like to hear of Wokingham District Council opinion on
these reports — such as specialist advice on the contamination.

Objection on the grounds of:

The site is designated countryside and therefore should not have such a large
development (Countryside development is considered as limited development
for which a rural location is required)

The site is not sustainable due to increased traffic movement and increased
use of the car.

There will be an unacceptable burden on the local infrastructure such as
schools, shops and medical facilities.

The loss of Bound Oak industrial units would result in a reduction of such units
in the area and subsequent loss of employment.

Sufficient housing has been identified by the local plan, which does not include
this site.

The loss of the Gypsy Site does not offer an alternative site for the present
inhabitants to live.

The application is not in compliance with many adopted local plan policies.

If the development is approved, the Parish Council reserves the right to lay
objections once the final plans are produced on the size and density.
Similarly, we would ask for funding to improve roads, byways and local
footpaths as well as support for the village amenities such as the village hall
and the recreation ground and pavilion.

The Parish Council requested that Wokingham District Council be advised that this
application is being taken very seriously and that these are comments made hefore the
Parish Council has made a site visit.
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Barkham F

=R !
o - HL
ES
B omeee | Small Oaks
14 MAY 7004 Doles Lane
SE— et Wokingham
SR 1" - Berkshire

Telephone / FOR™™~0TT8" 9777857‘“'—'4 RG41 4EB

- ] re.co.uk
Miss H. Lynch E-mail judithi@neuhofer.freeserve.co.u

Development Control
Wokingham Unitary
Date: 12" May 2004
Dear Miss Lynch,

Application Nymber 0/2004/1646
Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross

I am writing to you on behalf of Barkham Parish Council regarding the abeve numbered application.

The Council feel very strongly that a development of this size will have a huge impact on the roads and services
in Barkham, for traffic travelting from Arborfield to Wokingham must pass gh Barkham, already there is
standing traffic at the narrow bridge along Barkham Road which will only be worse. There are no
facilities T the way of*loeat shops, medical- susmeries or provison fer additiomal school places and therefore we
feel that another development wiil be an unacceptable burden on the local infrastructure,

Therefore the Partsh- Conrrett stramedy recommend that this application is refused.

Yours sincerely,

,_—-—“/ m - .

N T f\\li:"ud\(') & a0
Judith Neuhofer
Clerk to Barkham Parish Council
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The Berkshire Unitary Authorities’

JOINT STRATEGIC PLANNING UNIT

St. Mary’s House, c/o Town Hall, S5t. Ives Road, Maidenhead SL6 1RF
Tel. 01628 796749 Fax. 01628 796732

Head of Strategic Planning and Transport: Stuart Hylton

Please ask for: Sue Scoft
Direct Line: 01628 796521
Email: sue.scott@rbwm.gov.uk
Our Ref:

Your Ref: 04/1646

Heidi Lynch,
Planning Services,
PO Box 157,
Shute End,
Wokingham,
Berks.
17 May, 2004

Dear Heldi,

Redevelopment to provide residential development and retention of an electricity sub station at
Highfield Park, Arborfield (Application 04/1646)

Thank you for consulting us on the above outline application with all matters except vehicular access
reserved for determination at a later stage. | enclose the following officer level comments.

The proposal is considered in the context of policies in the adopted Berkshire Structure Plan 1991-
2006 (BSP) and particularly those in the Deposit Draft of the Berkshire Structure Plan 2001-2016
incorporating Proposed Modifications (DDBSP({IPM}). Whilst the BSP is part of the statutory
development plan, the DDBSP (IPM) is a material consideration, particularly as the Plan is now close
to adoption.

The proposal involves a development of 30-40 d.p.h. on a net developable area of 4.4ha. This implies
that there will be between 132 and 176 dwellings built on the site. It is noted that the Transport
Assessment assumes 180 dwellings. In any event, the proposal involves ‘major development’ in terms
of the emerging Structure Plan. Policy DP1 of the DDBSP(IPM) directs ‘major development’ to
specified major towns, including Wokingham, and their contiguous built up areas. The policy makes it
clear that local plans will define the boundaries of settlements including any extensions required to
meet the provisions of the Plan. Policy H3 enlarges upon this concept and stresses the importance of
sustainability. The need to seek sustainable development in terms of location and form is also focused
upon in Policies OS1, LD1 and H4 of the BSP. Although this proposal involves previously developed
land, the site is located outside the settlement boundaries shown on the Proposals Map of the
Wokingham District Local Plan. Whilst the Category B settlement of Arborfield Cross is located to the
north of application site, the area generally offers a poor range of services and facilities within walking
distance. It is likely that any future occupiers will have to rely heavily on the use of the private car,
particularly as public transport is poor. The proposal therefore conflicts with the above policies.
Furthermore, the proposal does not conform with any of the purposes listed in Policy DP6 of the
DDBSP (IPM) or Policy C2 of the BSP and will result in the further urbanisation of the countryside.

Policy H2 of the DDBSP (IPM) requires 2,950 dwellings to be built in Wokingham District between
2001 and 2006. This requirement is the same as that set out in Policy H2 of the BSP. At March 2003,

v~
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651 dwellings had been completed leaving another 2,299 dwellings yet to be built by 2006. However,
your Authority has demonstrated through its analysis of outstanding hard and soft commitments and
estimates of completions on small sites and through urban potential, that this figure can be met.
Furthermore, if problems are encountered in delivery, there is the option of bringing forward reserve
sites. Whilst the applicant promotes the site on grounds of sustainability (previously developed land,
improved accessibility, environmental improvements) no comparison is carried out with other possible
sites. In looking at how the Authority’s housing allocation will be met beyond 2006, the Council will
need to assess the potential of the urban area and then, depending on the results of that, look at the
merits of other previously developed and greenfield sites outside the settlement boundaries.

Policy H5 of the DDBSP (IPM) and Policy H7 of the BSP deal with affordable housing and require that
a proportion of the housing allocation in each Authority should be affordable. The supporting
information sent to the Joint Unit, suggests that the principle of providing affordable housing is agreed,
however, it will be up to your Authority to decide the appropriate proportion, bearing in mind the results
of the latest local housing needs assessment.

Policy H6 of the DDBSP (IPM) encourages developments in excess of 30dph and a variety of dwelling
sizes and types. Policy H9 of the BSP also requires a mix of size and type and range of densities. At
this outline stage, there is inadequate information to enable any conclusions to be reached on type
and size. However, the suggested density of the development is in line with Policy HE.

The proposal involves the loss of a gypsy site. Policy H8 of the DDBSP (IPM) and Policy H11 of the
BSP primarily deal with criteria for assessing proposals for gypsy sites. However, the Explanatory
Memorandum acknowledges the difficulties of finding sites. In view of this, Wokingham District Council
is asked to consider this matter with care, particularly as it is noted that the site was allowed on appeal
as recently as 1999 on the basis of a 'significant level of unmet need for gypsy accommodation in the
area’.

The application site includes various authorised and unauthorised employment uses. Policy E4 of the
DDBSP (IPM) and Policy BU3 of the BSP deal with future uses of employment land and aim to
maintain a balance of uses and diversity in the economy. It will be necessary to decide whether or not
the use of this land for industrial purposes in this location has a role to play in adding to the variety and
type of employment uses available, in addition to improving the sustainability of the area.

The southern boundary of the site adjoins a Wildlife Heritage Site. Policy EN3 of the DDBSP (IPM)
and Policy EN8 of the BSP aim to avoid and minimise disturbance to such sites. Since this proposal
would result in a considerable increase in the intensification of the use of the site, your Authority
should look at whether or not the biodiversity of this area of Ancient Semi Natural Woodland might be
adversely affected, particularly as this area is of value to Berkshire as a whole (Wildlife Heritage
Survey 2002 carried out by the Berkshire Nature Conservation Group).

As far as transport issues are concerned, some doubt has already been expressed about the
sustainability of the proposal, particularly on grounds of accessibility. It is noted that a Transport
Assessment has been submitted with the application and this should be assessed against the overall
objectives set out in Policy T1 of the DDBSP (IPM) and Policy T1 of the BSP.

The Borough Council should be satisfied that there is sufficient spare capacity in other physical
infrastructure and services such as health and education, to accommodate the development in
accordance with Policy DP4 of the DDBSP (IPM) and Policy LD6 of the BSP.

Yours sincerely,

Sue Scott
{Senior Planner)
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SWALLOWFIELD PARISH COUNCIL
PARISH COUNCIL OFFICE
SWALLOWFIELD STREET, SWALLOWFIELD )
READING, BERKS, RG7 10X g
Tel: 0118988 5929 Fax: 0118 Y88 6443 I
email: clerkiwswallowfieldpe gov.uk r

29" April 2004
FAXED AND POSTED

Planning Dept.,
P.O. Box 157,
Wokingham District Council,

Shute End,

Wokingham,
Berks. RG40 1WR

Dear Sirs,

Application Number: (/2004/1646 (Adjacent Parish Consultation)

Location: Highficld Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Arborfield
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and the

redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30-40 dwellings
per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access, car
parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station

Case Officer: Heidi Lynch

The Partsh Council strongly objects to this application for the following reasons:-

1.

h

That the site is not listed for residential development in accordance with the Wokingham
District plan, and therefore this proposal fails to comply with the countryside policies.

That the sitc is unsuitable for residential development due to poor public transport links.

That residential development should be buiit in or immediately adjacent to identified
settlements in order that a scttlements facilities are available to the new residents.

That this proposal will have a detrimental visual effect from the Farley Hill Arca of Special
LLandscape Importance.

That the site is unsustainable and will generate excess traffic movements.

That it will put additional burdens upon local medical practices and Farley Hill Primary
School.

The Parish Council considers that this application should be strongly resisted as otherwise a veritable rash
of applications may ensue for other brown field sites not listed for development.

Yours faithfully,

PSR

Mrs. C. Adams, Clerk 529
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From: Heidi Lynch
Date: 15 April 2004

Application Number: 0/2004/1646

Proposal:Outline application for the proposed demolition
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30 - 40
dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated
access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity
sub-station. (Duplicate application with 0/2004/1647)..

Site Address:
Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Applicant:
Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD C/O C B RICHARD ELLIS.

Your observations are required in respect of this application within 7 days of the above
date.

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS

1. Development shall not begin until surface water sewerage works
have been carried out in accordance with details to be submitted
to and approved by the District Planning Authority.

2. Development shall not begin until surface water drainage works
have been carried out in accordance with details to be submitted
to and approved by the District Planning Authority.

3. None of the dwellings shall be occupied until foul sewerage works
have been provided to serve the development hereby permitted, in
accordance with details to be submitted to and approved by the
District Planning Authority.

4. None of the dwellings shall be occupied until foul drainage works
have been provided to serve the development hereby permitted in
accordance with details to be submitted to and approved by the
District Planning Authority.

5. Details of land drainage works together with details of the stage of
the development at which the works will be brought into use are to
be submitted to and approved in writing by the District Planning
Authority prior to the commencement of any development on the
site. The work shall be constructed and implemented in
accordance with those details.

6. Details of surface water balancing works together with details of
the stage of the development at which the works will be brought
into use are to be submitted to and approved in writing by the
District Planning Authority prior to commencement on site. , 7,

g yp m ment on site %go \\32%11;,((;
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Date: 71h May 2004

Heidi Lynch

Planning Services
Wokingham District Council
PO Box 157

Shute End

Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 1WR

Dear Heidi

APPLICATION NUMBER: 0/2004/1646
HIGHFIELD PARK, WOKINGHAM LANE,
ARBORFIELD CROSS, READING

Regulation 4 Town and Country Planning (Applications) Regulations 1988
ARCHAEOLOGICAL WATCHING BRIEF

In line with the advice contained in PPG16, | would now notify you that this application
requires an Archaeological Watching Brief during excavation works for the above
development. | suggest that a suitable condition may be worded as follows, in
accordance with PPG16, Paragraph 30.

“No development shall take place within the area indicated unfil the applicant has
secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance
with a writfen scheme of investigation, submitted by the applicant and approved by the
Planning Authority.”

The above-named development has potential archaeological implications, as it lies
adjacent to a known area of Iron Age and early medieval activity, discovered by Thames
Valley Archaeological Services in Baird Road.

If required, | can supply a brief for the archaeological work, and names of contractors
who are capable of undertaking this work. Alternatively, the applicant may wish to seek

An Archacotogicat Service for: Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead.
Reading Boreugh Council, Slough Bo h Councit,
Wokingham District Council & Bracknell Forest Rg Counu



independent archaeological advice, and submit a written scheme of investigation for
approval.

Please contact this office if any further advice or information is required.

Yours sincerely

7 i

L4

Mike Lang Hall
Temporary Archaeological Officer

An Archaeological Service for: Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead.
Reading Borough Council, Slough Borough Councii,
Wokingham District Council & Bracknell Forest B Coungil



TO: DEVELOPMENT CONTROL FROM: Environmental Design

Heidi Lynch
DATE: 17 May 2004
Location: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross
Proposal: Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing

buildings and redevelopment of land to provide residential
development of a density of 30 — 40 dwellings per hectare on an
area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated access,
car parking, intemal service roads, landscaping and retention of
electricity sub station. (Duplicate application with O/2004/1647)

Application Number:  0/2004/1646

In response to your consultation dated 15 April 2004 for the above application, the
landscape comments are as follows:

As the site is located within the countryside, the proposed development will be
contrary to policy WCC1 and therefore | cannot support this application.

The landscape and visual impact assessment report is reasonably thorough
however there are a number of points which | wish to make regarding the report and
these are listed below:

1. The document does refer to the Wokingham District Landscape Character
Assessment, however this was the Draft Document and not the Final Report
as published in March 2004. The evaluation section in the Draft version
contained a paragraph on ability of a landscape to accommodate change.
This has now been removed from the Final Draft and replaced by a paragraph
on landscape strategy for each character area. Capacity to accommodate
change is discussed in the landscape and visual impact assessment as
relating to the landscape character areas; this will now need to be
reconsidered in conjunction with the Final Report of the Wokingham District
Landscape Character Assessment (WDLCA).

2. Although the site is located within landscape character area L2 — Farley Hill
Wooded Sand and Gravel Hills, it is also close to the boundary of J2 —
Arborfield Cross and Barkham Settled and Farmed Clay. In reality landscape
character rarely changes abruptly so the boundaries of the character areas
should be seen as a transition zone from one character area to another. |
believe that the site has characteristics of both landscape character areas and
there is a need to consider the landscape strategy of each landscape
character areas and how it relates it to the site. These are:
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a) L2: Conserve and strengthen key characteristics that contribute to a
strong rural character.
As the site is brownfield rather than agricultural there are not many
landscape features to be conserved apart from the surrounding
woodland, which | consider to be an important landscape feature.

b) J2: Enhance elements of existing character to include better integration
of the garrison in its landscape setting and more general improvements
to woodland, farmland and habitat management.

3. The landscape and visual impact assessment concludes that as the site is
currently a degraded brownfield site and redevelopment within the site will
remove these visual detractors to provide a maore positive impact on the
surrounding area. | don’t wholly agree with this. | do agree that the site in its
current condition is visually poor, however the construction of a significant
number of dwellings within the site will change the character of the site to
being urban in character which | consider to be visually detrimental to the
wider character of the surrounding countryside.

4. The proposed development relies on the existing woodland to screen the
development in long distance views from the south and west and is in part
protected by a TPO and designated a WHS. It is therefore important that this
woodland is retained and enhanced as an existing landscape feature (as
identified in the landscape strategy associated with the WDLCA). The
landscape concept plan submitted by the applicant shows a woodland buffer
strip of 5m adjacent to the existing woodland which is a totaily inadequate area
of land to plant up for this purpose and needs to be a transition zone between
the existing woodland and the proposed development. It is suggested that a
much larger area than currently shown on the landscape strategy plan is
identified as woodland / public open space and should form an informal edge
along the southern and western boundaries of the site.

5. A strong woodland belt cannot be achieved with only 8m of buffer planting
along the north eastern boundary of the site and again it should be combined
with areas of public open space so that there is scope to plant significant
blocks of trees. Any development will need to be integrated into the wider
landscape in association with the guidance provided in the WDLCA, by a
combination of site layout, building styles and structure planting and not just
relying on screening by buffer planting. If the development has to be screened
to prevent views into the site then it is not acceptable.

Catherine Brimble
Landscape Architect
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From: Suzanne Mcl.aughlin
Sent: 07 May 2004 11:45

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: FW: Highfield Park
Heidi

re appln O/2004/1647 please see Emma comments
thanks

Suzanne

From: Emma Choules
Sent: 06 May 2004 16:29
To: Suzanne McLaughlin
Subject: Highfield Park
Suzanne,

I've looked through the report provided, and prior to being able to review it the following is required:

Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) Figure 2 Site layout plan, whilst present, the seven areas marked Ato G
are not labelled on the plan. A labelled version is required. (the rest of the report makes frequent reference to these
areas)

Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) Figure 18 - Site sensitivity plan is missing.
Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation} 7.1 contamination testing - Table 1 (results summary) is missing.

Appendix 1 (preliminary ground investigation) 7.1 contamination testing - Table 3 (gas monitoring results ) is missing.
(also should there be a table 27)

I've yet to look at Appendix 2 (gas levels and dessication investigation) and appendix 3 (additional investigation of
landfill extent) for any omissions but shall do so tomorrow.

Regards

Emma Choules

Scientific Officer
Environmental Protection and Housing
Wokingham District Council
Shute End

Wokingham

Berkshire

RG40 1BN

direct line;: 0118 974 6393
fax: 0118 974 6401
www.wokingham.gov.uk
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999/104/001.003

ROYAL BERKSHIRE FIRE AUTHORITY

ROYAL BERKSHIRE
FIRE & RESCUE SERVICE

Headquarters - 103 Dee Road Tilchurst Reading Berkshire RG30 458
Telephone Reading (0118) 945 2888  Facsimile (0118) 232 2221

Your reference: (/2004/1640 My reference:  VG/JI
0/2004/1647 {please quote on all correspondence)
When calling ask for: Mr Vic Golding .
Direct Line: ouso322732 . JAHT
E-mail: Water Vfﬁger@tﬁff‘sf_c_f'dfﬁlq R
P
Date: 24 May 2004 Gre IR

1

Dear Sir / Madam

Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfied Cross, Reading

With reference to your letters dated 14 & 15 April 2004; I can confirm that an additional hydrant
provision will be required for this development. However until more detail is provided with regard
to road / building layout we are unable to comment further.

Your plans have been retained for file.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, then please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

an
A} /{' du
R

Vic Golding

-Brigade Water Cfficer

s

Heidi Lynch

Wokingham District Council
Environmental Services Dept
Planning Services

PO Box 157

Shute End

Wokingham

RG40 lWR

Chief Fire Officer — Iain Cox MA BSc(Hons} MCIPD

Page 1 of 1
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\Q Thames & Chilterns Team

I ' NGLIS I l Tel 01635 268881 Fax 01635 267027
Email thames.chilterns@english-nature.org.uk
NA I U R E www.english-naturc.org.uk

Heidi Lynch

Planning Services
Wokingham District Council
PO Box 157

Shute End

Wokingham

Berkshire

RG40 1WR 5 May 2004

Dear Ms Lynch

Outline application for proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment of land
Highfield Park Wokingham Lane Arborfield Cross Reading

Thank you for your letter of 15 April regarding the above application.
English Nature have no comment to make.

Yours sincerely

Anna Gundrey
Assistant Conservation Officer

anna.gundrey{@english-nature.org.uk

N
Y1
e

working today for nature tomorrow




Dellvering
your electricity

PO Box 5510
Newbury

Ms Heidi Lynch Berkshire RG14 SYH
Planning Services
Wokingham District Council

PO Box 157

Shute End

Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 1WR Phone: 01635 572302
Fax: 01635 572351

Qur reference: RB /JK4454 23 April 2004

Your reference: 0/2004/1646

Dear Ms Lynch

Hightield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross
Thank you for advising me of the proposed development.

5+S has no objection to the proposals provided we are able to come to a satisfactory agreement
with the developer regarding the continued access to our substation and any necessary
alterations to our equipment which is situated within, or passes through, the development area.

Yours sincerely

RUAACSNUR

R Baynham
Connections Designer

5+5 is a trading name of: SSE Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No, 213459; Scotiish Hydro-Electric Transmission Limited Registered in
Scotland No. 213461; Scotlish Hydro-Electric Power Distribution Limited Registered in Scotland No 213460 (all having their Registered Offices at
Inveralmond Heouse 200 Dunkeld Road Ferth PH1 3AQY); and Southern Electric Power Distributien ple, Registered in England & Wales
No. 4094290 having its Registered Office at Westacott Way Littlewick Green Maidenhead SLE 2QB www.scottish-southern.co.uk
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T Forestry Commission

Heidi Lynch b —
. . i e b ALt

Environmental Services Department BerksA,rgzccl;fsﬁ‘S;eron

Planning Services South East England Conservancy

P.O. Box 157 Upper Icknield Way

Shute End Aston Clinton

Wokingham Aylesbury

Berkshire Bucks HP22 5NF

RG40 1WR Tel: 01296 696543
Fax: 01296 696662

Your ref: Heidi Lynch - 0/2004/1647 Conservator

Our ref: Planning Response - Highfield Park Alan Betts

23 April 2004

Dear Ms Lynch

lanning Application for Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross,

Reading

Because the planning application above is adjacent to an area of Ancient Woodland, we
felt it may be helpful to provide you with information on the Governments Forestry Policy
that may be relevant to your authority's consideration of the above application.

As a government department, our role is to provide you with factual information that will
help you to consider the application. It is not our intention to express any views either in
support of , or against the application.

Ancient Woodland is irreplaceable and the Government's Forestry Policies discourage
development that results in it's loss, unless there are overriding public benefits arising from
the development. The policy context is set out in the following document extracis:

The English Forestry Strategy (1998) page 23 "we will continue to exercise a general
presumption against the conversion of woodland to other land uses unless there
are overriding public benefits, for example to restore important semi-natural
habitats".

The UK Forestry Standard page 43 states "the area occupied by semi-natural
woodland should not be reduced"

You wili note from the above that the Government's policies highlight the importance which
they place on preventing the further loss of semi-natural woodland. The value of ancient
woodland relates to the fact that they have never been converted to another land use and

Prolecting and expanding England’s forests and woedlands, and increasing therr value to society and the environment. Na ¥

www forestry gov.uk/england 539 ien o



so retain some of the flora and fauna of our primordial woodland. Many ancient woodland
sites have been felled in the past and replanted with native and/or non-native trees, but
still retain the flora and fauna that makes them so important. Because of this | hope you
will consider any negative implications the re-development may have on the condition of
the Ancient Woodland neighbouring the re-development area.

Further information about the value of ancient woodlands generally may be obtained from
English Nature who is the Government's statutory adviser on nature conservation.

We hope these comments are helpful in considering the application. If you have any
further queries, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours sincerely

7

S - ai, L

Alec Rhodes
Woodland Officer
for the Forestry Commission (South East England)
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Carol Hurst

From: UKJohnWinkley@aol.com

Sent; 23 April 2004 14:37

To: Development.Control@wokingham.gov.uk
Subject: Planning Applications O/2004/1646 & 1647

For the attention of: Heidi Lynch

From: John Winkley, British Horse Society

Dear Heidi

1. The significance of the double applications, numbered 1646 and 1647, is beyond my understanding, but
probably does not matter. Suffice to say that we are solely interested in the rights of way issues, namely the
preservation of Arborfield & Newland Byway 15, also known as Wokingham Lane.

2. Having gone through the mammoth amount of information provided, there are clearly many errors
regarding the rights of way information as presented, and this may well give an incorrect picture of the actual
situation. For example, Drawing No. 3814.17 from the Landscape Concept Plan shows BW15 as "an existing
pubtic footpath” - when in fact this byway has vehicle rights for two- and four-wheeled motor vehicles, plus
hicycles, ridden horses and pedestrians. Even the Planning Document itself, Part 1, item 12, page 1763b,
indicates that no public rights of way cross or abut the site, when clearly BW15 is implicated. This is further
barne out by the Transport Assessment Report, which states that the site is bordered by Wokingham Lane,
which is Arborfield Byway 15. Figure 4 from this Repert also contains many errors; Wokingham Lane is
labelled "Bridleway 15", Footpath 14 is labelled "Bridleway 14 & 15" and the real FP15 is not even drawn on
the map (it extends south from Footpath 14 to Langley Common Road).

3. As stated earlier, our concerns are solely confined to the issues concerning BW15. From an equestrian
standpoint, this is an important route, linking Farley Hill and Swallowfield with BR15A on the east side of the
A327, to further link up with The Coombes, either via BW10 from School Road or BWS at Arborfield Cross.
The Poperinge Barracks Planning Application Section 278 Agreement {with which we were actively involved)
does provide satisfactory A327 crossing arrangements from BW15 to BR15A for horse riders, so provided this
goes ahead, and provided the section of BW15 within the appeal site is recognised to be a byway, which will
be used by horse riders, then no further issues should arise.

Yours sincerely

John Winkley

941

23/04/2004



Thames

Water
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Attention of jeni. Jualeen QOur Ref. 27752
Wokingham District Council Your Ref.  O/2004/1646
P.O. Box 157, Shute End

Berks

RG40 IWR

Dear Sir / Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
Residential Development (101+)

HIGHFIELD PARK WOKINGHAM LANE
ARBORFIELD CROSS
READING

I refer to your consultation received in this office on 22/04/2004

SEWERAGE
PLANNING CONDITION

The abiiity of the local sewers to dispose of foul and surface water for this development will need to be
determined. If investigations find that insufficient capacity is available, Thames Water will provide the
additional capacity as soon as is practicable. To ensure Thames Water has sufficient lead-in time to
provide such additional services we would recommend the following condition to be imposed:”

"Development shall not commence until details of on site drainage works have been submitted to, and
approved by, the local planning authority in consultation with the sewerage undertaker. No works
which result in the discharge of foul or surface water from the site shall be commenced until the onsite
drainage works referred to above have been completed.

"Reason:- To ensure that the foul and/or surface water discharge from the site shall not be prejudicial
to the existing sewerage system.

In the case of necessary off-site drainage works, outside of the application area, a Section 1006
agreement would be recommended for the development. Thames Water would then recommend the
following clause be included:-"Not to commence the Development or any part thereof unless and
until™:-

a) details of off site foul and surface water drainage have been approved in writing by the planning

Thames Water, Development Control, Asset Investment Unit, Maple Lodge
Denham Way, Rickmansworth, Herts, WD3 9SQ  Tel: 01923 898072



authority, in consultation with the sewerage undertaker and;

b} arrangements have been made to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority. in consultation with
sewerage undertaker for the provision of adequate foul and surface water drainage for the whole of
development. Such drainage should be secured where appropriate by means of a public sewer
requisition pursuant to Sections 98 to 101 of the Water Industry Act 1991.

Foul Drainage

Increased flow from the development may lead to sewerage flooding.Impact studies of the existing
infrastructure will be required in order to determine the magnitude of any new additional capacity
required in the system and a suitable connection point. The developer will be required to fund this.
Early contact with Thames Water is recommended.

Should the Local Planning Authority consider the above recommendations are inappropriate or are
unable to be included in the decision notice, it is important that the Local Planning Authority liaises
with Thames Water Development Control Department prior to the Planning Application approval.

INFORMATIVE
Surface Water Drainage

With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of a developer to make proper provision
for drainage to ground, water courses or surface water sewer. It must not be allowed to drain to the foul
sewer, this is the major contributor to sewer flooding. Thames Waler recognises the environmental and
economic benefits of surface water source control, and encourages its appropriate application, where it
is to the overall benefit of our customers.

Hence, in the disposal of surface water, Thames Water will recommend that the Applicant
a)  Looks to ensure that new connections to the public sewerage system do not pose an unacceptable
threat of surcharge, flooding or pollution ;

b)  check the proposals are in line with advice from the DEFRA, which encourages, wherever
practicable, disposal ‘on site” without recourse to the public sewerage system; for example in the form
of soakaways or infiltration areas on free draining soils ;

c)  looks to ensure the separation of foul and surface water sewerage on all new developments

Where disposal of surface water is other than to a public sewer, then the Applicant should ensure that
approval for the discharge has been obtained from the appropriate authorities.

In respect with surface water, It is recommended that the applicant should ensure that storm flows are
attenuated or regulated into the receiving network e.g. through On/Off site storage.

WATER

Thames water has been unable to determine the capacity of the network water supply infrastructure
needs for this application. Therefore in order to fully assess the implications of this development
Thames Walter request that the applicant provide detailed proposals, at the earliest opportunity,
including anticipated flow rates.

Therefore Thames Water would recommend the following condition be imposed:

Thames Water, Development Control, Asset Investment Unit, Maple Lodge
Denham Way, Rickmansworth, Herts, WD3 95  Tel: 01923 898072



Planning Condition: Taaar{‘eers

N )

"Development should not be commenced until:
il

a) details of the water infrastructure plans have been submitted to, and approved by, the local planning
authority in consultation with Thames Water and that these plans, together with the anticipated flow
rates necessary to support this development, have been properly scrutinised by Thames Water.

b) arrangements have been made to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority, in consultation with
Thames Water for the provision of adequate water supplies for the whole of the development. Such
supply should be secured where appropriate by means of a water main requisition pursuant to Sections
41 to 44 of the Water Industry Act 1991.

Reason: To ensure that the network infrastructure has sufficient capacity to cope with the/this
additional demand

Yours faithfully,

i )
?///a( :i,:"(,_

Development Control Department

Thames Water, Development Control, Asset Investment Unit, Maple Lodge
Denham Way, Rickmansworth, Herts, WD3 9SQ  Tel: 01923 898072
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Property Dept

FAO: Peter Anderson

Re: Creation Of POSpace
<o

From: Heidi Lynch

Date: 15 April 2004 poo ARy
Application Number: 0/2004/1646 ~ - &%

Proposal:Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30 - 40
dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space, associated
access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention of electricity
sub-station. (Duplicate application with 0/2004/1647)..

Site Address:
Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Applicant:
Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD C/O C B RICHARD ELLIS.

Your observations are required in respect of this application within 7 days of the above
date.

Haedy,
Pleasc see @-maatl

At

Gom Eronn ve HAL and Of2vale te ()
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Heidi Lynch

From: Peter Anderson

Sent: 21 April 2004 15:26

To: Riona Reid

Cc: Heidi Lynch

Subject: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross
Riona,

I have received a planning consultation letter in respect of the above and | note that within the information supplied is
states that one of the previous uses of the land is given as a "Travellers Caravan Park”. | do not know if you see the
planning lists or if you had an thoughts on this, the land is not within Council ownership so we would not usually give
any comment.

Many thanks
Peter

Peter J Andersan

Technical Assistant

Estates Unit, Property Services
Wokingham District Council
Shute End

Wokingham RG40 1BN

Tel 0118974 6720

Fax 0118 974 6724
e-mail: Peter. Anderson@wokingham.gov.uk
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Heidi Lynch

From: Peter Anderson

Sent: 26 April 2004 10.06

To: Peter Haikin; Heidi Lynch

Subject: FW: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross

For your info

From: Riona Reid

Sent: 26 April 2004 10:02

To: Peter Anderson

Subject: RE: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross
Peter

Highfield Park is a private Traveller site. There are 12 plots all individually owned but not currently lived on. 1t was
trashed during a big fight about 18months/2 years ago There is a lot of history to this site. The Environment Agency,
Planning Enforcement, Environmental Health, Councillors and Paul Turrell are all involved and that's just at the
moment. | am aware that a company has put in 2 planning applications for the land. Land next to this site is being
developed, although Highfield Park is NOT in development plan and we would not want to see it being developed
other than the current use as a Traveller site. The Travellers won theit planning application to use the site for mobile
homes on appeal. | know Mark Hamlin and Peter Haikin are involved in looking into isues of Highfield Park. It might
be worth speaking to Mark.

Hope this helps.

Regards

Riona
vvvvv Original Message-----
From: Peter Anderson
Sent: 21 April 2004 15:26
To: Riona Reid
Cc: Heidi Lynch

Subject: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross
Riona,

| have received a planning consultation letter in respect of the above and | note that within the information supplied
is states that one of the previous uses of the land is given as a "Travellers Caravan Park”. | do not know if you see
the planning lists or if you had an thoughts on this, the land is not within Council ownership so we would not
usually give any comment.

Many thanks
Peter

Peter J Anderson

Technical Assistant

Estates Unit, Property Services
Wokingham District Council
Shute End

Wokingham RG40 1BN

Tel 0118 8746720

Fax 0118 974 6724
e-mail: Peter. Anderson@wokingham.gov.uk
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DATE: 15 April 2004

SCANNING INFORMATION SHEET

LETTERS OF COMMENT

Application Number: O/2004/1646

Applicants Name: Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross,
Reading.
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lan Jordan

From: Website Manager [joanna.pulman@wokingham.gov.uk]

Sent: 31 August 2004 21:36

To: development.control@wokingham.gov.uk

Subject: Feedback Received : Standard Enquiry !

The following information was sent from the Standard Enquiry’ 'Form on
31/08/2004 21:36:02 e v

What do you want to do?: Support

Planning application number: 0/2004/1646 - Highfield Park, Wokmgham SR
Lane, Arborfield Cross ‘ T

b e
o

Your comments

I am fully supportive of the above application as | think it will
permanently remove an existing "eyesore" site; it will significatnly
improve the environment and landscape of the area and as a local
resident | feel it will supply further financial contirubtions to the

area which will directly benefit the community with improved transport
links, schooling and leisure facilities.

Name : Buckland

Arbery Way

Arborfield

Berkshire

RG22 9FG

Postcode RG22 9FG
Telephone - 07770 933593

Email Address . cj@thebucklands.demon.co.uk
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M~
Heidi Lynch

From: colin white [colinpwhite@tiscali.co.uk] PN .

Sent: 02 September 2004 10:17 S e y

To: gary@cowan24 freeserve.co.uk; angus.ross@/&okingﬁam.gov.uk;_ ‘ o)
heidi.lynch@wokingham.gov.uk P i A el

Subject: Ping Application 0/2004/1646, Highfield Parlﬁ:"ﬁefd{x\_i

it

Attn: Clir Gary Cowan, Clir Angus Ross, Ms Heidi Lynch

Re: Planning Application 0/2004/1646, Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield X

| am aware of the above application for removal of existing uses at the site to be replaced by a residential
development and wish to express a view.

Having lived in the general area for more than 30 years and the local area for just under a year, | am unhappy about
the current misuse of the land detailed in this application. Whereas | am not totally in favour of overdevelopment of the
area, | would be happier to see the land properly managed even via a housing development than to be left to continue
its current use. The current problems which need to be addressed regardless of next usage are:

] Unsightly area at the A327 entrance of the site (yellow van and pillars not in keeping with surroundings)

] During winter months, site of numerous discarded mechanical devices and fly tipping along the edge of the site
parallel with the A327

s According to the environmental search reports which accompany the application, numerous environmental
violations resulting in (proven} excess gas and pollutant levels at the breaker’s site, contamination of the stream

= Various other sited environmental issues across the site

For the above reasons, | would support the application as a corrective means but would prefer to see the action taken
against current usage in order to protect the environment. Either way, the community will benefit if the site usage is
corrected.

Regards

Mr an Mrs C P White
9 Arbery Way
Arborfield

RG2 9FG
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Heidi L!nch _ .

From: Paul White [Paul.White@adic.com]

Sent: 08 September 2004 11:07

To: Gary@cowan24.freeserve.co.uk; heidilynch@wokingham.gov.uk;
anguss.ross@wokingham.gov.uk

Subject: Re Planning Application 0/2004/1646

Dear Sir/Madame,

| am writing with regard to the above planning permissicn application. 3\75
It is my understanding from a leaflet posted through my door that you

intend to reject this application. As a local resident on the nearby

Penrose Park development | would like to inform you that | weuld fully i+

support this decision. The local infrastructure cannot support the

current residents of Arborfield, until this is improved | see no way

that further development can take place in the surrounding area.

Yours Sincerely 9 \_5
Paul White. o g‘—
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Heidi Lynch o . -

From: Gary Cowan [gary@cowan24.freeserve.co.uk]
Sent: 07 September 2004 09:26

To: Heidi Lynch

Subject: FW: 0/2004/1646 Highfield Park

Heidi Can you fwd to proper case Officer please Cheers Gary Cowan

----- Origina! Message--—--

From: carl.abram@tesco.net [mailto:carl.abram@tesco.net]
Sent: 06 September 2004 22:32

To: gary@cowan24 freeserve.co.uk

Subject: 0/2004/1646 Highfield Park

We the residents of 45 Hill Road Arborfield wish to notify you of our strong o
rejection to the proposed development at Highfield Park,Wokingham

Lane,Arborfield Cross(0/2004/1646).We feel that the area already provides

adequate housing and any further development would drain the resources

within the community.Also we purchased our property in Arborfield so that we

may enjoy the green outlook and surrounding countryside.

Mr Carl Abram
Miss Sallyanne Gibson
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Heidi Lynch

From: NICKY DAWSON [nickydawson26@hotmail.com)

Sent: 06 September 2004 23:11

To: gary@cowan24 freeserve.co.uk

Cc: angus.ross@wokingham.gov.uk

Subject: planning application no.0/2004/16486,highfield pk,wokingham lane,arborfield cross

to whom it may concern,
we the residents of 4 valon rd,
arborfield. strongly object to the proposed planning of the above mentioned
development site because, NS
1. we feel arborfield has been developed past its capacity when the v
penrose pk development was built.
2. arborfield is a pleasent little village, and a village it should S
stay. o '\
3. the village's roads and amenities are stretched past full (A - o
capacity allready. how much more will it be stretched with more people and ST
traffic in the area. ST
4. how will the schools cope with more pupils as there is already a T h i
waiting list for the local schools. Lo T e
5. the reason we moved to arborfield is for the rolling countryside, S SO ALl
not more houses and flats. RS e
6. there is plenty of places in the nearby towns to develop not [
little villages.
7. the breakers yard/haulage yard is not visable from the road so
therefore it is not a eyesore as it cant be seen.
8. my last point is a increase in population could attract a higher
crime rate to the neighbourhood, which we feel is already rising, as
arborfield is getting larger.

i hope my views are taken into consideration, i look forward to
hearing a response from you

thank you

Mr.p dawson

It's fast, it's easy and it's free. Get MSN Messenger today!
http://iwww.msn.co.uk/messenger
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PLANNING APPLICATION COMMENTS SHEET
FORO/2004/1647. (Case Officer:Heidi Lynch}

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL COMMENTS SUBMITTED ARE
OPEN TO PUBLIC VIEW, THIS INCLUDES THE APPLICANT.

5 WOKINGHAM

DISTRICT COUNCIL

THINGS WE CAN TAKFE INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN DETERMINING
A PLANNING APPLICATION;

DESIGN, APPEARANCE AND LAYOUT.

HIGHWAY SAFETY.

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY {loss of attractive features within the locality;
e.g. parks or woodland).

LOSS OF LIGHT.

OVERSHADOWING/OVERLOOKING (loss of privacy).

NQISE, DISTURBANCE, SMELL etc ONCE THE DEVELOPMENT IS IN USE (e.g. from a proposed restaurant,
takeaway, public house or industrial unit}.

THINGS WE CAN'T TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN .
DETERMINING A PLANNING APPLICATION; '
PRIVATE PROPERTY ISSUES, FOR EXAMPLE BOUNDARY AND

ACCESS DISPUTES. !

L:S: n'_”:'_‘v'\v' O\IIE'_;GIIH_I\ Lr\ ‘J'LJ' N . s "
EFFECT ON PRCPERTY VALUES. T ‘/_7/‘9[Cﬂ"'fL
POTENTIAL INCONVENIENCE, NOISE AND DISTURBANCE CAUSED BY CONSTRUCTION WORKS .

MATTERS COVERED BY OTHER LAWS (e.g. alcohol, betting, restaurant, music licensing).

MATTERS SUBJECT TO MARKET COMPETITION (we can't refuse an application on the basis that its approval

would harm other commercial activity of a similar nature in the area).

THE SPECULATIVE USE OF A DEVELOPMENT AFTER IT HAS BEEN BUILT.

RADIO OR TELEVISION INTERFERENCE CAUSED BY A DEVELOPMENT.

SUBSIDENCE TO NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES.

COMMENTS CAN ALSC BE E-MAILED TO US AT: Development.Control@wokingham.gov.uk
(Please remember to include your postal address in any comments made by E-mail)

COMMENTS ON APPLICATION: 0/2004/1647 PLEASE RETURN YOUR

L COMPLETED FORM TO;
YOUR NAME: AnGEL # STEf HENSEN

Environmonta! Services

YOUR ADDRESS: (Piease clieck these details & amend if incorrect) Department,
0 Planning Services
15 ATTWOOD DRIVE P.O. Box 157
ARBCORFIELD Shute End, Wokingham
READING Berkshire RG40 1WR
RG2 9FE

%g 1 Dnekmail . com
YOUR E-MAIL ADDRESS: (this is optional but wherever possible we

will respond to you via e-mail saving on costs and reducing the use of paper)
| WISH TO (tick relevant box); OBJECT TO THE APPLICATION
SUPPORT THE APPLICATION ] COMMENT ON THE APPLICATION [

Comments:

“TMere  Aee  INSUFACIENY  SCHEDL.  FAQUITIES
' PMQN(, (N THE FRResr. THE  QURDEN

fol. TUE  COOMEES ¢ ARESEFIELD TONICES BN
NEIGHBO UIING  AESDENTS  wWouLD &E IMMENSE.

PoEQuATE RovISION  For. A NEW  SCHeolL.
SHouLD BE MAPE .

Continue over the page if more room reguired
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lan Jordan

From: Website Manager [joanna.pulman@wokingham 0 G

Sent: 30 April 2004 16:34 w KIN HAM
To: development.control@wokingham.gov.uk

Subject: Feedback Received : Standard Enquiry DISTRICT COUNCIL

The following information was sent from the Standard Enquiry Form on
4/30/04 4:33:34 PM

What do you want to do?: Objey' /

Planning application number: 1646 and 1647

Your comments

Very Strongly Object

Sindlesham and Arborfield would look like an extension of Lower
Earley.

Set president for focal farmers to sell off their land as it is

obviously more profitable to develop it.

Where are the walkers, horse riders and the wildlife going to roam.
e.g Our local Deer population that lives there, amongst many other
species.

Existing primary schools are at bursting point.

Arborfield will look like a sprawling new town, due to the development
at Penrose Park and the monsterous new roundabout.

Destroying the local countryside and views cannot go on as we will not
have any left.

Keep our Berkshire villages as VILLAGES !!

Please could you let me know the next steps to be taken in order to
block this hideous planned development. We can not object strongly
enough !!

Name : Mr and Mrs Deacon

Address

Yew Tree Cottage
1 School Road
Arborfield Cross

Reading

Berkshire

Posicode - RG2 ONX

Telephone : 01189 760 651

Email Address : rachelraeside@hotmail.com

K\ Aﬂo._,,) 21 |
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Carol Hurst
From: Michael Hattaway [m.hattaway@sheffield.ac.uk]
Sent; 18 April 2004 20:13

To: Development. Control@wokingham.gov.uk
Subject: Application O/2004/1647

COPi

Page 1 ol

Dear Heidi Lynch: thank you for your letter of 14 April. I general | support the application, if only
because it will rehabilitate land that has been grossly polluted by Berkshire Car Spares operating out
of Highficld Park. However, there is no mention of any amenities whatsocver. If you allow this
development 1o go through, you will have allowed all of Penrose Park, the Poperinghe site, and
Highficld to be built without any provision for a shop or a community centre. One would hope that

the 'open space’ would include a safe area for children to play.

With regard to the former, this compels everyone who lives or will live in this area to be totally
dependent on cars. (The NAAF1 shop at the Garrison will presumably close when the Garrison is
withdrawn.) This seems to be a quite extraordinary omission and I look forward to hearing your

résponse.

Yours sinccrely

MH

Prof. Michael Hattaway
15 Rayner Drive
Arborfield

RG2 9FB

Home: +44 118 976 1238
Work: +44 114 222 8465
Fax: +44 114 222 8481

Dept Website: http://www . shef.ac.uk/english/literature

& [ ~ = s T
g"z\,«_q/ (VAVZ S \gﬁ,p/dc,z._ AT

19/04/2004
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Carol Hurst le 7 - ef K
From: Steve Wright [Steve Wright@gamagroup.com)]
Sent: 18 April 2004 17:31
To: Development.Control@wokingham.gov.uk

Subject: (/2004/1647

Reference Highfield Park Development

Houses have to be built.
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Application Number: 0/2004/1646 Map No :

Case Officer:  H{__ Site Area: (. N 3 .

Valid Date J / 4 Joy Received Date: 01/04/2004
Level : Committee Item - No Date Set Subject to SAl: ['Yes [ No

Description : Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings
and redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of 30 -

40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open space,

associated access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention

of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate application with 0/2004/1647).
Location : Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Parish : AB Ward : ARB

Applicant : Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD C/O C B RICHARD ELLIS.

Application Cat: 1
Fee Required: £5,500.00 Fee Received: £5,500.00 @ '

Additional: ..........ocoiieueeoeee e or Refund: ......coivveveniiiainn.

Enforcement Section to be notified L1 (tick if required)

Additional information required for validation;

REASON NOTES DATE REQ

DATE RECD

LOCATION PLANS

BLOCK PLANS

FORMS UNSIGNED

5.66 MISSING/INCORRECT/
UNSIGNED

ELEVATION PLANS

FLOOR PLANS

NO SCALE OR SCALE S
IMPERIAL

ENCROACHMENT LETTER
REQUIRED

OTHER
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Is the site in a Conservation Area: [0 Yes [ No
Is the site a Listed Building: T Yes [] No

Is a Statutory Advertisement required: Yes

1 No

| f "Yes" which one

MJ""Y"V ) vav\C-v\.b
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Adjacent DPA :

Ad Jacen@) S

@S&@ﬁ Z Tack houads e e .u..:em> C SEB

o . + Aezwdng IS 7 —

(Trees > .. @Ltlenﬁas-/
EE o e LAk Baaga HMS-“‘M'S P
@S’E‘E‘ﬁﬂﬂm' + Grelnsuod Asesswuak /) Qil pipeline
(_Housing _ Travcay Mashy Transco Sike GJ:ET'? i
C Gl S O Lo T O lan A B S
' Leisure & Culturai Servnce ,\}()Q‘: gagt Environment Agenc < Lok 2 e
i S b(‘u_,..g copl ,; Sls el h.m ol ®’

Cput

Property &«_lmc_u,

\_,/" ‘

Pollcy & Plans™ /
Jomt Strateg|c Pla nnln’%ﬂtg

Archaeological Officer (BABTIE)

ublic R|ghts of Wav Ofch.e:_)
W Videns Phdher o

B R SR S L -g\‘l“ [

e

(_Education.)
.

Saocial Services

RN

) |r\<,t1 \mxsiwﬂc r\s&: TTow

TN N gsloe

_7},

)

" Highway

- Praceiilg.
_> oo v (_L&k\lf

(‘;c%m,,

S i ok
s L
NEIGHBOURS
st e
SIN v e wop .
meh ol Sokaa waticle (PR

] MLTLL..V.{:-—L& vsk}

Ty K ._J;\'(- el

o - s ble Sclzec s ag e

WS glm.,\(wocw

“V\(—i LAJ"\:)

Railtrack ot € T Syt r , Mg bl

)

Police Arch Officg

Victorian Society
The Georgian Group
Ancient Monuments Society
Council for British Arch
RCHME
NRPB (Telecommunications)
Sport England L

et link

Society for Proct' of Ancient Bldgs'=— L1l
English Heritage Qxﬂ_%@ { weodien
[T

&LL ct_&u \d‘.}MS &

{ Rowdalas B 5&C)C— ?{’*M (‘b\

Ryt Bt LS o wetmdhmu
%‘qb &Q"S iasha red BA

OTHERS

------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------
..........................................................
.........................................................

559



s of ek ek R R ROk s ks Rk ok R R kRS OR T [LR (DY R R R o sk ok s sk ok ke sk s o ok ok e ok ok ook o

Tel: 0118 974 6481

Date: 15 April, 2004

WOKINGHAM

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Your ref:

My ref: O/2004/1646

Councillor Cowan
Birch House
Eversley Road
Arborfield Cross
Reading

RG2 9PG

Planning Services
P.O. Box 157
Shute End, Wokingham
Berkshire RG40 1WR
Tel: (0118) 974 6000
Fax; (0118) 974 6484
Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991
DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear Councillor

Application No: 0/2004/1646

Applicant: Wharf Properties (Homes) NO 2 LTD C/O C B RICHARD ELLIS.

Proposal:Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of land
to provide residential development of a density of 30 - 40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares
to include open space, associated access, car parking, internal service roads, landscaping and retention
of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate application with O/2004/1647)..

Site Address: Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

| write to you as a ward councillor to inform you that the above planning application has been received and
validated.

The Case Officer is Heidi Lynch, contactable on 0118 974 6481 . Currently the determination of this
application is ‘delegated’ to the officers — i.e. it will not come to the Development Control (DC) Committee. At
this early stage, the case officer will not have come to a recommendation.

If you have concerns about the application, please contact the case officer to discuss the planning
issues involved. The Case Officer may need to await some consultations and his/her site visit before giving
you a full answer.

You will need to have good planning reasons if you wish to disagree with the Planning Officer’s
recommendation and have an application ‘Listed’ so that it comes to the DC Committee. Should you, after
discussing with the Case Officer, decide you wish to list the application, you should ask the officer to send
you a Listing Form. This must be submitted within 28 days of the date of this letter.

Once the Case Officer has formed a recommaendation, you will be contacted again to find out if you wish to
continue with the ‘listing’. If you agree with the final recommendation, it will only delay the issuing of the
decision and also take up valuable officer and member time to have the application brought tc committee. In
this case please agree to ‘de-list’ it.

Yours sincerely
Trevor Watson

Development Control Manager
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Received by Wokingham District Council

Application No: 0/2004/1646

Proposal.

30 - 40 dwellings per hectare on an area of 4.4 hectares to include open
space, associated access, car parking, internal service roads,
landscaping and retention of electricity sub-station. (Duplicate
application with 0/2004/1647).

Location:
Highfield Park, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield Cross, Reading.

Outline application for the proposed demolition of existing buildings and
redevelopment of land to provide residential development of a density of

The application is available for inspection at Wokingham District Council's
offices during the following times:

PLANNING DEPARTMENT, SHUTE END, WOKINGHAM TEL (0118) 974 6428
8.30 - 5.00 Monday - Friday

WOODLEY LIBRARY HEADLEY ROAD WOODLEY 9.30am - 7.00pm Mon, Thurs
& Fri. 9.30am - 5.00pm Tues, 9.30am - 1.00pm Saturday and 1.00pm - 4.00pm
Sunday. Library closed all day Wednesday. If you intend to view this
application at Woodley Library please allow 4 days from the date of this letter
for delivery of plans and remember to quote application number 0/2004/1646 to
enable the library staff to locate the correct information.

Comments should be sent in writing QUOTING THE APPLICATION NUMBER to
the Case Officer Heidi Lynch P.O. Box 157 Council Offices, Shute End,
Wokingham Berkshire, RG40 1WR to arrive on or before 08/05/2004. Written
comments submitted will become available for public inspection.

In view of the very large number of planning applications and letters of
comment received, it will not be possible for an individual reply to be issued to
observations made. However any comments will be taken into account when
the application is determined and you will be notified of the decision.

Trevor Watson
Development Control Manager

15 April 2004

Wokingham District Council - A Unitary Authority  Tel: {0118) 974 6000 www.wokingham.gov.§6l
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E)rganlsatlon Name

| Building_Name

l add;ess1

Postcode

RGZ 9NT

RG2 9NT

RG2 9NT

19KELVIN CLOSEREADI ""“‘

21KELVIN CLOSEREADINGA f’;f’f'v‘f"i‘

lg’gggptmcu

W 2

23KELVIN CLOSEREADING "'e u“‘%

RG2 ONT

3KELVIN CLOSEREADING

RG2 9NT

SKELVIN CLOSEREADING

RG2 ONT

7KELVIN CLOSEREADING

RGZSNT

LAND ADJACENT TO HIGHFIELD PARF |

T9KELVIN CLOSEREADING

RG2 ONT

LANDAT .

NOT BUILT
LAND WI_EST OF EVERSLEY ROAD

(RG28PU

_[2HOWELL CLOSEREADING

4HOWELL CLOSEREADING

{ GHOWELL CLOSEREADING
BHOWELL CLOSEREADING

10HOWELL CLOSEREADING

12ZHOWELL CLOSEREADING

14HOWELL CLOSEREADING

16HOWELL CLOSEREADING

18HOWELL CLOSEREADING

" 20HOWELL CLOSEREADING

22HOWELL CLOSEREADING

i 24HOWELL CLOSEREADING

1RAYNER DRIVEREADING

2RAYNER DRIVEREADING

3RAYNER DRIVEREADING

4RAYNER DRIVEREADING

| 5RAYNER DRIVEREADING

BRAYNER DRIVEREADING

7RAYNER DRIVEREADING
BRAYNER DRIVEREADING

9RAYNER DRIVEREADING

10RAYNER DRIVEREADING

: TIRAYNER DRIVEREADING

| 12RAYNER DRIVEREADING

14RAYNER DRIVEREADING

15RAYNER DRIVEREADING

16RAYNER DRIVEREADING

17RAYNER DRIVEREADING

18RAYNER DRIVEREADING

19RAYNER DRIVEREADING

20RAYNER DRIVEREADING

21RAYNER DRIVEREADING

2ZRAYNER DRIVEREADING

23RAYNER DRIVEREADING

24RAYNER DRIVEREADING
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]

Organisation_Name 7 - - Building_Narﬁe ! address1 _ ) Postcode ,

1HOWELL CLOSEREADING |

a ) ~ BHOWELL CLOSEREADING
o ' | ZHOWELL CLOSEREADHR!
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The District Planning Officer T L2 71Ez a0l
Wokingham District Council .

' Direct Dial 020 7182 2000
Planning Department Emal  @cbre.com
PO Box 157 Curref PLANNING/189394/AT
Council Offices Your ref
Shute End
Wokinghamn 31 March 2004

Berkshire RG40 TWR

Dear Sir
ARBORFIELD - HIGHFIELD PARK

We are appointed as planning advisors by Whart Properties and have been instructed to submit a
duplicate outline planning application for the redevelopment of the Highfield Park site on
Wokingham Lane, Arborfield, for the demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment to provide
a residential development (on a developable area of 4.4 hectares at a density of 30-40 dweilings
per hectare), including open space and associated access, car parking, internal service roads,
landscaping including a landscape buffer, and retention of the of the electricity sub-station.

On behalf of our client we enclose an outline planning application for the redevelopment of the site
for a residential development with all matters reserved apart from access. The main point of access
into the development will be gained from the roundabout which is currently being constructed as part
of the redevelopment of Poperinghe Barracks to the south of Wekingham Lane.

The Application
Please find enclosed the following:

e Six copies of the completed application form;

» Six copies of the red line application site plan (Drawing No. CBRE/AT/001);

e Six copies of the plan identifying the access into the site {Drawing No. PBA
12855/002/004);

e A copy of the completed Certificate B;

e Planning Application fee of £5,500.

This application is also accompanied by six copies of the following:

lllustrative masterplan;

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment;
Transport Assessment;

Noise Assessment;

Geological and Geoenvironmental Assessment.

www.chre.co.uk 70
Registered in England No 3536032 Registered office St. Martin's Court 10 Paternostes Row London EC4R 7H5
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Site ond Surroundings

The site is known as Highfield Park and is located to the south of Arborfield Cross. The site is
approximately 5.6 hectares in size. The site is bounded to the south by Wokingham Lane and
beyond the former Barracks site which is currently being developed for residential purposes. To the
west of the site is a substantial area of woodland, Long Copse ond to the east is the A327. To the
north of the site is open countryside.

Further to the east of the site is the former Arbordield Garrison site which has now been developed
for housing and is now known as Penrose Park.

The site has been occupied by a variety of users for many years. The site comprises four distinct
uses:

¢ BCS car breakers yard;

¢ A Transport haulage yard and commercial vehicle repair and maintenance with asseciated
buildings;

» Travellers caravan park;

e Electricity sub-station,

The site is a previously developed brown field site, which has been intensively used by a variety of
occupiers over recent years. Adjacent sites have recently been granted permission for residenticl
development; the site to the east of the A327 having been substantially completed; and the site to
the west of the A327 being currently under construction. The general character of the area has
increasingly become urbanised as a consequence of these developments.

The application site is severely degraded; the current activities being harmfiul to the character and
appearance of the adjacent residential areas and the surrounding countryside.

Planning Policy

The statutory development plan is the Wokingham District Local Plan adopted March 2004, The
adopted Local Plan designates the site as part of the wider countryside designation, whilst the
adjacent woodland is designated as Wildlife Heritage Sites. The site is not located with a Green
Wedge or Gap, nor is it identified as an Area of Special Landscape Character,

The policies within the adopted Local Plan seek to protect the countryside from inappropriate
development in order to protect the landscape, wildlife and historic features. This approach is set
out in Policy WCCT. In terms of housing development, Policy WHTA addresses the bringing torward
of unidentified sites for housing development. It identifies that for sites within setfements, it will be
necessary to demonstrate that: the development proposals make the most efficient use of the land
and buildings; have access to public transport; can successfully minimise impact upon the
landscape; and make more efficient use of social and physical infrastructure.

Whilst the proposed development does not accord with Policy WCCT, we consider that there are
other material considerations which exist which clearly justity ¢ departure from the Local Plan policy

in this instance.
%RD ELLIS
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Material Considerations

It is considered that material considerations exist which would justify granting planning permission for
a residential development on this site. These material considerations are as follows:

¢ Provide housing on a previously developed brownfield site;

» Contribute towards meeting the housing target within the District through the development of
o previously developed site;

¢ Provide affordable housing in accordance with the Council’s policy requirements;
» Deliver significant visual and landscape improvements to a highly degraded environment;

e Conftribute to improving the accessibility of the area through the provision of enhanced
services 1o the site and improving accessibility through a larger critical mass.

e Provision of financial contributions through a legal agreement towards social infrastructure.
Screening Opinion

We wrote to Wokingham District Council on 23 January 2003 requesting a Screening Cpinion
pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulation 1999, for the redevelopment of the site. Wokingham District
Council confirmed in writing on 14 February 2003 that the development proposal would not be
subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment. Following our lefter of 12 August 2003 we received
confirmation from the Authority on 3 September 2003 that the Screening Opinion had been entered
onto the planning register. The Council’s letter identified that whilst an Environmental Assessment
was not required, the Council would require an outline planning application to be accompanied by
a Transport Assessment, Noise Assessment, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment and a
Contaminate Land Assessment.

Additional Information

As requested by the Council, this planning application is accompanied by technical assessments.
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment has been undertaken by landscape architects, Lovejoy.
The findings of this assessment have informed the form of this proposal and sets out a robust
structure for the development of the site.

The Assessment reviewed the existing site context, topography and vegetation to determine the visual
context and to identify the potential landscape and visual impacts of the development proposals. It

has demonstrated how the proposals can be appropriately assimilated into the surrounding
environment without detrimental impacts on the local landscape or visual resources.

GBRE
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The Assessment concludes that the existing landscape character and visual appearance of the site is
poor quality and that there are numerous physical detractors on the site. [t identifies that the existing
degraded nature of the site is visible from the surrounding landscape and the site characteristics
contrast starkly against the surrounding woodland setting. The site is identified as edge of
urban/countryside.

It identifies that this is a previously developed site, characterised by a weak boundary between he
countryside and edge of development. The development proposals provide the opportunity to create
a robust and defensible boundary to the setlement edge, with a strong woodland belt containing
and screening the proposed development and providing a suitable transition between the more open
countryside and built development.

The development proposals seek fo strengthen and enhance the landscape characteristics and the
visual context within and surrcunding the site, providing positive improvements on a local and district
scale.

Transport Assessment

A tull Transport Assessment has been carried out by Peter Brett Associates. The transport impact for
the site has been assessed in accordance with the relevant planning policies and policy guidance at
national, regional and local level. The Transport Assessment identifies that the application sife is
located within an area of residential development and is served by the local services in Arborfield
Cross and the local shop within the adjacent housing development.  The proposed development will
link up with the comprehensive network of footpaths which has been implemented as part of the
Penrose Park development, through the new pedestrian crossing being implemented as part of the
Poperinghe Barracks development to the south of Wokingham Lane.

The application site is located adjacent to existing and recently permitted residential development.
The site is therefore accessible by a number of public transport routes. In particular, the Assessment
identifies that the Highfield Park development would provide a contribution towards the improvement
of the public transport services serving Arborfield, bolstering the funding already provided by recent
developments, therefore increasing the viability of these public transport services operating.

The Assessment concludes that the application site will be served by public transport and provided
with pedestrian and cycleway links to local facilities.

Noise Assessment

A tull Noise Assessment has been carried out by Peter Brett Associates, to assess the impact of noise
on the development. The assessment demonstrates that the noise levels likely fo be experienced at
the proposed residential dwellings and within the amenity/community areas would be within
Category A and B set out in PPG24 : Noise (September 1994) which is acceptable for residential
development.

Geological and Geoenvironmental Assessment
A Geological and Geoenvironmentai Assessment has been prepared by Peter Brett Associates. The

report gives the findings and recommendations resulting from investigations carried out. These
investigations were underiaken in order to identify the risk of potential sources of contamination on

GBRE
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the site or in the surrounding area, that may have an impact upon the proposed development of the
site for housing. The report also indicates the type of remediation work which would be required as
part of this development.

Conclusion

This proposal provides the opportunity to deliver significant improvements to the quality of the
environment in this part of the District. At the heart of the proposals for this site, is the cessation of
activities that are incongruous with the surrounding environment, and the creation of a residential
environment based around substantial landscape segments and buffers which fits into the
surrounding landscape. This is clearly demonstrated in the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
which includes images of the site and provides a physical structure for the future development of the
site which would enhance the landscape character of the site and surrounding area.

By supporting a residential development on this site, the Council would help deliver improvements to
this site and the surrounding area.

We will be in discussion with you regarding this application in the nexi few days. We would be

gratetul if you would advise us as soon as the application has been registered.

Yours sincerely

CB Kelad Elns

CB Richard Ellis

Enc

RE

C ICHARD ELLIS



CERTIFICATE B

1646 C€4PR04

DETAILS OF OWNERS UPON WHOM NOTICE WAS SERVED

Owner’s Name

Lynn Suzanne Chandler

Donald Goddard and Katie Rusher

John Doran

Joe Skeet

Jarvis Smith

George Crawt

Gary Stevens

Charmaine Ayres

Vera Rusher

John Michael Rooney

Daniel Rooney

Tony Doherty and Kathleen Mary

Doherty

Donald Albert Goddard

580327

Address at which
notice was served

5 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arbortield
Berkshire

Plot F6 Ducks Nest Farm Wokingham
Lane Arborfield Wokingham

6 Highfield Park Eversley Road
Arborfield Berkshire

Wild Ridings Blackbushes Road Fleet
Hants GU13 8BQ

Plot 5B Ducks Nest Farm Arborfield
Berkshire

2 Highfield Park Eversley Road
Arborfield Berkshire

4 Star Hill Hartley Witney Hook
Hampshire RG27 §BP

3A Ducks Nest Farm Arborfield Berkshire

7 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire

8 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire

9 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire RG2 9PP

21 The Copse Eversley Road Arborfield
Berkshire

3 Wellington Terrace Sandhurst Berkshire

Date on which
notice was
served

31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004

31 March 2004

31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004

31 March 2004
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Owner’s Name

George Collins

Roy Bowers

Shaun Rusher

James Cooper

John Sheen

Leslie Tucker Dunn

Kailash Estates Limited

SSE Services ple

Wokingham District Council

586327

Address at which
notice was served

6 Pennyhill Park Minley Road Blackwater
Hampshire

Plots B and C Ducks Nest Farm
Wokingham Lane Arborfield Wokingham
Berkshire

7 Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
RG2 9PP

Plot A Ducks Nest Farm Wokingham Lane
Arborfield Wokingham Berkshire

Kelstali Brookers Hill Shinfield
Berkshire RG2 9BZ

The Copse Eversley Road Arbortfield
Berkshire RG2 9PN

6" Floor Britannia House 960 High Road
North Finchley London N12 9RY

Westacott Way Littlewick Green
Maidenhead Berkshire SL6 3QB

Highways Department
Civic Offices

Shute End
Wokingham
Berkshire RG40 1BN

Date on which
notice was
served

31 March 2004

31 March 2004

31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004
31 March 2004

31 March 2004

576



Lynn Suzanne Chandler
5 Highfield Park
Eversley Road
Arborfield

Berkshire

Dear Sir/Madam

Direct Digl 020 7182 2000

Ourref PLANNING/1893%4

Your ref

31 March 2004

ARBORFIELD — HIGHFIELD PARK, LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE

On behalt of Whart Properties {(Homes) No? Ltd, we enclose a notice under Article 6 of the

Town & Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995, We are notifying
you that an outline planning application has been submitted to Wokingham District Councit
by Wharf Properties (Homes) No2 Ltd for housing development at the above site.

Please note that this notice is being served upon you, as we understand that you have an

interest in this site.

Yours faithfully

CB Richard Ellis

Encs.

586554

S77



Articles 6, 7 and 9
SCHEDULE 2

PART 1
Town & Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995

NOTICE UNDER ARTICLE 6 OF APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION
(to be published in a newspaper or to be served on an owner* or a tenant®*)

Proposed development at (a) ARBORFIELD — HIGHFIELD PARK, NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE
[ give notice that (b) . WHARF PROPERTIES (HOMES)NO2 LTD .
is applying to the (¢) . WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL.

for planning permission to (d) DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND REDEVELOPMENT

ACCESS, CAR PARKING, INTERNAL SERVICE ROADS, LANDSCAPING INCLUDING A

* “owner” means a person having a freehold interest or a leasehold interest the unexpired term of which is
not less than seven years, or, in the case of development consisting of the winning or working of
minerals, a person entitled to an interest in a mineral in the land (other than oil, gas, coal, gold or silver).

#% “tenant” means a tenant of an agricultural holding any part of which is comprised in the land.

Statement of owners’ rights

The grant of planning permission does not affect owners’ rights to retain or dispose of their property, unless
there is some provision to the contrary in an agreement or in a lease.

Statement of agricultural tenants’ rights

The grant of planning permission for non-agricultural development may affect agricultural tenants’ security of
tenure.

= Delete where appropriate

Insert:

(a) address or location of the proposed development

(b) applicant’s name

() name of Council

(d) description of the proposed development

(e) date giving a period of 21 days beginning with the date of service, or 14 days beginning with the date

of publication, of the notice (as the case may be). 57 8
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1760 WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL
PLANNING APPLICATION PART 1

APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO CARRY OUT DEVELOPMENT - TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS Aiming for Excellence

Please answer ALL QUESTIONS in BLOCK LETTERS. i a question is
not applicable, answer N/A in space. Please submit SIX copies of this
form and plans to:-

THE DISTRICT PLANNING OFFICER

WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNGIL

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

P O Box No. 157

COUNCI. OFFICES

SHUTE END

WOKINGHAM

BERKSHIRE, RG40 1WR

1. APPLICANT'S NAME
ADDRESS
POST CODE

AGENT'S NAME

2. Hthe applicant has an agent, all

cerrespondence will be sent to
the agent ADDRESS

POST CODE

3. On the plans show the SITE outlined in RED SITE LOCATION
Show also OTHER land in the applicant’'s
ownership or controlin BLUE.

WOKINGHAM UNITARY

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

1646 D104

WHARF PROPERTIES (HOMES) NO2 LID
C/0 AGENT

PHONE

(B RICHARD FILIS
KINGSLEY HOUSE, 1A WIMPOLE STRFET, LONDON

WIG ORE PHONE 020 7182 2000

HIGHFIELD PARK, WOKINGHAM IAND, ARBORFIFLD

_ , DEMOLITION OF EXTSTING BUILDINGS AND REDEVFIOPMENT TO PROVIIE A
4. WHAT IS THE APPLICATION FOR ? RESIDENITAL DEVELORMENT (ON A DEVELOPABLE ARFA OF 4.4 HECTARES AT A

Give brief details and state for what purpose this

site and any buildings will be used, DENSITY OF 30-40 IWFLLINGS PFR HECTARE), TNCLUDING OPEN SPACE AND
ASSOCTATED AQCESS, CAR PARKING, INTERNAL SERVICE ROADS, LANDSCAPING
INCLUDING A LANDSCAPE BUFFER, AND REIENTTON OF THE FLECIRICITY SUB-

5. Give the area in hectares or pait of a hectare AREA OF SITE

6. State the applicant’s interestin the land OWNERSHIP
e.g. owner, prospective purchaser, lessee

ist all the plans and drawings submitted PLANS/DRAWINGS

with the application

8. DOES THE APPLICATION INVOLVE CHANGE OF USE

ANY OF THE FOLLOWING 7
Tick the boxes(x) ERECTION OF NEW BUILDING

9. WHAT TYPE OF APPLICATION IS THIS ?
Tick cne box only OUTLINE

PERMISSION

FULL PERMISSION
APPROVAL OF DETAILS/RESERVED MATTERS
TEMPORARY PERMISSION

RELAXATION OF CONDITIONS

10. IF THIS IS AN QUTLINE APPLICATION OR AN APPROVAL OF
RESERVED MATTERS, which details, if any, do you wish to be
considered as part of this application ?

EXTERNAL APPEARANCE

MEANS OF ACCESS

5.6 HA SIATION
PROSPECTIVE PURCHASER
ATTACHED LIST

REDEVELOPMENT v

ALTERATION or EXTENSION

\/ See question 10

State relevant outline permission number
Iso complete Question 10

State period required

Siate relevant application number
Conditions to be relaxed

SITING

DESIGN

\/ LANDSCAP!?S 1



11. WHAT S THE EXISTING USE OF THE LAND AND/OR BUILDING(S) 176%
e.g. residential, industrial, stc. If the site la vacant say so, and CAR BREAKERS YARD, HAULAGE YARD, GYPSY CARAVAN PARK

also state its previous use and when that ceased. AND ASSOCTATED RUTLDTNGS
12. DOES A PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY CROSS OR ABUT THE SITE VES/NO
OR THE PROPOSED ACCESS? It yes, show existing route(s) and any propesed

alternatives on the plans

13. ARE THERE ANY TREES ON THE SITE? YES
IF YES, ARE ANY TO BE FELLED? HHO If yes, please show their positions, spread and species
on the plans and which, If any, are to be felled.

14. STATE EXTERNAL MATERIALS TO BE USED. TO BE DFALT WITH BY RESFRVED MATTERS

15. HOW WILL THE SITE BE ENCLOSED? TO BE DFALT WITH BY RFSERVFL MATTERS

Say whether walls, fences or hedges, and give helght, colour and
materiaig, If the site is divided into plots, say how each is 1o be
enclosed.

16. HOW WILL SURFACE WATER BE DISPOSED OF?

17. HOW WILL FOUL SEWAGE EE DISPOSED OF? To existing system YES/NE.

It no, please give details

18. WHAT ARE THE ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS? AQCESS VIA NIW ROUNDABOUT CURRENTLY BEING TMPLRMENTED
AS EXISTING
AS PROPOSED
Glve detalls of pedestrian and vehicular access

19. HAS PROVISION BEEN MADE FOR THE DISABLED? TO BE DEALT WITH BY RFSERVET MATTERS

See notes for applicanis

20. iF THIS PROPOSAL INVOLVES RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
No. OF DWELLINGS/HABITABLE ROOMS
OR THE LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS, CGMPLETE THE PROPOSED TOBE R
FOLLOWING TABLE E RETAINED TO BE LOST
HOUSE N .
T BE DEALT WITH BY RESFRVED MATTFRS ! / / )
BUNGALOW ! * / * !
/
FLAT/MAISONETTE / . I * ! *
OTHER / » / * / .
21. DOES THE PROPOSAL INVOLVE ANY NON-RESIDENTIAL * STATE No. OF HABITABLE ROOMS
BUILDING OR USE? YES/NO If YES, complete Part 2 of the torm
22. DOES THE PROPOSAL INVOLVE THE WINNING, WORKING
OR PROCESSING OF MINERALS: THE DISPOSAL OF MINERAL
WASTE, OR THE DEPOSIT OR PROCESSING OF REFUSE AND YES/NO W YES, ploase ask for and complete Part 3 of the form

WASTE MATERIALS?

23. STATE THE FEE ENCLOSED WITH THIS APPLICATION
The current scale of fees is enclosed. if you beileve areduced £5,500
fee or no fea |s payable, say why,

I hereby apply for permission in respect of the particulars described above and in the altached plans and drawings. If planning permission
is granted, the development must be carried out strictly In accordance with the approved plans. Failure to do so could resultin
enforcement action being taken, Permission under the Town & Country Planning Acts does not obviate the possible need to apply for
Buiiding Reguwlations approval.

SIGNED Cé Pribaid €1044  ONBEWALFOF  WHARF PROPERTTFS (HMES) DATE 47 MapcH X004
CB RIGIARD FILIS NO2 LIMITFD

Before submitting the application check that It |s complets, that all questions have been answered and that the site boundary and the
new work are clearly edged in red on the plans. Every application must be accompanied by the appropriate certificate and fes. See
"NOTES TO HELP APPLICANTS". 582



17659

PLANNING APPLICATION PART 2

This part of the form need only be completed if the application Involves non-residential development. Please answer all questions in print or
block letters. if the answer is not appiicable, write N/A in the space. You may wish to amplity your answers in a covering letter,

24. STATE THE GROSS FLOOR SPACE (by external measurement) OF ALL BUILDINGS TO WHICH THIS APPLICATION REFERS.
Please give ali tlocr areas in SQUARE METRES.

Exlsting floor space Proposed additional fioorspace treated by

USE CLASS Retalned in Lost by change of New building Change of use
existing use use or demolition

A1 SHOPS

FINANCIAL AND PROFESSIONAL
A2 SERVICES

A3 FOOD AND DRINK

Bi(a) OFFICE {other than A2)

B1(b) RESEARCHAND DEVELOPMENT
B1(c) LIGHTINDUSTRIAL

2 GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

B2-7 SPECIAL INDUSTRIAL

88 STORAGE OR DISTRIBUTION

1 HOTELS AND HOSTELS

c2 RESIDENTIAL INSTITUTIONS

o1 NON-RESIDENTIAL INSTITUTIONS
D2 ASSEMBLY AND LEISURE

OTHER Please Specity
OTHER Please Specity

TOTAL

25. IF C1 ORC2 USE IS PROPOSED, PLEASE STATE
NUMBER OF BED SPACES

. WHAT PROVISION IS BEING MADE FOR PARKING? Cars Lorries
Existing
Proposed

27, DESCRIBE THE ACTIVITY OR PROCESSES TO BE
CARRIED ON
Pleass provide details of any eq ent, plamt or machinery
to be installed and any end protiucts. You may wish to
amplify your answers In a cov¥ering letter,

28, WHO WILL OCCUPY THE'PREMISES?
a) Give the nams and glirrent operating address of the
proposed occupi
b) Wiil these premises be vacated?

29, IF KNOWN, HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE LIKELY TQ BE Existing Staff Transferred Staf New StaH Total
EMPLOYED SITE AFTER COMPLETION OF THE
DEVELCPMENT?

30. DOES THE PROPOSAL INVOLVE THE USE OR
STORAGE OF ANY OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES
LISTED IN THE NOTES?

If do, state this material, the quantity and method of

Before submitting the application check that it Is complets, that all questions have been answered and that the site boundary and the new work
arg clearly edged in red on the pians. Every application must be accompanied by the appropriate certificate and fes. See "gggm HELP
APPLICANTS’,



1769d YOUR PLANNING APPLICATION

WHY DO YOU NEED TO MAKE A PLANNING APPLICATION ?

New buiidings, major alterations and enlargement of existing buildings, and manry changes in the use of buildings and
land need planning permission.

The Town and Country Planning Acts impose a duty on Local Authorities to control these changes, and this means
that 2 balance has to be found between the need and pressure for change, and the desire to protect the character of
settlements and the countryside.

The merits of each application are, therefore, carefully examined,

WHAT ELSE MAY YOU HAVE TO DO ?

Listed Building Consent: for works to a Listed Building; or for demelition works on land within the curtilage
of a Listed Building or within a Conservation Area,

Advertisement Consent: for the display of advertisements or signs

Building Reguiation Approval: for most new building or construction work.

Special forms are available for these types of applications.
You should also check whether there are any other regulations with which you may need to comply.

WHAT HAPPENS TO THE APPLICATION ?

ft will first be checked to see if it is complete and if it is, it will be registered.

Consultations will be carried out with public and other bodies, such as the Highway Authority, or Local
Parish Councils.

Publicity may be given to allow local people the opportunity to comment on your proposals.
The appiication wili be considered in relation to the Council’s planning policies and guidelines, the past history of
decisions on that site or in the locality, other standards {such as parking, or visibility at road junctions), and any

other material considerations.

The site will be visited by a Planning Qfficer You may be asked to submit more information, or 1o amend
your application.

The application will then be considered either by a Planning Committee or Sub Committee (made up of Councillors)
or by the Chief Officerresponsible for planning matters. Objections to an application will be taken into consideration
by the Committee or the Chief Officer.

Shortly after the application has been determined, you will receive a Decision Notice,

HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE ?

An application will generaily be determined within eight weeks although a longer peried may sometimes be required
for a complicated application,

WHAT SORT OF DECISION CAN BE MADE ?

Your application may be approved.

Your application may be approved subject to certain conditions. These couid impose restictions on the use of land
or buildings, or require further details to be approved at a later stage, (e.q. materials or Jandscaping).

You may appeal against the conditions, but this opens the entire permission to review by the Secretary of State.

Your application may be refused. The reason will be listed on the Decision Notice.

WHAT HAPPENS IF THE APPLICATION IS REFUSED ?

You have the right to appeal against the refusal to the Secretary of State, but you have to do that within six months.
Appeals can be dealt with by written representations by both sides, or by a Public Inquiry.

You may ask the Planning Officer whether an amended application would be more likely to receive planning
permission,

DATA PROTECTION ACT 1984

‘Information contained in this form is likely to be personal data within the terms of the Data Protection Act 1984,
and as such will be held by the Council on computer (such as the PLANAPS applications processing system) and

may be used by the Council only for purposes registered under the terms of the Data Protection Act.’



SECTION 66 CERTIFICATE %

Applicatiocn No.

Please fill in both Certificate
A, B, C or D and the
Agricultural Holdings Certifi-
cate. Delete sections not
relevant.

(a} "Owner” means a person
having a freehold interest
or leasehold interest the
unexpired term of which is
not less than 7 years.

OR

+ See Note (a) te Certificate A

OR

{b) Insert description cf steps
taken.

{c} Name of local newspaper
circulating in the area
where the land is situated.

(d) Date of publication (which
must be not earlier than the
beginning of the period of
21 days ending with the
date of the application).

CERTIFICATE A

i certify that:

at the beginning of the perio days ending with the date of the
accompanying applicatiem;fobody, except the applicant, was the owner of
(a) of an the land to which the application relates.

CERTIFICATE B
| certify that;

I have/ Fre—appheant-fas*® given the required notice to everyone else who,
at the beginning of the period of 21 days ending with the date of the

accompanying application was the owner {a) of any part of the land to which
the application relates, as listed below.

Owner's{a) name Address at which natice Date on which
was served notice was served

SEE ATTACHED SCHEDULE

CERTIFICATE C

| certify that

® I/The applicant* cannot issued a certificate in accordance” with either
paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) of Section 86(1) of the Act infespect of the
accompanying application.

L | have/The applicant has* given the required
specified below, being persons who at the beginnj
days ending with the date of the appiication we
of the land te which the application relates.

tice to the persons
g of the period of 21
owners (a) of any part

Date on which
notice was served

COwner's(a) name Address at which notice
was served

® | have/The applicant has*taken ali reasonable steps open to me/him/her* to
find out the names and addresses of the other owners {a) of the land, or of a
part of it, but have/h been unable to do so. These steps were as follows:

......................................................




1789/b

OR

{b) Insert description of steps

(c)

taken
Insert name of local
newspaper circulating in

the area where the land is
situated.

insert date of publication
{which must not be earlier
than the beginning of the
period of 21 days ending
with the date cof the
applicaticn).

CERTIFICATE D

| certify that

® |/The applicant cannot issue a certificate in accordanc

ith paragraph
(a) of Section 66 of the Act in respect of the accompanyi

g application.

® |/The applicant have/has taken all reasonable s
to find out the names and addresses of everyone
of the period of 21 days beginning with th
owner (a) of any part of the land to which th
been unable to do so.

s open to me/him/her
se who, at the beginning
ate of application was the
pplication relates, but have/has
These steps were as follows:

® Notice of the appk

ation as attached to this Certificate, has been published in

ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECT!ON

If any of the site is part of an
area of land which is let or
there is an agreement to et the
land for agricultural purposes

to a tenant,
agricultural holding.

it may be an
Further

advice may be obtained from
the Department.

OR

Agricultural Holdings Certificate
One or other section must be crossed through as not applicable.
If the appticant is the sole agricultural tenant he or she must delete the first

alternative and insert "not applicable” as the information required by the second
alternative.

® None of the land to which the applicaticn relates is, or is part of, an agricuitural
holding,.

on other than
ays ending with the
al holding on all or part of

® | have/The applicant has given the required notice to every
my/him/herself who, at the beginning of the period of
date of the application, was a tenant of an agric

Date on which
notice was served

.............................

........................................

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1930
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING GENERAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 1988

Certificate under Section 66
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Tel: (0118) 974 6451 (Direct Line)
Fax: (0118) 974 6484

Date: 23 September, 2003

My ref:  S0/2003/9974

Your ref:

Ms Elizabeth Rowe

Environmental Services Department

Planning Services

P.O. Box 157

Babtic Group Shutc End, Wokingham
SChOOI Green Berkshire RG40 | WR
Shinfield Tel: (0118) 974 6000
Readmg Fax: (0118) 974 6484
Berkshire Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991
RG2 9HL DX: 33506 — Wokingham
Dear Ms Rowe

RE: LAND NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE, ARBORFIELD
SCREENING OPINION

I refer to your letter of the 10" of September in which you have requested further information
for the above application.

I ought to point out that the application was for a Screening Opinion only, in which the
applicants were enquiring whether any future application would need to be accompanied by an
Environmental Statement. As such the application needed to be determined within three
weeks.

It was determined that an Environmental Statement would not need to accompany a future
planning application. However, we would be able to ask for the usual additional information
such as an archaeological survey should it be required at that stage.

I hope that this assists you. Should you have any questions on the above please do not hesitate
to contact me. In the meantime I shall file your correspondence with the Screening Opinion
file, so that it may be addressed when a future application 1s made.

Yours sincerely,

A ,/{7/,’?
I s sy

KERRIN LITHGOW

Principal Planning Officer — Southern Parishes

[ 58585
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Babtie Group

techrcai o

et
Qur ref Kgb02 Yourref A3 below oo T

10" September 2003 School Green
F2 Fel Shinfield

N foT Reading
Kerrin Lithgow Berkshire RG2 9HL
Planning Services \L',Lf Tel 0118988 1655
Wokingham District Services ' Fax 0118 988 1666
PO Box 157 reading@bantie.com
Shute End ‘7
Wokingham '; i}
—i®Babt

1Y Babtie

Dear Kerrin,

APPLICATION S0/2003/9974
Land North of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield

Regulation 4 Town and Country Planning (Applications) Regulations 1988
Request for further information

In line with advice contained in PPG16, Wokingham District Council Planning Policy
WHE15 and 17 Development Affecting Archaeoclogical Sites, Policy EN6G of the
Berkshire Structure Plan, Policy LBE22 of the Loddon Area Local Plan. | would now
advise you that the applicant should be required to provide further information relating
to the archaeological impact of the proposed development. This should be achieved
by means of an archaeological Desk Based Assessment. This desk based
assessment should be undertaken and reported on by a competent IFA registered
archaeological contractor, before determination of this application, as per PPG16,
Planning Applications, Paragraph 25:

Group Offices:

“it would be entirely reasonable for the planning authority to satisfy itself before
granting planning permission, that the developer has made appropriate and
satisfactory provision for the excavation and recording of the remains.”

1 would advise you that the above application has potential archaeological
implications. The site has the potential to contain Archaeological remains and
consequently requires an archaeological desk based assessment to be undertaken in
order to establish the potential impact of the development on any remains present.

Brief for archaeological desk based assessment is enclosed, which should be
forwarded to the applicant.

i you wish to discuss this matter, please contact me on 0118 988 1611.

Yours sincerely, o
Anmanalan
T Dok
e / Hang Keng

. Q Uyl abad
— Caa Lumpur

Frag.e

Sngans s

Elizabeth Rowe ;
Babtie Group Ltd
Archaeologist Registered Offce:

dan Srotland
i

cled Papar

589
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3.1

5.1

5.2

Land North Of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield
Brief For Archaeological Desk Based Assessment

Summary

This brief sets out the background and general conditions to enable a detailed specification for
an archaeological scheme to be prepared and submitted for approval to Wokingham District
Council following advice from Babtie Group (the Council's archaeological advisors). The brief
is valid for six months only, after which time Babtie should be contacted. Specifications
produced in accordance with this brief will be considered valid for the same period of time.

Site Location and Description

The site is located at Land north of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield, at grid reference SU 7542
6578.

Planning Background

Planning application S0O/2003/9974, submitted to Wokingham District Council, proposes an
application for Screening Option for residential re-development of land with associated open
space and access.

Archaeological Background

Within 500 metres of the proposed development an archaeclogical excavation (1998) has
shown Late Iron Age/early Roman activity consisting of a farmstead type settlement and iron
working.

Requirement for Work

In order to enable the planning authority to make an informed and reasonable decision on the
planning application, further information on the archaeological remains is reguired. This will
be obtained through a programme of archaeclogical work, the first stage of which will be a
desk-based assessment.

The resuits of the assessment will provide the basis for the formulation of one or more of the
following:

. a strategy for preservation or management of the remains.
. a mitigation strategy where proposals will adversely affect the remains.
. the foundation of a proposal or project design for further archaeological investigation.
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6.1

71

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

Aims and Objectives

The aims and objectives of the desk-based assessment should be as follows:

{i) To determine or confirm the general nature of known remains within the site and up to
500m beyond its boundary.

{ii) To determine or confirm the date or date range of the remains known within the site
and up to 500m beyond its boundary.

{iii} To determine past and present land-uses that may have affected the detection and
survival of remains within the site.

(iv) To determine the archaeological potential of the site.

Stages of Work and Techniques

The project specification will provide a clear statement of the archaeological objectives,
detailing the relevant aims, objectives and recording strategies.

The general requirements are as follows:

{i) All existing archaeological information relating to an area up to 500m beyond the site
boundary will be reviewed.

(i) The sources consulted in the literature survey shall be listed in the project
specification. Relevant sources should be selected against the requirements of the
specification. The main sources of information consulted should be:

. Wokingham Sites and Monuments Record
. Listed Buildings

. Cartographic Sources

. Documentary Sources

. Aerial Photographic Sources

. Local Information

(i) The literature survey shall be in line with the Standard and Guidance for Desk-Based
Assessment issued by the IFA.

The site archive shall contain all the data collected during the assessment including sources
consulted, walk-over records and photographs. It shall be ordered, indexed and internally
consistent.

Archive consolidation shall be undertaken immediately following the conclusion of fieldwork.
The integrity of the primary records shall be preserved. Security copies in digital or fiche

format shall be maintained where appropriate.

Reporting Requirements
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4
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10.1

11

1.1

A report should be produced no later than 2 weeks after the completion of the fieldwork.
The report will address the aims and objectives of the project.
An estimate of time and staff resources required for report production should be provided.

Details of style and format to be determined by the archaeological contractor. In any event it
should include:-

(a) plans at appropriate scales showing the survey area, and features located;

{b) a summary table and descriptive text;

(c) an evaluation of the quality and reliability of the avaitable evidence;

(d) any recommendations for any need or potential for the evidence to be supplemented

by a field evaluation to provide the necessary information for planning purposes.

{e) a consideration of evidence within the wider setting;

Standards

The project should be carried out to the highest professional standards and conform to the [FA
Code of Conduct and Code of Practice.

The project will aim to achieve the IFA Standard for Desk-Based Assessment. The IFA's
Code of approved Practice for the Regulation of Contractual Arrangements in Field
Archaeology will be applied throughout the selection procedure and contract period.

Archive Deposition

Provision should be made for the deposition of the archive in an appropriate local authority
museum. The museum should be advised of the proposed investigation before excavation
starts. The archive should be prepared in accordance with the guidelines published in
Guidelines for the preparation of Excavation Archives for long-term storage (United Kingdom
Institute for Conservation, 1990) and Standards in the Museum care of archaeological
collections (Museums and Galleries Commission, 1994)

Publication and Dissemination

A copy of the resuits will be supplied to the Wokingham SMR on the understanding that this
will become a public document after an appropriate period of time {usually not exceeding six
months).

The archaeological contractor will supply the SMR with a full set of catalogued slides taken

during the projects, together with selected negatives, for future use in lectures, publications, or
other publicity material.
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An estimate of time and staff resources required for report production should be provided.
This should include details of arrangements for specialist conservation and analysis of
artefacts and ecofacts.

Details of style and format to be determined by the archaeological contractor, using a
minimum font size of 10 points. However, the report must have a front sheet providing the
following information:

Site Name

Grid reference

Site activity type (e.g. evaluation trenching, geophysical survey, fieldwalking, etc.)
Date & duration of project

Site code

Area of site

Summary of results

Monuments identified (this must be referenced to the RCHME Thesaurus of Monument
Types)

# Location and reference of archive

The report should include:-

(0 a summary of the project's background,

(i) the site location;

(i) a methodology;

(iv) a description of the project's results;

(v) an interpretation of the results in the appropriate context;

(vi) a summary of the contents of the project archive and its location ({including
summary catalogues of finds and samples),

(vii) site layout plans on an Ordnance Survey base, with the location of the
trenches superimposed on the results of any earlier, non-intrusive surveys;

(vii)  plans of each trench or area;

(ix) trench sections and feature sections;

(x) site matrices where appropriate;

{Xi) a consideration of evidence within the wider setting.

Oasis Project Reporting

The Wokingham SMR is taking part in the pilot study for the Online Access to Index of
Archaeological Investigations (OASIS) project. The overall aim of the QASIS project is to
provide an online index to the mass of archaeological grey literature that has been produced
as a result of the advent of large-scale developer funded fieldwork. The archaeological
contractor must therefore complete the online OASIS form at
http:/fads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/. If the archaeological contractor does not have internet
access a paper copy of the form can be obtained from the Wokingham SMR, Babtie Group,
School Green, Shinfield, Reading RG2 9HL. Contractors are advised to contact the
Wokingham SMR prior to completing the form. Once a report has become a public document
by forming part of a planning application, Wokingham District Council wilt place the information
on a website. Please ensure that you and your client agree to this procedure in writing as part
of the process of submitting the report to the Principal Archaeologist.
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13 Other Factors

13.1  The specification may be varied, subject to agreement between the contractor, the
landowner/developer and Babtie Group, in response to significant discoveries during the
evaluation process.

13.2  Once a satisfactory report has been submitted a completion notice may be issued to the
applicant if requested. The notice wilt confirm that the archaeological scheme of work has
been completed and that it has complied to the brief and is of an acceptable standard. This
notice has no statutory force, but if the work has been undertaken as part of a planning
application, the planning authority may require it as proof of compliance with a planning
condition or before they determine an application.
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13.1

13.2

Other Factors

The specification may be varied, subject to agreement between the contractor, the
landowner/developer and Babtie Group, in response to significant discoveries during the

evaluation process.

Once a satisfactory report has been submitted a completion notice may be issued to the
applicant if requested. The notice will confirm that the archaeological scheme of work has
been completed and that it has complied to the brief and is of an acceptable standard. This
notice has no statutory force, but if the work has been undertaken as part of a planning
application, the planning authority may require it as proof of compliance with a planning
condition or before they determine an application.
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IFA REGISTERED ARCHAEOLOGICAL ORGANISATIONS

Albion Archaeology
AMS Ltd T/A
Foundations Archaeology

AOC Archaeology Group

Archaeological Project
Services

Archaeological Services &
Consultancy Ltd

Archaeology South-East

Atkins Heritage

Bath Archaeological Trust

Archaeology and Heritage
Management Division
BUFAU & Ironbridge Institute

Cambria Archaeology (Dyfed
Archaeological Trust)

Cambridgeshire County
Council Archaeological Field
Unit

CgMs Consulting

CKC Archaeology

Clywd-Powys Archaeological
Trust

Colchester Archaeological
Trust Ltd

58898
2.4.03

St Mary's Church, St Mary's
Street, Bedford MK42 DAS

109 Albion Street, Swindon
SN1 BLP

Unit 7, Edgefield Industnial
Estate, Edgefield Road,
Loanhead EHZ0 95Y

The Old Schocl, Cameron
Street, Heckington, Sleafarc,
NG34 9RW

Letchworth House, Chesney
Wold, Bleak Hall, Milton
Keynes MK& 1NE

1 West Street, Ditchling,
Hassocks, Sussex BNE 8TS

Woodcote Grove, Ashiey Road,
Epsom, Surrey KT18 5BW

13 Brassmill Enterprise Centre,
Brassmill Lane, Bath BA1 3JN

The Institute of Archaeoiogy
and Antinguity, University of
Birmingham, Edgbaston,
Rirmingham B15 2TT

The Shire Hall, Carmarthen
Street, Llandeilo,
Carmarthenshire SA18 5AF

Archagology Feld Cftice,
Fulborn Community Centre,
Hagais Gap, Fulborn,
Cambridge CB1 5HD

Newspaper House, 7" Floor,
8-16 Great New Street, London
EC4A 3BN

71 Upper Barn Copse, Fair
Oak, Eastleigh, Hampshire
SO5C 808

7a Church Street, Welshpool,
Powys, SY21 7DL

12 Lexden Road, Colchester,
Essex CO3 3NF

01234 294 001-08
office@albion-arch.com

01793 b25993
admin@foundations.co.uk

0131 440 3583
iyndas@aocsot.co.uk

01529 461 618
infor@apsarchaeclogy.co.uk

(01908 6083989
office@archaeological-
Services.co.uk

01273 8454397
fau@ucl.ac.uk

01372 726 140
janet miller@atkinsglobal.com

01225 329655/471771
peter.davenport@batharchaeology.
org.uk

0121 414 5513
arch-ant@bham.ac uk

01558 823 121
cambria@acadat.com

01223576 201/8871 614
Arch.Field. Unit@libraries.camcnty.
gov.uk

020 7583 6787
paul chadwick@cgms co.uk

0238088 5232
ccurre2s60@acl.com

01938 553670
trust@cpat.org.uk

01206 541 051
colchester-arch-trust.co.uk
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IFA REGISTERED ARCHAEOLOGICAL ORGANISATIONS

Cotswold Archaeology

Ed Dennison Archaeoclogical
Services Ltd

Field Archaeology Unit
Essex County Council

Gifford and Partners Ltd

Gill Andrews Archaeological
Consultant

Glamorgan-Gwent
Archaeological Trust Ltd

Archaeology Service
Gloucestershire County
Council

Gwynedd Archaeological Trust
Ltd

Hawkshead Archaeclogy &
Conservation

Headland Archaeology Ltd

The Heritage Network

Hertfordshire Archaeological
Trust

Historic Environment
Conservation

John Moore Heritage Services

John Samuels Archaeological
Consultants

University of Leicester
Archaeological Services

588¢8
2403

HQ Buiiding, Unit 8, Kemble
Business Park, Cirencester
GL7 BBQ

18 Springdale Way, Beverley,
East Yorkshire HU17 8NU

Fairfield Court, Farfield Road,
Braintree, Fssex CM7 3YQ

Carlten House, Ringwood
Road, Woodlands,
Scuthampton 5040 7HT

4 Beechworth Road, Havant,
Hampshire POZ 1AX

Heathfield House, Heathfield,
Swansea SA1 BEL

Environment Department
Shire Hall, Gloucester GL1 2TH

Craig Bueno, Garth Road,
Bangor, Gwynedd LL57 2RT

Hawkshead Home Farm,
Highfieid Lane, Bolton-le-
Sands, Carnforth, Lancs

LAS BAE

13 Jane Street, Edinburgh EH6
BHE

12 Royston Road, Baldock,
Hertfordshire SG7 6NT

The Seed Warehouse,
Maidenhead Yard, The Wash,
Hertford SG14 1PX

Suttens, 2-3 Cldway, Bletsoe,
Bedford MK44 1QG

Long White Cloud, Waterperry
Road, Holton, Oxfordshire
OX33 1PW

The Manor, South Street,
Normanton-on-Trent, Newark
NG23 6RQ

University of Leicester,
University Road, Leicester
LE1 7RH

-2

01285 771 022
info@cotswoldarch.org.uk

01482 870723
EDArchServ@acl.com

01376 331 431
mark.atkinson@essexcc,gov.uk

023 8081 7500
archaeoiogy.soton@gifford-
consulting.co.uk

(023 9245 3589
gill.andrews@virgin.net

01792 655 208

014562 425683
Jwills@giosce.gov.uk

01248 352 535
gat@heneb.co.uk

01524 733 492
gillchitty@hawksheadac.fsnat.co uk

0131 467 770b
stephen@headlandarchzeology com

01462 893 288
enquiries@neritagenetwork.co.uk

01992 558 170
herts.archtrust@virgin.net
01234 781 178
dbb@suttons.org.uk
{1865 876 637

Jmhs8g@hotmail.com

01636 821 727
jsac@btconnect.com

0116 257 2848
pne3@le.ac.uk/rb16@le.ac.uk
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IFA REGISTERED ARCHAEOLOGICAL ORGANISATIONS

MillsWhipp Projects Ltd

Museum of London
Archaeological Service

Network Archaeology Lid
Northamptonshire
Archaeology

Oxford Archaeclogy

Phoenix Consulting
Archaeology Ltd

Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd

Stratascan Ltd

Sussex Archaeological Society

Warwickshire Museum Field
Services (Archaeology)

Wessex Archaeclogy
Worcestershire Archaeological

Service

York Archaeological Trust

58888
2.4.03

The Finsbury Business Centre,

40 Bowling Green Lane,
London EC1R ONE

Mortimer Wheeler House,
46 Eagle Wharf Read,
London N1 7ED

28 West Parade, Lincoln
LNT1JT

2 Bolton House, Wootton Hall
Park, Northampton NN4 8BE

Janus House, Osney Mead,
Oxford OX2 0ES

Victoria House, 10 Windsor
Street, Woiverton, Miton
Keynes, MK12 BAU

Unit 54, Brockley Cross
Business Centre, Endwell
Road, London SE4 2PD

Geophysical & Specialist
Survey Services, Vineyard
House, Upper Hook Road,
Upton Upon Severn, Warcs
WRSB 0SA

Bull House, 92 High Street,
Lewes, East Sussex BN7 1XH

The Butts, Warwick CV34 455

Portway House, Old Sarum
Park, Salisbury SP4 6EB

Worcestershire County
Council, Woodbury Hall,
University College Worcester,
Henwick Grove, Worcester
WR2 6AJ

Cromwell House, 13 Ogleforth,

York YC1 7FG

LJ

020 7415 7044
mills. whipp@which net

0207413 2200
molas@molas.crg.uk

01522 532 621
admin@netarch co.uk

01804 700 4393/4
sparry@northamptonshire.gov.uk

01865 263 80C
maii@oxfordarch.co.uk

01908 225 898
office@phoenix-ar.demaen.co.uk

020 763% 9091/0439
info@pre-construct.com

01584 592 266
ppb@stratascan.co.uk

01273 486 260
ceo@sussexpast.co.uk

01926 412 276
fieldarchaeciogy@warwickshire.gov.
uk

01722 326 867
info@wessexarch.co.uk

01905 855 455
mboegaard@worcestershire.gov.uk

01904 663000
enquiries@vyorkarchaeclogy.co.uk
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Tel: (0118) 974 6451 (Direct Line)
Fax: (0118) 974 6484

Date: 3 September, 2003

My ref:  S0O/2003/9974

Your ref: PLANNING/189394/AT/120803

Environmental Scrvices Department

Planning Services

P.0O. Box 157

Alison Te
ro Shute End, Wokingham

CB Richard Ellis Berkshire RG40 1 WR
Kl_ngsley House Tel: (0118) 974 6060
Wimpole Street Fax: (0118) 974 6484
London Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991
WI1G ORE DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear Ms Tero

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT)
(ENGLAND AND WALES) REGULATIONS 1999.

PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE,
ARBORFIELD.

I refer to your letter of the 12" of August 2003 requesting a screening opinion under
Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999. Your request relates to proposed residential
development with open space and a petrol filling station on land to the north of Wokingham
Lane, Arborfield.

1 confirm that the proposed scheme will not require an EIA under the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999,

[ can also confirm that in light of the likely contamination from previous uses an indepth and
comprehensive contaminated land assessment will be required for any application. As you
correctly set out in your letter this should be accompanied by a Transport Assessment, Noise
Assessment and Landscape and Visual Assessment.

The advice contained within this letter represents an officers opinion only and is made without
prejudice to any future planning application. It is not considered that residential re-
development of this site is acceptable in principle.

Please also note that this letter represents a re-issue of the letter of 14™ of February 2003, in
which Wokingham District Council advised that an Environmental Impact Assessment was
not required. This screening opinion was not formally registered whereas this new opinion
has been formally registered as an application and relevant details placed on the planning
Register.

Should you have any further questions on the above please do not hesitate to contact me.



Yours sincerely,

KERRIN LITHGOW
Principal Planning Officer — Southern Parishes
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Tel ., _)101 18) 974 6229 (Direct Ling)
E-Maik: ténya.davies@wokingham.gov.uk
Date: 14 February 2003

My ref: TD/eia screen/ Arborfield

Environmental Services Department

Ms A Tero

Planning Services

Associate Director

CB Hillier Parker, P.O. Box 157
77 Grosvenor Street Shute End, Wokingham

’ Berkshire RG40 1WR
Wi Fax: (0118) 974 6484
WK ST Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991

DX: 33506 — Wokingham

Dear Ms Tero

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment} (England and
Wales) Regulations 1999

Proposed Redevelopment Of Land To The North Of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield.

| refer to your letter dated 23 January 2003 requesting a screening opinion under
Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999. Your request relates to proposed residential
development with open space and a petrol filling station on land to the north of
Wokingham Lane, Arborfield.

{ confirm that the proposed scheme will not require an EIA under the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1999.

| can also confirm that in light of the likely contamination from previous uses an
indepth and comprehensive contaminated land assessment will be required. As you
correctly set out in your letter this should be accompanied by a Transport
Assessment, Noise Assessment and Landscape and Visual Assessment.

The advice contained within this letter represents an officers opinion only and is made
without prejudice to any future planning application. However, this letter does represent
a formal screening opinion.

Piease contact Tanya Davies if you have any queries.

Yours faithfully

e

A Cronin
Head of Planning and Transportation

v KNS ke
e
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INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY CONSULTANTS CB ﬂ Hi“ier quker

CB Hillier Parker Limited

77 Grosvenar Street
London WIK ur

Telephone 0207629 7666
Direct Line 020 7882 8151

District Planning Officer

Ty
i
4
{

Wokingham District Council T ke 02078828755
Civic Offices . ctero@chhillierparker.com
Shute End : Our rel PPGYAT/AJH

. fSur ref
Wokingham _; Ty

Berkshire RG40 I1BN y 2003

Dear Sir
ARBORFIELD - LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE

We are instructed by Harbour Properties (Homes) Ltd as planning consultants in relation to the
proposed redevelopment of the land to the north of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield.

As we discussed at a meeting with Kerrin Lithgow, Planning Officer, it is proposed that the
redevelopment of the area will comprise a residential development with associated open space and
access arrangements.

Request for a Screening Opinion

Tt is our client’s intention to submit an outline planning application for redevelopment within the near
future. Therefore our purpose in writing to you is to request a screening opinion from you as to
whether you will require a full Environmental Impact Statement. In our opinion, a full Environmental
Impact Statement is unlikely to be necessary, for the reasons given below.

This application for a screening opinion is made pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulation 1999 and we shall be
grateful to have the Council’s opinion within the three weeks period specified in Regulation 5(4).
The Regulations state that Environmental Impact Assessments are required for Schedule 2 projects
when there are likely to be significant effects on the environment. Clearly the intention of the
Regulations is to avoid the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment on the majority of
development projects, all of which will inevitably have some effect on the environment. When
assessing whether an environmental assessment is required for a Schedute 2 project, the guidance
suggests that the three main criteria are:

1) Major developments which are of more than local importance;
1) Developments which are proposed for particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable
locations;

111} Developments with unusually complex and potentially hazardous environmental effects.

www.cbhillierparker.com 60@ l%\

Registered in England Mo 23536032 Registered office 77 Grosvenar Street Londan W1A 2BT e
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Site and Surroundings

The site is located to the west of the A327 and to the north of Wokingham Lane, in Arborfield.
Wokingham Lane runs parallel to the south eastern boundary of the site and it is a public right of way
known as Bridleway 15. The north western and north eastern boundaries of the site lie adjacent to
open countryside, and the eastern boundary of the site is formed by the A327. To the east of the
A327 is located the former MoD Garrison which is now in the process of partial redevelopment for
residential use.

To the south of Wokingham Lane is located part of the former MoD Barracks which has secured
outline planning permission for residential development.

According to the Environment Agency indicative floodplain map, the site is located some distance
away from the floodplain.

The overall subject site contains a variety of uses including residential caravans, scrap metal and
industrial and open space. These are outlined below.

Site 1 — Highfield Park

The site is known as Highfield Park and has been used as a gypsy caravan park for some years under
a temporary planning permission. We understand that planning permission was granted on a
permanent basis in 1999,

Site 2 - LT Dunn’s Land

This land has been used as a vehicle breaker’s scrap yard, although it does not have planning
permission for such use. We understand that the local planning authority has commenced
enforcement proceedings on several occasions.

Site 3 - Boundoak

Boundoak comprises the western part of the site. In November 1995 this land obtained a Certificate
of Lawful Use for “the use as storage, collection, transportation and return of scaffold plant” on the
basis of over 10 years continuous use. Planning permission was granted in March 1996 for “use of
agricultural buildings for B1(c) light industrial use) B2 (general industrial use) and use for vintage
vehicle restoration”

Site 4 - DR Walkers Land

Planning permission was granted at appeal in August 1999 for “the proposed demolition of an
existing building, erection of a replacement building and its use for parking and maintenance of
transport/haulage contractors vehicles with vehicle manoeuvring and staff parking on associated land

khl
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Description of Proposed Development

The proposed development will involve the removal of the existing vehicle breakers scrap metal yard,
the outdoor storage and transport/haulage uses and the gypsy caravan park and the redevelopment of
the site for residential purposes. The development will incorporate amenity open space. The
development will incorporate a mixture of dwelling types and a proportion of affordable housing. In
addition, the proposal includes the provision of a Petrol Filling Station, to be located adjacent to the
A327.

Part of the proposed development site is identified in the emerging Local Plan as a Wildlife Heritage
Site. We understand that the Local Planning Authority have recently undertaken a survey of the areas
to the west of the A327 to assess whether they are worthy of designation. We understand that the
survey has identified that the land which lies within the proposed development boundary 1s not
worthy of protection and the Local Planning Authority are proposing to remove the designation. The
proposed development will not infringe onto any areas of existing woodland.

With regard to the three major criteria in the Regulations, in our opinion:

1) The proposed development will not be a major development of more than local
importance. On the contrary, it will only be of local importance.

i) The location is not a particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable location. Indeed
much of the site is a previously developed site.

iii) The proposed development will not be unusually complex and neither will it generate
potentially hazardous environmental effects. On the contrary, there is likely to be a
beneficial effect on the local environment when compared to the existing use of the site,

In any event, when the outline planning application is submitted, it will be accompanied by
supporting documentation as required by the Planning Officer handling the case. At this stage we
anticipate that the following will be required.

Transportation Assessment

Noise Assessment

Contaminated Land Assessment
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

Conclusion

For the reasons set out above, in our opinion the proposed development should not require a full
Environmental Impact Assessment because the proposed development would not have a significant
environmental impact. We would welcome the Council’s formal screening opinion as soon as
possible so that the outline application can be finalised and submitted.

462171
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If you need any further information or assistance to enable the Council to determine this application
within the three week period specified in Regulation 5(4) please contact Alison Tero at this office as
soon as possible.

Yours sincerely

A e

ALISON TERO
Associate Director

462171
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INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY CONSULTANTS CB Hi“ier Parker

CB Hillier Parker Limited

77 Grosvenor Streel
london WI1K 3T

45542

..Jelephone. .. 020 7629 7466
Birect Line : (020 7882 8151
" Fox ' (20 7882 8755
“atero@cbhillierparker.com
Qurrel PPEG/189394/AT/290103
¢ ARBORFIELD PreApps/Tanya

Principal Development Control Officer
Planning Services
Wokingham District Council

1 AL nnreT
G aad Your

) Dayis
PO Box 157
Shute End 29 Janiiary 2003
Wokingham P A A T L

Berkshire RG40 1WR

Dear Sir
ARBORFIELD - LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM IL.ANE

1 am writing in response to your letter dated 27 January 2003 in respect of our letter dated 23 January
in which we requested a formal screening opinion as to whether an Environmental Assessment is
required for the redevelopment of the site to the north of Wokingham Lane as identified on the site
plan.

In your letter you state that an ‘informal officer opinion’ is sought. This is absolutely not the case.
As clearly outlined in our letter of the 23 ] anuary 2003, that we have applied to you, on behalf of our
client, for a formal screening opinion. This application is made pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulation 1999,

As we further note in our letter, we wish to have the Council’s opinion to be issued within three
weeks, as specified in Regulation 5(4) of those Regulations.

I would clarify that in our letter of 23 J anuary 2003, we are not seeking pre-application advice on the
acceptability of the scheme. This is a formal screening opinion request.

I look forward to receiving your confirmation that you will be issuing your Screening Opinion within
the statutory time period. I would also be gratcful if you could ensure that all correspondence is made
for my attention.

Yours sincerely

A G

Alison Tero
Associate Director
For and on behalf of CB Hillier Parker

CC.  Douglas Maggs ~ Harbour Properties (Homes) Ltd
Mark Wyatt — Holborn Properties

492772 [R) ¥
www chhillierparker com 607Q uw
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Memo

To: Suzanne McLaughlin  Public Protection From: Tanya Davies
Andy Glencross Dinton Pastures Senior Planning Officer
Roger Johnston Drainage Development Control
Graham Ritchie Planning Policy X 6229

Neil Etherington Landscape

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999.

EIA Screening Opinion

Land to the North of Wokingham Lane, Aborfield.

Please find a letter attached from Hillier Parker outlining their intention to develop the
above site for housing and a petrol station. | have been asked to provide an EIA
screening opinion and any comments would be appreciated.

If you need any extra information about the EIA process the ODPM website is very
useful, the address is http://www.planning.odpm.gov.uk/eia/guide/

| need any comments by 11 February 2003, sorry for the limited amount of time, but
we have to respond within 21 days.

Please contact me with any queries.

»’j(?’\ﬂ“{ff‘ |
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From: John Mullaney

Sent: 04 February 2003 17:32

To: Tanya Davies

Cc: Suzanne McLaughlin

Subject: ElZ Screening Opinion-Land {o the North of Wokingham Lane

| have considered the proposal and conclude that from an environmental health perspective a full Environmental
Impact Assessment is not required. The applicant is aware of the possibility that much of the site is contaminated from
current and previous use and an indepth and comprehensive contaminated land assessment will be required. The
applicant has also anticipated that a noise assessment will be required.

If you require any further information please contact me.

John Multaney

Acting Principal Environmental Health Officer
Environmental Protection and Housing
Wokingham District Council

Tel. 0118 974 6766

Fax. 0118 974 6401
john.mullaney@wokingham.gov.uk
www.wokingham.gov.uk
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Memo 4{% 4

To: Suzanne Mclaughlin  Public Protection From: Tanya Davies
Andy Glencross Dinton Pastures Senior Planning Officer
Roger Johnston Drainage Development Control
Qa;'f‘igr,’r:,ﬁitchie Planning Policy X 6229
NelEtherington Landscape :

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999.

EIA Screening Opinion

Land to the North of Wokingham Lane, Aborfield.

Please find a letter attached from Hillier Parker outlining their intention to develop the
above site for housing and a petrol station. | have been asked to provide an EIA

screening opinion and any comments would be appreciated.

If you need any extra information about the EIA process the ODPM website is very
useful, the address is hitp://www.planning.odpm.gov.uk/eia/guide/

[~
| need any comments by 11 February 2003, sorry for the limited amount of time, but
we have to respond within 21 days.

Please contact me with any queries.
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Memo

To: Suzanne McLaughlin  Public Protection From: Tanya Davies
Andy Glencross Dinton Pastures Senior Planning Officer
Roger Johnston Drainage Development Control
Graham Ritchie Planning Policy X 6229

Neil Etherington Landscape

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999.

EIA Screening Opinion

Land to the North of Wokingham Lane, Aborfield.

Please find a letter attached from Hillier Parker outlining their intention to develop the
above site for housing and a petrol station. | have been asked to provide an E1A

screening opinion and any comments would be appreciated.

If you need any extra information about the EIA process the ODPM website is very
useful, the address is htip://www.planning.odpm.gov.uk/eia/guide/

| need any comments by 11 February 2003, sorry for the limited amount of time, but
we have to respond within 21 days.

Please contact me with any queries.
Frogd i bt Mo oubline opplicabion  tsnbamn
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INTERNAfIONAL I:ROPERTY CONSULTANTS - -
CB IN Hillier Paricr

CB Hillier Parker Limited
77 Grosvenor Street
tondon WIK 3]T

7D .__EIA Sereernnyg

A e Telephone 020 7629 7664
e o Hiregtline 020 7882 8151
e 0207882 8755

District Planning Officer
Wokingham District Council

Civic Offices L atero@cohillierparker.com
Shute End Curref PPGJAT/AIH

Wokingham 2 4 JAMN 2(Fpor ret
Berkshire RG40 1BN

o T b R

TGS |24 _ 23 Januagy 2003
{5

Dear Sir
ARBORFIELD - LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM I.ANE

We are instructed by Harbour Properties (Homes) Ltd as planning consultants in relation to the
proposed redevelopment of the land to the north of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield.

As we discussed at a meeting with Kerrin Lithgow, Planning Officer, it is proposed that the
redevelopment of the area will comprise a residential development with associated open space and
access arrangements.

Request for a Screening Opinion

It is our client’s intention to submit an outline planning application for redevelopment within the near
future. Therefore our purpose in writing to you is to request a screening opinion from you as to
whether you will require a full Environmental Impact Statement. In our opinion, a full Environmental
Impact Statement is unlikely to be necessary, for the reasons given below.

This application for a screening opinion is made pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulation 1999 and we shall be
grateful to have the Council’s opinion within the three weeks period specified in Regulation 5(4).
The Regulations state that Environmental Impact Assessments are required for Schedule 2 projects
when there are likely to be significant effects on the environment. Clearly the intention of the
Regulations is to avoid the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment on the majority of
development projects, all of which will inevitably have some effect on the environment. When
assessing whether an environmental assessment is required for a Schedule 2 project, the guidance
suggests that the three main criteria are:

1) Major developments which are of more than local importance;
i1) Developments which are proposed for particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable
locations;

i) Developments with unusually complex and potentially hazardous environmental effects.

www.cbhillierparker.com
Registered in England Mo 3536032 Registered office 77 Grasvenor Strest London WIA 2BT
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Site and Surroundings

The site is located to the west of the A327 and to the north of Wokingham Lane, in Arborfield.
Wokingham Lane runs parallel to the south eastern boundary of the site and it is a public right of way
known as Bridleway 15. The north western and north eastern boundaries of the site lie adjacent to
open countryside, and the eastern boundary of the site is formed by the A327. To the east of the
A327 is located the former MoD Garrison which is now in the process of partial redevelopment for
residential use.

To the south of Wokingham Lane is located part of the former MoD Barracks which has secured
outline planning permission for residential development.

According to the Environment Agency indicative floodplain map, the site is located some distance
away from the floodplain.

The overall subject site contains a variety of uses including residential caravans, scrap metal and
industrial and open space. These are outlined below.

Site 1 — Highfield Park

The site is known as Highfield Park and has been used as a gypsy caravan park for some years under
a temporary planning permission. We understand that planning permission was granted on a
permanent basis in 1999.

Site 2 — LT Dunn’s Land

This land has been used as a vehicle breaker’s scrap yard, although it does not have planning
permission for such use. We understand that the local planning authority has commenced
enforcement proceedings on several occasions.

Site 3 — Boundoak

Boundoak comprises the western part of the site. In November 1995 this land obtained a Certificate
of Lawful Use for “the use as storage, collection, transportation and return of scaffold plant” on the
basis of over 10 years continuous use. Planning permission was granted in March 1996 for “use of
agricultural buildings for B1(c) light industrial use) B2 (general industrial use) and use for vintage
vehicle restoration”

Site 4 — DR Walkers Land

Planning permission was granted at appeal in August 1999 for “the proposed demolition of an
existing building, erection of a replacement building and its use for parking and maintenance of
transport/haulage contractors vehicles with vehicle manoeuvring and staff parking on associated land

”
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Description of Proposed Development

The proposed development will involve the removal of the existing vehicle breakers scrap metal yard,
the outdoor storage and transport/haulage uses and the gypsy caravan park and the redevelopment of
the site for residential purposes. The development will incorporate amenity open space. The
development will incorporate a mixture of dwelling types and a proportion of affordable housing. In
addition, the proposal includes the provision of a Petrol Filling Station, to be located adjacent to the
A327.

Part of the proposed development site is identified in the emerging Local Plan as a Wildlife Heritage
Site. We understand that the Local Planning Authority have recently undertaken a survey of the areas
to the west of the A327 to assess whether they are worthy of designation. We understand that the
survey has identified that the land which lies within the proposed development boundary is not
worthy of protection and the Local Planning Authority are proposing to remove the designation. Th~
proposed development will not infringe onto any areas of existing woodland.

With regard to the three major criteria in the Regulations, in our opinion:

1) The proposed development will not be a major development of more than local
importance. On the contrary, it will only be of local importance.

i1) The location is not a particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable location. Indeed
much of the site is a previously developed site.

i1i) The proposed development will not be unusually complex and neither will it generate
potentially hazardous environmental effects. On the contrary, there is likely to be a
beneficial effect on the local environment when compared to the existing use of the site.

In any event, when the outline planning application is submitted, it will be accompanied by
supporting documentation as required by the Planning Officer handling the case. At this stage we
anticipate that the following will be required.

e Transportation Assessment

¢ Noise Assessment

¢ (Contaminated Land Assessment

* Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Conclusion

For the reasons set out above, in our opinion the proposed development should not require a full
Environmental Impact Assessment because the proposed development would not have a significant
environmental impact. We would welcome the Council’s formal screening opinion as soon as
possible so that the outline application can be finalised and submitted.

462171
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If you need any further information or assistance to enable the Council to determine this application
within the three week period specified in Regulation 5(4) please contact Alison Tero at this office as
soon as possible.

Yours sincerely

) G

ALISON TERO
Associate Director

462171 T T
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Application Number: S0O/2003/9974 Map No:

Case Officer : Iy Site Area : 5-4'*5

Valid Date : {03 [0S Received Date: 13/08/2003
Level : Delegated Application Subjectto SAI: [1Yes [ No

Description : Application for Screening Opinion for residential re-development of
land with associated open space and access.

Location : Land North Of, Wokingham Lane, Arborfield, .

Parish : AB Ward : ABR

Applicant : C B Richard Ellis . 94 e 12 $iin ng
Application Cat: 0
Fee Required: £0.00 Fee Received: £0.00
Additional: .............coeieeeeeene or Refund: .......cooeiiiiiiinnn.
Enforcement Section to be notified [ (tckif requirea)
Additionalni-r;formation required for validation; -
REASON NOTES DATE REQ | DATE RECD

LOCATION PLANS

BLOCK PLANS

FORMS UNSIGNED

5.66 MISSING/INCORRECT/
UNSIGNED

ELEVATION PLANS

FLOOR PLANS

NO SCALE OR SCALE IS
IMPERIAL

ENCROACHMENT LETTER
REQUIRED

OTHER
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Is the site in a Conservation Area: [l Yes
Is the site a Listed Building: [ Yes [l No

Is a Statutory Advertisement required: [ Yes

| f "Yes" which one

O No

INTERNAL CONSULTATIONS

Building Control

Heritage (Harold Sanders)
Landscape

Trees

Environmental Health
Housing

Leisure & Cultural Services
Public Rights of Way Officer
Property

Policy & Plans

Joint Strategic Planning Unit
Archaeological Officer (BABTIE)
Education

Social Services

Highways

NEIGHBOURS

EXTERNAL CONSULTATIONS

Adjacent DPA :

Adjacent Parish :

SEB
British Gas
Qil pipeiline

Transco

it we

9754
Environment Agency
Railtrack

Police Arch Officer

HERITAGE BODIES
Victorian Society

The Georgian Group

Ancient Monuments Society
Council for British Arch

RCHME

NRPB (Telecommunications)
Sport England

Society for Proct' of Ancient Bldgs
English Heritage

OTHERS

178060 %
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Jenifer Jackson

Planning Services
Wokingham District Council
PO Box 157

Shute End

Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 TWR

Dear Jenifer

CBRE

\7 2 / B RICHARD ELLIS

i CB Richord Ellis Limited
77 Grosvenor Sreet
Llencor WK 3T

Switchboard 020 7182 2000

Fax . 02G 7182 2001
Direct Dial 02071822130
Email clison.tero@chre.com

Ourrel  PLANNING/189394/AT/120803
Yourrel  J)/2003 .62

12 August 2003

Gy

ARBORFIELD - LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE

Thank you for your fetter dated 6 August 2003 regarding the Screening Opinion issued by your
Authority on 14 February 2003. | am grateful for your assistance in ensuring this Environmental
Assessment Screening Opinion s correctly registered.

As requested | have enclosed a copy of the original letter and plan submitted to your Authority

seeking a formal screening opinion.

Please note that our company has recently changed name and is now called CB Richard Ellis. As of

Monday the 18™ August our contact details will be as follows.

Alison Tero

CB Richard Ellis
Kingsley House
Wimpole Street
Londen W1G ORE

FHook forward to hearing from you shortly.

Yours sincerely

! _\@)

Alison Tero
Associate Director
For and on behalf of CB Richard Ellis

\

537615

Registered in England No 3536032 Registered office 77 Grosvenor Street London W1K 3T

www. cbre.co,uk




CE I} Hillier Parket

CE Hillier Farker Limitec

77 Grosvenor Sireet
loncon WIK 237

Telephone 020 7629 7666

District Planning Officer lepho
Direct Line 020 7882 8151

Wokingham District Council Fox 020 7882 8755
Civic Offices atero@cbhillierparker.com
Shute End Our et PPG/AT/AIH
Wokingham fourre!

i BN
Berkshire RG40 1 23 Janvary 2003
Dear Sir

ARBORFIELD - LAND TO THE NORTH OF WOKINGHAM LANE

We are instructed by Harbour Properties (Homes) Ltd as planning consultants in relation to the
proposed redevelopment of the land to the north of Wokingham Lane, Arborfield.

As we discussed at a meeting with Kerrin Lithgow, Planning Officer, it is proposed that the
redevelopment of the area will comprise a residential development with associated open space and
access arrangements.

Request for a Screening Opinion Y 7 4 T2 80 03z

T is our client’s iniention to submit an outline planning application for redevelopment within the near
future. Therefore our purpose in writing 1o you is 10 request a screening opinion from you as to
whether you will require a full Environmental Impact Statement. In our opinion, a full Environmental
Impact Statement is unlikely to be necessary, for the reasons given below.

This application for a screening opinion is made pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulation 1999 and we shall be
grateful (o have the Council’s opinion within the three weeks period specified in Regulation 5(4).
The Regulations state that Environmental Impact Assessments are required for Schedule 2 projects
when there are Jikely to be significant effects on the environment. Clearly the intention of the
Regulations is 1o avoid the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment on the majority of
development projects, all of which will inevitably have some effect on the environment. When
assessing whether an environmental assessment is required for a Schedule 2 project, the guidance
suggests that the three main criteria are.

i) Major developments which are of more than local importance;
ii) Developments which are proposed for particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable
Jocations;

iiiy  Developments with unusually complex and potentially hazardous environmentat effects.
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Site and Surroundings

The site is located 10 the west of the A327 and 10 the north of Wokingham Lane, in Arborfield.
Wokingham Lane runs parallel to the south eastern boundary of the site and it is a public right of way
known as Bridleway 15. The north western and north eastern boundaries of the site lie adjacent to
open countryside, and the eastern boundary of the site is formed by the A327. To the east of the
A327 is located the former MoD Garrison which is now in the process of partial redevelopment for
residential use.

To the south of Wokingham Lane is located part of the former MoD Barracks which has secured
outline planning permission for residential development.

According to the Environment Agency indicative floodplain map, the site is located some distance
away from the floodplain.

The overall subject site contains a variety of uses including residential caravans, scrap metal and
industrial and open space. These are outlined below.

Site 1 ~ Highfield Park 6 Q74 122N

The site is known as Highfield Park and has been used as a gypsy caravan park for some years under
a temporary planning permission. We understand that planning permission was granted on a
permanent basis in 1999.

Site 2 — LT Dunn’s Land

This land has been used as a vehicle breaker’s scrap yard, although it does not have planning
permission for such use. We understand that the local planning authority has commenced
enforcement proceedings on several occasions.

Site 3 — Boundoak

Boundoak comprises the western part of the site. In November 1995 this land obtained a Certificate
of Lawful Use for “the use as storage, collection, transportation and return of scaffold plant” on the
basis of over 10 years continuous use. Planning permission was granted in March 1996 for “use of
agricultural buildings for B1(c) light industrial use) B2 (general industrial use) and use for vintage
vehicle restoration”

Site 4 - DR Walkers Land
Planning permission was granted at appeal in August 1999 for “the proposed demolition of an

existing building, erection of a replacement building and its use for parking and maintenance of
transport/haulage contractors vehicles with vehicle manoeuvring and staff parking on associated land

32
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Description of Proposed Development

The proposed development will involve the removal of the exisung vehicle breakers scrap metal yard,
the outdoor storage and transport/haulage uses and the gypsy caravan park and the redevelopment of
the site for residential purposes. The development will incorporate amenity open space. The
development will incorporate a mixture of dwelling types and a proportion of affordable housing. In
addition, the proposal includes the provision of a Petrol Filling Station, to be located adjacent to the
A327.

Part of the proposed development site is identified in the emerging Local Plan as a Wildlife Hentage
Site. We understand that the Local Planning Authority have recently undertaken a survey of the areas
10 the west of the A327 to assess whether they are worthy of designation. We understand that the
survey has identified that the land which lies within the proposed development boundary 1s not
worthy of protection and the Local Planning Authority are proposing to remove the designation. The
proposed development will not infringe onto any areas of existing woodland.

With regard to the three major criteria in the Regulations, in our opinion:

i) The proposed development will not be a major development of more than local
importance. On the contrary, it will only be of local importance.

i1) The location is not a particularly environmentally sensitive or vulnerable location. Indeed
much of the site is a previously developed site.

1) The proposed development will not be unusually complex and neither will it generate
potentially hazardous environmental effects. On the contrary, there is likely to be a
beneficial effect on the local environment when compared to the existing use of the site.

In any event, when the outline planning application is submitted, it will be accompanied by
supporting documentation as required by the Planning Officer handling the case. At this stage we
anticipate that the following will be required.

e Transportation Assessment AR A
s Noise Assessment 04 A e
s Contaminated Land Assessment

e Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

Conclusion

For the reasons set out above, in our opinion the proposed development should not require a full
Environmental Impact Assessment because the proposed development would not have a significant
environmental impact. We would welcome the Council’s formal screening opinion as soon as
possible so that the outline application can be fmnalised and submitted.

462171 624
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1f vou need any further information or assistance 1o enable the Council to determine this application
within the three week period specified in Regulation 5(4) please contact Alison Tero at this office as
soon as possible.

Yours sincerely

ALISON TERO
Associate Director

N
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APPLICATION NO:

F/1999/0128

LOCATION:
L.and Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley
Road Reading.

APPLICANT:
Messrs Bowyers,Bowyers Cooper & Collins
C/O Michael Cox Associates

PROPOSAL:
Proposed change of use of land to gipsy
caravan site.

EARLIEST DATE FOR DECISION: 06/01/2000

APPLICATION EXPIRY DATE: 18/01/2000

CASE OFFICER: Angela Odell




WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS

Notification of Refusal of Permission

Messrs Bowyers, Bowyers Cooper &.Collins
C/0 Michael Cox Associates

17 Cuckfield Road

" HURSTPIERPOINT

West Sussex

BN6 9RT

Application Number: F/1999/0128
Parish: ARBORFIELD

Location: _ Land Adjacent To Highfield Park , Eversley Road,
Arborfield Cross, Reading

Proposal: Proposed change of use of land to gypsy caravan site

The Wokingham District Council in pursuance of their powers under the above
Acts and Regulations hereby Refuse Permission for carrying out the above
development in accordance with the application and the accompanying plans
submitted to the Council subject to compliance with the following conditions, the
reasons for which are specified hereunder.

Reason

1. The proposed development would consolidate existing sporadic
development and have a detrimental effect on the character and appearance of
this predominantly rural area in a gap between settlements. The proposal is
therefore contrary to Berkshire Structure Plan Policies C2 and C86, Loddon Area
Local Plan Policies LTV2 and LC1 and to Wokingham District Local Plan
(Deposit Draft) Policies WCC1 and WCC2. The Local Planning Authority does
not consider that the gypsy status of the applicants nor their personal
circumstances outweigh these objections.

Informative
The applicants are advised that if the proposal had been considered acceptable
in principle the following would have been required:

1) A noise survey to assess the impact of noise on residents of the proposed
site. Should the impact of noise be significant then proposals to mitigate the
impact of noise would also have been required prior to the granting of
planning permission.

629




2) The implementation of an archaeological watching brief in accordance with
a written scheme of investigation submitted by the applicant and approved
by Wokingham District Council.

Head of Planning and Transportati
Date: 08 March 2000 |

If this notice grants permissicn to proceed with the proposal the applicant is reminded that it relates to planning
permission only and does not constitute approval under any other legislation including Building Regulations.
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WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM

From: Tom Callaghan, Highways My Ref: P1[F/1999/0128]
To: Angela Odell, Planning Your Ref: F/1999/0128]

Date: 7 March 2000

PLANNING APPLICATION F/1999/0128
PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF LAND TO GYPSY CARAVAN SITE - LAND ADJACENT TO
HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD.

I can confirm that provided the number of pitches is limited to a maximum of 4, the Highway Authority raises no
.bj ection to the proposed development.

Tom Callaghan.

631




Application Number : F/1999/0128
Conditions/Reasons for Refusal

No | Std Con| Std Reas Non Std Conditions / Reasons for Refusal

"Q‘1-< TS VR Lm0 o - e . Tt L . . .
‘The proposed development would consolidate existing sporadic development and have a.
[ detrimental effect on the character and-appearance of this predominantly rural area in a gap
- between settlements. The proposal is therefore contrary to Berkshire Structure Plan Policies
L C2and C6, Loddew  AreaLocal Plan Policies L_TV?2 and LC1 and to Wokingham ‘District
Local Plan-(Deposit Draft) Policies WCC1 and WCC2. The Local Planning Authority does not
consider that the gypsy ‘status of the applicants nior their personal circumstances. outweigh
- these objections. | -
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Ef:hem? of investigation submitted by the applicant and approved by Wokingham District
ounci, ‘
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RECORD OF SITE VISIT

SITE ADDRESS: Land Adjacent To

OFFICER: Angela Odeli
Highfield Park Eversley Road Reading.

DATE OF SITE VISIT:.. 2./ 2:49. ...

APPLICATION NUMBER: F/1999/0128

1 SITE/STATUTORY NOTICE DISPLAYED 7 Neo . Wﬂm

2. DESCRIPTION OF SURROUNDINGS PMM’(:? Y - TP

3. DESCRIPTION OF SITE/BUILDING TFe \Jacakpis - otfowe ksl o

4. RELATIONSHIP TO ADJOINING PROPERTIES Cppe~f jad ks N
b ree ATy Oy ks

5. SITE CONSTRAINTS

TREES

ACCESS/PARKING

LEVELS

BOUNDARY TREATMENT OV hadpeborowel.  pre oy
oTHERs 7 St Busd bortore lowilnng-Rle.
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WORK SHEET FOR : Angela Odell
Application Number : F/1999/0128

Applicant : Messrs Bowyers,Bowyers Cooper & Collins C/O Michael Cox
Associates.

Location : Land Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield Cross.

Proposal : Proposed change of use of land to gipsy caravan site.

Site Notice Displayed 7 : YES NO DATE
v
\ ® Date of Neighbour Notifications : . bk, S0%enr, Hohfuddd, Pt rer. ¢ Z
Date Of Site ViSit : e 220 L 2 Do emnessarsssssanssmsassssssessssssssssassssns

‘ Date Registered : 23/11/1999

Earliest Date for Decision ; 06/01/2000

Latest Consultation Date/Site Notice Expiry Date : 06/01/2000
Application Expiry Date: 18/01/2000

Consultation Responses : landscope {fiem. Ny
‘ fehans -
Erv Hoaldt o i Pee s o e L
- | fl oy, u-rud-c/, Powd t;xjw%(w i
® fo*wwv M% shodsdd bo sufpbed bofrn popo. 3 .
! P.c: Gues “'{}W‘*M bk contdey pro Caicase ciplions
duplisg- OB et ~ Guesre (s erncivndhnt it o el
handec g o Mool Uond- oty <mplomss Unnrmhort Lol 4 STEF
A te : : : T Pryead ot
Subwrl" o WDLPBD.  Concerbubr o JYpray §os ok FvkeAcls .
ﬂ_ f! f:E.w{—_: o - Ukl
Ha .M,,a, ac«lr«-ﬂ‘“
Plg::;?l 5

g Issues :

B bt o bl bandgug
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Application Number: F/1999/0128

Appraisal :

Auw_ms 3TE2-S _ Bofurik noqa«:, M@w
aleoL‘-mP-——i‘Lm»ﬂ::r { Mae Y

- rchen = b okt &0 @«L-G%G-Maﬂanqqﬁﬁtz.

wp ot h . . - 'u.‘: -
! [!1 ! |- - 12-;9-?‘”” 'ﬁbﬂn FZN :H.Moo-u.. {d49¢

- %m(W#MWaﬁé&#%&
1 &.ﬁjz., LA d=z cgend_%ﬁg]g fﬁ@e MWJ,M) “*df'k b‘\

Recomendation : Approval: D Refusal: Q/
(tick appropriate box)
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Other Material Considerations

Agent states the applicants are gypsies under Section 16 of the 1968 Act and
there is no evidence to dispute this. Special consideration is given to gypsy
proposals - Circular 1/94 and policies in plans: Berkshire Structure Plan: H11
(but this only refers to gypsy transit sites) and would not directly apply to a
permanent site which the applicants and owners have brought and intend to
occupy themselves. There is no policy specifically referring to gypsies in
Loddon Area Local Pian but LHE (residential caravan and mobile home sites)
states that such proposals will normally be subject to the same considerations
and policies as dwellings. Wokingham District Local Plan (Deposit Draft)
Policy Wh12 covers permanent gypsy caravan sites. This normally
considered favourable such proposals if : outside the Green Belt (the site is)
and (a) no adverse impact on the appearance of open character of the
countryside — there could be — see Section 1 above. (b) site is not visually
well contained and, although it could be made so to a limited extent through
bunding and landscaping, would still see the mobile homes through the
hedge from Everseley Road.

Circular _1/94 requires local authorities make provision for gypsies. But
paragraph 14 (last paragraph) states that whilst many sites may be found in
rural or semi-rural settings, care needs to be taken to ensure consistency with
countryside policies — this assessed above. The personal circumstances of
the applicants, including health problems noted. However, do not consider
that these circumstances and the gypsy status of the application outweigh the
harm to the character anq appearance of the countryside identified above. (#uo
P Aoditd P.c. aprermos roed),

Do not consider that the Highfield Park approval sets a precedent for allowing
the current applications, because the inspector made it clear that one of his
main reasons for allowing the appeal was that the families had been on the
site (or adjacent) for several years and had settled in the area, with children at
local schools etc., whereas current applicants have not been settled on the
site for some years. Also Highfield Park further away from Everseley Road
and less visually intrusive.

In addition, whilst each proposal must be considered on its own merits,
allowing the application could encourage further applications (inc.
refrospective one) for gypsy caravan sites in the countryside, with cumulative
harm to the character and appearance.
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Tel: (0118) 974 6445
Date: £ 2. oo
My ref: F/1999/0128

CONFIDENTIAL
Councillor Cowan
Birch House
Eversley Road Environmental Services Department
Arborfield Cross Planning Services
Reading ' P.O. Box 157
RG2 PG Shute End, Wokingham

Berkshire RG40 TWR
Tel: (0118) 974 6000
) : Fax: (0118) 974 6484
Dear Councillor : ‘ Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991
DX: 33505 — Wokingham

Application Number: F/1999/0128

Land Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield
Cross.

Proposed change of use of land to gipsy caravan site.

| write to let you know that the above mentloned application has been recommended for

sammami [ 1 . REFUSAL: E}/under delegated powers..

_If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contactAngela Odell on (0118).974 6445, If
you then feel the application needs to be transferred to the next available Development Control
Sub-Committee for decision please fill in the form below.

This form must be received no laterthan__t £ 2 .0 d

Sl

Head of PIaSnlng an nsportation

Yours falthfully

\%

=<

LISTING FORM

Case officer: Angela Odell Application Number: F/1999/0128
Land Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley Road Reading.
Proposed change of use of land to gipsy caravan site,

Transfer: Yes O No (1
Reason for Transfer:

Signed: Date:

Print Name:

NB. It would be helpful for speedy decision making if you could respond, even if you do not wish
this application to be transferred.
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WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM

From: Tom Callaghan, Highways My Ref: P1[F/1999/0128]
To: Angela Odell, Planning Your Ref: F/1999/0128]

Date: 7" March 2000

PLANNING APPLICATION F/1999/0128
PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF LAND TO GYPSY CARAVAN SITE ~ LAND ADJACENT TO
HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD.

I can confirm that provided the number of pitches is limited to a maximum of 4, the Highway Authority raises no
‘bjection to the proposed development.

Tom Callaghan.
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4 January 2000

Angela Odell

Planning Services
Wokingham District Council
P O Box 167

Shute End

Wokinghamn

RG40 1TWR

Dear Angela,

APPLICATION NO. F/1999/0128
LAND ADJACENT HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD CROSS

Having considered your consultation regarding the above application, | can confirm that
the development proposals have potential archaeological implications. The site is
immediately adjacent to the cropmark of a semi-circular enclosure of possible prehistoric
date. It is possible that any service trenches or topsoil stripping undertaken in connection
with development may disturb archaeological remains associated with the cropmark.

In line with guidance in PPG16, Berkshire Structure Plan Policy EN6G, Loddon Area Local
Plan Policy LBE22 and Wokingham District Local Plan Deposit Draft Policy WHE17, |
would recommend that the applicant be required to make provision for the recording of
any archaeclogical remains encountered. This should be by means of a watching brief
undertaken by a competent archaeological contractor.

This requirement should be secured using the following condition:

No development shall take place within the application site until the applicant has secured
the implementation of an archaeological watching brief in accordance with a written
scheme of investigation submitted by the applicant and approved by Wokingham District

Council.

Should the application be refused permission, these archaeological requirements should
be faken into account when hearing a subsequent appeal.

Yours sincerely,

Sefior Archaeologist

INSTITUTE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT 10799.doc @ 5G

Reg,,,,,gd Ervironmenliot
Impact AsSEHor

Babtie
Environmental

School Green
Shinfield

Reading

Berkshire RG2 9HL
Tel 0118 988 1555
Fax 0118 988 1666

Sa.0lie

A member of Babtie Group
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Aberdesn
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95 Bothwell Street
Glasgow G2 THX
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No: 141100
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ABORFIELD & NEWLAND PARISH COUNCIL

Temporary address: Birch House

Eversley Road

Arborfield Cross

Reading Berks

RG2 9PG

Tel: 0118 9760281, ;... - ey

Fax: 0118 9760934, "~ ..~ THYag
Attn Angela Odell “po T T *='~;-"§--———-—....._?
Senior Planning Officer e ';kO' P
Wokingham District Council It .
P.0.Box 157 Council Offices o —“{
Shute End i
Wokingham Berkshire L‘E.E’E‘S’T‘gﬁ- S

N I i

RG40 TWR .“_L___, o oy _: ?

2™ January 2000

P.A F/1999/0128 Change of use to gipsy caravan site
East of Highfield Park, Eversley Road, Arborfield Cross

There appears to be insufficient details on the above P.A. to fully consider the proposed change
of use.

The Parish Council has assumed that M Cox Associates has submitted the planning application
for four plots to be used as permanent residential gipsy caravan sites by Cooper, Bowers, Bowers
and Collins. There is no supporting evidence to show that the applicants are in need of
permanent dwellings, as the evidence produced for the appeal P.A. 97/66796/T gave Collins
permanent permission to stay on Highfield Park, Cooper already had an address as per the
petition and A. Cooper and M Cooper were granted permission at appeal P.A. 30309 in Riseley
and Bower have not been resident on the site for many years.

The Applicants have all been refused planning permission on the area of land now referred to as
A, B, Bl and C.

1. The Parish Council strongly opposes any further encroachment into the open countryside
and any development that impacts on the character and appearance of the surrounding
rural landscape.

2 The site cannot be concealed from the A327 and a bund would only emphasise an
unnatural landscape adjacent to the Eversley Road.

3 The site has not been submitted as an omitted gipsy caravan site in the Local Deposit
Draft Plan.

4. Arborfield has already had part of its Green Gap eroded by commercial users and a
permanent Caravan Park, therefore concentrating another 2 acres to another gipsy site is
unreasonable in a small village such as Arborfield. If there were a shortage of gipsy sites
in the Wokingham District dispersal across Wokingham would be a fairer solution to all
parishes.
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The Parish Council reiterates its objection to any redevelopment of the site as a commercial
enterprise or permanent/transit gipsy caravan site, or any re-alignment of our Green Gap’s
southern boundary.

Yours sincerely

2%

Mrs Katie Cowan
On behalf of Arborfield & Newland Parish Council
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Received by Wokingham District Council

Application No: F/1999/0128

Proposal:

Proposed change of use of land to gipsy caravan site,

Location:

Land Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield Cross.

The application is available for inspection at Wokingham District Council's
offices during the following times:

PLANNING DEPARTMENT, SHUTE END, WOKINGHAM TEL (0118) 974 6428
8.30 - 5.00 Monday - Thursday & 8.30 ~ 4.00 Friday

WOODLEY LIBRARY HEADLEY ROAD WOODLEY (9.30am - 7.00pm Mon, Thurs
& Fri. 9.30am - 5.00pm Tues, 9.30am - 1.00pm Saturday. closed all day
Wednesday)

Comments should be sent in writing QUOTING THE APPLICATION NUMBER to
the Case Officer Angela Odell P.O. Box 157 Council Offices, Shute End,
Wokingham Berkshire, RG40 1WR to arrive on or before 06/01/2000. Written
comments submitted will become available for public inspection.

In view of the very large number of planning applications and letters of
comment received, it will not normally be possible for an individual reply to
observations made. However any comments will be taken into account when
the application is determined and you will be notified of the decision.

Development Control Manager
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(| PLANNING SERVICES | FPT 2z &5 (o |
|POL LS
(06 \/ Ao ENF
WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNE‘%‘P_
MEMORANDUM i 07 JAN 2000
§ COPIES TO: ACK:
From: John Mullaney MyRef: JRM
To: Angela Odell Your Ref: 1/1999/0128
Planning Dept.
Date: 6/1/2000

LAND ADJACENT TO HIGHFIELD PARK, EVERSLEY ROAD, ARBORFIELD.

Having considered the environmental health implications of the above application I have no
objections in principle, however, due to the close proximity of the A327, 1 would recommend
that a noise survey be carried out to assess the impact of noise on residents of the proposed
site prior to the granting of planning permission. Should the impact of noise be significant
then proposals to mitigate the impact of noise should also be submitted prior to the granting
of planning permission.

John Mullaney
Environmental Health Officer
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TO: DEVELOPMENT CONTROL FROM: Environmental Design

Angela Odell
DATE: 4 January 2000
Location: Land Adjacent to Highfield Park, Eversley Road, Arborfield Cross
Proposal: PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE OF LAND TO GYPSY

CARAVAN SITE

Application Number:  F/1999/0128

In response to your consultation dated 13 December 1999 for the above application,
the landscape comments are as follows:

Although the site is located within a Green Gap designation, there are views to the
existing gypsy site and breakers yard within the adjacent countryside, which has
been degraded by these uses. The proposals are in keeping with the existing uses
adjoining the site and therefore would not be out of character in this area provided
that a suitable landscape scheme is submitted to separate, both physically and
visually, this land use with the agricultural land to the north.

MMA;L 5}1«4/&&2

Catherine Brimble
Landscape Architect
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THNOY 000G, o Z%WVT *
SUPPORTING STATEMENT SIS /08 8

The application is for the change of use of an area of unused and derelict land extending to
some Q.72 hectares to the south-east of Highfield Park for the stationing of gypsy caravans
for permanent residential occupation. The land is to be subdivided into four plots A, B, B1
and C and is to be occupied by the applicant families Collins, Cooper and Bowers who are
gypsies within the meaning of the Caravan Sites and Control of Development Act, 1960 (as

amended) and within the criteria set down in the House of Lords' judgement in the case of
Greenwich -v- Powell,

[

The families have owned the land since 1989 and applied for planning permission for
development similar to the current application in 1989 but permission was refused and
subsequent Section 78 and 174 appeals dismissed on 3rd June 1991. The inspector's
decision letter at paragraph 14 refers to the appeliants as being gypsies within the meaning
of (then) Section 6 of the Caravan Sites Act 1968. Included with the above named families
was also a Mr. Doherty occupying Plot D. The Inspector commented as follows:

"The Cooper, Rusher and Bower families are related and together with the Collins
and Goddard families were said to be local gypsies who had lived in and around the
Reading/Basingstoke/Camberley area for most of their lives. Mr. Doherty, although born in
England was said to be of Irish extraction and to have spent much of his life tra velling in
Surrey and southwest Berkshire. All were said to have lived on the roadside or on waste
ground before they had come to the appeat site.”

At paragraph 21 the Inspector further found that;

".... on the figures available fo me, | find that within the district there remains an
unmet demand for accommodation for gypsies.”

The figures referred to by the inspector were the 1988-1990 bi-annual count of gypsy
caravans which indicated that there were between 30 and 43 caravans on unauthorised sites
in Wokingham.

Following the dismissal of their appeals the Collins, Goddard, Cooper and Bowers families
resumed their nomadic lifestyle having first cleared their iand of the hardstandings, walls and
toilet blocks they had erected thereon. Mr. Doherty remained on his Plot D whilst the Rusher
family, who had occupied part of Plot A moved on to one of the 6 plots that had been laid out
to the north-west of Plot D.

Section 78 and 174 appeals were determined in respect of these 6 plots on 6th January
1993. The appeals were dismissed but the Inspector again found that between January

1991 and January 1992 there were still between 21 and 23 caravans on unauthorisad sites in
Wokingham. In paragraph 17 he stated:

"l agree with you that private provision to meet this shortfall should be encouraged
and | also recognise that the site at Duck's Nest Farm meets many of the agreed critena for
identifying suitable sites and that Circular advice is that sites are uniikely to be free from
objection.”

Nevertheless he went on to dismiss the appeal on local gap and countryside policy grounds
but commented in paragraph 19 as follows:

“For the same reason [ do not consider that it would be appropriate to extend the
penod for compliance beyond twelve months. However, in deciding these appeals | have
taken account of the Council's fetter of the 23rd September 1992 indicating that it would help
identify a suitable alternative site and that it would exercise its discretion to extend the period
of compliance if a satisfactory alternative site has not been found within twelve months. You
pointed out that the Council did not exercise such discretion in the case of the adjoining land
but I am satisfied that every effort will be made in this case to find an alternative solution.”

1
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The Council's letter of 23rd September 1992 is attached for ease of reference. The
significance of this letter is that it identifies a number of gypsy families whom the Council
recognised were in need of permanent accommodation. It will be noted that the Bowers and
Cooper families are included on the list. The Collins and Goddard families were not included
but the attached letter from John Sankey, the Council's Principai Legal Officer at the time
(now retired) and the author of the letter of 23rd September 1992, confirms that the family of
George Collins would have been considered for a plot had the Council been able to identify
an alternative site for the gypsy families to develop for their permanent occupation. Mr.
Collins himself sought to secure a permission for his plot (C} in 1996 but his application was
refused on 17th January 1997. A copy of Mr. Collins' letter which accompanied his
application is attached.

Foliowing the dismissal of the appeals in 1993 an exhaustive search was made for an
alternative site by both the gypsies and by the Council but proved abortive and in 1994 two
year temporary planning permission was granted for 11 pitches on the 1993 appeal! site with
the addition of Plot D from the previous appeals. The applicants were the families listed by
the Council in 1992 with the exception of the Bowers, Cooper and Collins families who were
left without an authorised pitch but for whom provision still needed to be made. These latter
families anticipated being accommodated on the proposed local authority site at Grazeley but
this was subsequently abandoned in favour of developing housing at Grazeley to meet the
Council's Local Plan commitment.

In January 1999 the land to the north-west of Plots A-C, known as Highfield Park, was
granted consent on appeal for use as a permanent residential caravan site for gypsy families,
but restricted to 11 pitches. The Inspector found that the need for permanent
accommodation for gypsies in the district outweighed the gap and countryside policies in this
instance. In allowing the appeal the Inspector effectively re-defined the boundary of the gap
between existing development at The Copse and Arborfield Cross and this situation was
reinforced in the appeal decision dated 2nd August 1999 allowing the use of land to the
northwest of Highfield Park as a transport/haulage depot for Mr. D. Walker.

The situation in the district is that from July 1997 to January 1999 there were still between 12
and 22 caravans in unauthorised sites (no return was made for July 1999). These figures
indicate that despite the 11 pitches approved at Highfieid Park there remains an unmet need
for additional pitches in the district. The attached application will meet the identified need for
pitches for the Bowers, Cooper and Collins families.

The Bowers family comprises Mr. and Mrs. Bowers senior who for some years have been
unable to travel because of serious health problems and Mr. Roy Bowers, his wife and four
children (ages 9,7,5 and under 1 year). A letter relating to Mr. and Mrs. Bowers' health is
enclosed herewith. As the letter indicates, their state of heatth is such that they increasingly
need family support and it is for this reason that their son, Mr. Roy Bowers, is seeking
permission to provide a pitch for his parents as well as for his own family so that he can care
for them in their declining years. Additionally his children are of an age when their education
has become a priority and the combined effect is that Roy Bowers now needs permanent
accommeodation in the locality. The Bowers family will occupy adjoining plots. John Cooper,
his wife and six children (ages ranging from 11 years to 2 years) will occupy one plot whilst
George Collins will occupy the remaining plot.

The advantage of the application site is that ali the criteria for the focation of gypsy caravan
sites are met. The site adjoins the Highfield Park permanent gypsy caravan site; it is for
families closely related to the occupants of Highfield Park; there is adequate access to the
existing private roadway and a safe and convenient access to the A327; the plots are already
serviced, the site is reasonably located for schools, shops and health facilities; the site can
be readily contained and screened by hedging and, perhaps most importantiy, it will not
intrude into the surrounding countryside or into the gap between Arborfield Cross and
Arborfield Garrison to any greater degree than Highfield Park and the haulageftransport
depot. Furthermore the extension of the established landscaped earth bund which defines

2
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the edge of the above developments south-eastwards to the A327 would effectively contain
and screen the site from public viewpoints; would prevent any possible further encroachment
towards Arborfield Cross and would create a new definitive hedge line feature in the
landscape.

CONCLUSION

The application is made by gypsy families for whom the Council has previously
acknowledged there to be a need for permanent residential accommodation. The site
satisfies national and local criteria for the location of gypsy caravan sites. The application
site is a 'brownfield’ site with good access to the local highway network. It is on the edge of
an existing settlement; is reasonably close to schools, shops and medical facifities and is
compatible with and would cause no nuisance or disturbance to surrounding land uses. The
site is not isplated but adjoins an existing gypsy caravan site and a straightforward south-
eastwards extension of the earth bund and landscaping which encleoses that site would
adequately screen the application site from the A327 and other public viewpoints.

Michael Cox Associates
November 1999
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. 0734 778624 (Direct Line)
- 23rd September ‘1992

el JCRS/mE

| Mrs. Collins,
|
§

c/o M;._‘. J. lSmith, . Districe S:ccr;:;;‘r::s’?:partr?e?:
Land ormer pa.rt (@) 0.
: Ducks Nest Fgm, Shute End. Wokingham
‘ Forth of wokingham Lar., Berkshirz 8G11 IWH
' ¢ f Eversley Road, Tel: (0734) 786833
i’ Fborfield . Fax: (0734) 789078
[
.
I!?\rl.\
s

Lear Mrs. Collins,

.IANDFORHERLYPARI‘OF[XJCKSNESTRARM, OFF WOKINGHAM LANE, EVERSLEY RQAD,
ARBORFTELD .

I refer to our meeting at 10.00 a.m. on Tuesday 22nd Septen*ber, 1992, at
these Council offices with gypsy families having plots at Eversley Road,
Arborfield.

I confirm the following:

(a)  The District Council does not have in its ownership any land available
which would be suitable for a gypsy site.

(b) As the Govermment has suspended the availability of grants for Local
: Authorities to provide gypsy sites, it is highly unlikely that any assistance
3 % be cbtained from Berkshire County Council. .
;

\81 ) 1("j
!
|
i
i
}
i
|
{

( ﬂ The District Council is aware of the need to find alternative land
itable to accammodate the present ocupants of the sites under appeal,

(d) It was agreed that to meet these neads, 2 plot of land of abcul 2 acies
3y in size would be about right, and that this would be suitable to take up to
: 8/ plots.

“ ! (e) That the District Council will help to identify a suitable alternative
' site which will obtain plannihg permission. :

: (£) That the purchase of the land and its development would have to came
' fran the gypsies.

i (g) Set ocut below are those who are to be included in the negotiations and
! purchase of an alternate site:

Chandler, Giles, Smith, Eastwood, Rusher, Stevens, Todd, ‘Bowers and
Cooper,

Continued.....

T. E. Kinoswood Solicitar 1m the aneei . 650




4
(h) The District Council will exercise its discretion to extend the periecd,, .

of compliance with the Enforcement Notices if a satisfactory altefmative:
site has not been found within the next twelve months.

I enclose nine copies of this letter and should be pleased if you would
pass a copy to each gypsy family concerned amnd explain to them the
contents,

Yours sincerely,

VNG

John Sankey
Principal Iegal Officer

far The Solicitor

Encs.
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‘-HOME FARM, 8, WESTFIELD
ROAD WINNERSH,WOKINGHAM,BERKSHIRE. RG41 5ER 0118% 790540
RG41 5ER

Lol Moo 175

.To Michael Cox Associates

Dear Mr Cox,

C Thank you for your letter regarding a planning apphcanon to be made on behalf of Mr George
Collins on his land at Arborfield.

my time as an officer at WDC part of my dutics was to deal with planning matters and
estion of the identification of gypsy sites and their operation,

of the land belonging to Ducks Nest Farm was sold by auction and, after
3 50ld in plots to a number of gypsys.

‘plots was purchased by Mr Collins,

imgactiomumder the Plamming Acts the uscof the'tand was decmed unauthoriscd-atthough
knowledegd ,on behalf of the WDC, that efforts to find alteranative accommadation
be made.

Despite intensive efforts to locate land for a permanent site it was concluded that none was
available,

In the ¢vent part of the land at Ducks Nest Farin did receive permission but this did not include
Mr Collins plot.

. [ write to confirm that had a site been available to provide a permanent residential site for Mr
Collins and his family then they would have been ,in my opinion,allocated a plot to enable them
to settle down.
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Mﬁbqu Swallowfield Medical Practice
<, Swallowfield
‘?; Berkshire
q RG7 1QY
) Telephone Reading (0118) 988 3134
& Fax Reading (0118) 988 5759
11th November 1999 Our ref: GDB/JPS/

Housing Department
Wokingham District Council
Shute End

Wokingham

- BERKS RG11 1WH.

Dear Sirs

Re: James BOWERS: B.25.02.39.
Sheila BOWERS: B.25.02.41.
12 New Acr Finchampstead, Wokingham, Berks RG40 3127,

| was the family Practitioner for this couple from 1988 to 1992 and have kept in touch since.

Mr Bowers suffered a brain injury in 1988 which resulted in a blood clot on the brain and
some permanent damage. He was in a coma and had a tracheostomy at Frenchay Hospital
and has been left with a speech defect. His speech is sometimes difficult to understand,
which he finds very frustrating. He may also have some difficulty at times in understanding
speech and this may result in rushed, unclear and hesitant, speech with some distress. His
literacy is extremely poor.

Mrs Bowers has suffered a psychotic illness intermittently approximately since the age of 30,
and almost continuously for the past 10 years. The Community Psychiatric Nursing Service
have been regularly in contact with her since 1993 and she requires moderately high doses
of medication to control her symptoms and those of epilepsy.

| wish to support their application to be allowed a licence to occupy their pitch at North
Copse/Highfield Park, Eversley Road, Arborfield, where | believe they will have more
security and support from family and neighbours than at their present address.

Yours faithfully

Dr G.D. Busfield

Dr M D Smith
Dr G D Busficld « Dr N J Riddell « Dr H M Hegarty « Dr D R Thomas » Dr Meg Thogg4




MICHAEL COX ASSOCIATES

Chartered Town Planners and

Development Consultants 2 3 N {}V_ 1 %%DEC @99‘2 8

177 CUCKFIELD RCAD
HURSTPIERPOINT
WEST SUSSEX BN6 9RT

Tel: 01273 834521
Fax: 01273 831055

The District Planning Officer,
Wokingham District Council,
PO Box 157,

Shute End,

Wokingham,

Berkshire

RG40 1WR

For the attention of Mrs. C. Hurst
7th December, 1999

Dear Sir,
Re: Land at Eversley Road, Arborfield

I refer to the application for planning permission | submitted in respect of the above on the
22nd November, and to your covering letter dated 3rd December returning the application to
me which ] received today, 7th December.

| discussed same with Mrs. Hurst on the telephone this morning, particulariy the items
requested under points 5 and 8 of your letter. As you will be aware, the application is for the
change of use of the land from waste land to and for use as a private Gypsy caravan site
and for this purpose a block plan showing the position of each caravan is not necessary.
Indeed, the positioning of the caravans will not be determined until details of the layout of the
site are submitted including the position of hardstandings and toilet/shower blocks both of
which will be conditioned as details to be submitted pursuant to the grant of any planning
permission.

Similarly, your request to know exactly how many caravans will be located on the site is not
information necessary to determine this application since any consent your Council might
grant would be conditional and would be likely to restrict the number of caravans per pitch to

the same number as those allowed on appeal on the adjoining Highfield Park Gypsy caravan
site.

The application forms, plans and supporting statement are returned herewith and, as agreed
with Mrs. Hurst, the date for the application will run from the date you originally received it
and not from the date you receive the returned documents.

Yours faithfully,

Mae)\%

MICHAEL COX

Michael Cox BSc. Dip TP. MRTP1
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1789/a

SECTION 66 CERTIFICATE

Application No.

Please fill In baoth Certificate
A, B, C or D and the
Agricultural Holdings Certifi-
cate. Delete sections not
relevant.

{a) “Owner” means a person
having a freehold interest
or leasehold interest the
unexpired term of which is
not tess than 7 years.

OR o
@

+ See Note (a) to Certificate A

OR

{b) Insert description of steps
taken.

Name of local newspaper
circulating in the area
where the land is situated.

()

Date of publication
must be not earlier
beginning of the period of
2% days ending with the
date of the application).

()

-

2SN v 0s7
23NV 195 4o

—r

{

INOY

CERTIFICATE A
| certify that:
at the beginning oi the period of 21 days ending with the date of the

accompanying application, nobody, except the appiicant, was the owner of
(a) of any part of the land to which the application relates.

CERTIFICATE B

| certify that:

| have/The applicant has* given the required notice to evepyone else who,
at the beginning of the period of 21 days ending with/the date of the
accompanying application was the owner (a} of any part gf the land to which
the application relates, as listed below.
Owner's{a) name Address at which notice
was served

Dat_e on which
notice was served

CERTIFICATE C

| cettify that

® I/The applicant* cannotfdssued a certificate in accordance with either
paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) of Section 86(1) of the Act in respect of the
accompanying application

® | have/The appjitant has* given the required notice to the persons
specified below, being persons who at the beginning of the period of 21
days ending with the date of the application were owners (a) of any part
of the land to whi€h the application relates.
Owner’s(a) name Address at which notice
was served

Date on which
notice was served

ve/The applicant has* taken all reasonable steps open to me/him/her* to
nd out the names and addresses of the other owners {a) of the land, or of a
part of it, but have/has* been unable to do so. These steps were as follows:

.........................................................

..........................................................

......................................................

.........................................

.........




1789/b

!

OR

(b) Insert description of steps
taken

(c) Insert name of local
newspaper circulating in
the area where the land is
situated.

Insert date of publicatio
(which must not be eatl

period of 21 d ENAING the (0) v v et

with the date the

application)” ) I e
SRS A e

CERTIFICATE D
! certity that

® |/The applicant cannot issue a certjfi

ate in accordance with paragraph
(a) of Section 66 of the Act in res

t of the accompanying application.

® |/The applicant have/has
to find out the names an
of the period of 21
owner (a) of any p
been unable

en all reasonable steps open to me/him/her
ddresses of everyone else who, at the beginning
ys beginning with the date of application was the
of the land to which the application relates, but have/has
do so. These steps were as follows:

...........................................

..............................................

ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION

If any of the site is part of an
area of land which is let or
there is an agreement to let the
land for agricultural purposes
to a tenant, it may be an
agricultural holding.  Further
advice may be obtained from
the Department.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT, 1990
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING GENERAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER 1988

Agricultural Holdings Certificate
One or other section must be crossed through as not applicable.
If the applicant is the sole agricultural tenant he or she must delete the first

alternative and insert “not applicable” as the information required by the second
alternative.

® None of the land to which the application relates is, or is part of, an agricultural

holding.
8

@ | have/The applicani has given the required notice to every
my/him/herself who, at the beginning of the period of
date of the application, was a tenant of an agri
the land to which the application relates

f other than
ays ending with the
fal holding on all or part of
ollows:

Tenant's name

which notice Date on which

notice was served

-

Date............ 2.0 .

Certificate under Section 66
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1769 WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL q"%
PLANNING APPLICATION PART 1 \‘g’}

APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO CARRY OUT DEVELOPMENT - TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS

Please answer ALL QUESTIONS in BLOCK LETTERS. Ifa question is
not applicable, answer NJA in space. Please submit SIX copies of this
form and plars to:-

THE DISTRICT PLANNING OFFICER

WOKINGHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

P O Box No. 157

COUNCIL OFFICES

SHUTE END
WOKINGHAM
BERKSHIRE, RG40

MEDNSLS, Bow €S, Bow €L P o« CoL.L )N
£fe T

Hic HAEL CoX A9950CIATES
77 _CuckfierD £Aap
RuesTPIlERPOINT, w: SuSSex

ANb QRT 01273 B3y 5292.)

kA D AT EVELSLEY Roald,

BRE0E Fie1bD

PRIVATE GYP3Y cARAVAN 5)Te

O -7 ha .

OCwn ELS

LocATion PLAN |'2950s




vacaNT 1769%

LNAUVTHOLISED QP CARAVAN DiTe

¥ES/NO

¥RE/NO

AANDSCAPED ROARTH Hound
ProTs Sup-DIVIDED BY WALLS
WALLS 1p PRIVATE E2aD YeoNTalLE

SeacLAWAYS

INDIVIDUAL BrelESSES
LonD
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PLANNING APPLICATION PART 2




1769d YOUR PLANNING APPLICATION

WHY DO YOU NEED TO MAKE A PLANNING APPLICATION ?

New buildings, major aiterations and enlargement of existing buildings, and many changes in the use of buildings and
land need planning permission,

The Town and Country Planning Acts impose a duty on Local Authorities to control these changes, and this means
that a balance has to be found between the need and pressure for change, and the desire to protect the character of
settiements and the countryside.

The merits of each application are, therefore, carefully axamined.

WHAT ELSE MAY YOU HAVE TODO ?

Listed Buiiding Consent: for works to a Listed Buiiding; or for demolition works on land within the curtilage
of a Listed Building or within a Conservation Area.

Advertisament Consent: for the display of advertisements or signs

Building Reguiation Approval: for most new building or construction work,

Specisl forms are available for these types of applications.
You should also check whether there are any other regulations with which you may need to comply.

WHAT HAPPENS TO THE APPLICATION ?

It will first be checked to see if it is complete and if it is, it will be registered. .)

Consuitations will be carried out with public and other hodies, such as the Highway Authority, or Local
Parish Coungcils.

Pubilicity may be given to allow local peopie the opportunity to comment on your proposals.

The application will be considered in relation to the Councils planning policies and guidelines, the past history of
decisions on that site or in the locality, other standards {such as parking, or visibility at road junctions), and any
other material considerations.

The site witl be visited by & Planning Officer You may be asked to submit more information, or to amend
your application.

The application will then be considered either by a Planning Committes or Sub Committee (made up of Councillors)
or bythe Chief Officerresponsible for planning matters. Objections to an application will be taken into consideration
by the Committee or the Chief Officer.

Shortty after the application has been determined, you will receive a Decision Notice.

HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE ?

An application will generally be determined within eight waeks aithough a longer period may sometimes be required .
for a complicated application. o

WHAT SORT OF DECISION CAN BE MADE ?

Your application may be approved.

Your.application may he approved subject to certain conditions, These could impase restictions on the use of land
or buildings, or require further details to be approved at a later stage, (e.g. materiais or landscaping).

You may appeal against the conditions, but this opens the entire permission to review by the Secretery of State.
Your application may be refused. The reason will be listed on the Decision Notice.

WHAT HAPPENS IF THE APPLICATION |$ REFUSED ?

You have the right to appeal against the refusal to the Secretary of State, but you have to do that within six months.
Appeals can be dealt with by written representations by both sides, or by a Public Inquiry.

You may ask the Planning Officer whether an amended application would be more likely to receive planning
permission.

DATA PROTECTION ACT 1984

‘Information contained in this form is likely to be personal data within the terms of the Data Protection Act 1984,
and as such will be held by the Council on computer (such a3 the PLANAPS applications processing system) snd
may be used by the Councii only for purposes registered under the terms of tha Data Protection Act.’
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PO. Box. 151
Swe End

. ne unswer . addressee unknown
. address incomplete . refused
. address in:l('cussil.\k:. not called for

no such address in

P3DG0/G1/502543




Tel, (0118) 974 6445
Date: 13 December 1999
Your Ref:

My Ref: Angela Odell / F/1999/0128

The Owner/Occupier Environmental Services Department
10 Planning Services

Highfield Park Eversley Road P.O, Box 157

Arborfield Shute End, Wokingham

Berkshire Berkshire RG40 1WR

Tel: (0118) 974 6000

Fax: (0118) 974 6484
Minicom No: (0118) 974 6991
DX: 33506 - Wekingham

Dear SirfMadam

Application Number: F/1999/0128

Site Address: Land Adjacent To Highfield Park Eversley Road Arborfield Cross.

Proposal: Proposed change of use of land to gipsy caravan site..

I have received an application to carry out the above development. If you have any comments
you would like to make before the application is determined, please reply in writing within 21
days from the date of this letter quoting Application Number F/1999/0128 . You will be notified
of the decision if you submit comments.

Please note that all comments made will be open to public inspection.

The application can be viewed at this office from 8.30am to 5.00pm Monday to Thursday and
8.30am to 4.00 Friday or at Woodley Library, Headley Road, Woodley from 9.30am to 7.00pm
Monday, Thursday and Friday, 9.30am to 5.00pm Tuesdays and 9.30am to 1.00pm
Saturdays. The library is closed all day on Wednesdays.

Should you have any queries regarding this application please contact the case officer
Angela Qdell on {0118) 974 6445,

Yours faithfully

.

Carol Humphrey
Development Control Manager
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