PLANNI NG REF . 260613
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Handpost House
. Barge Lane, Swallowfield, Berkshire

: RG7 1HZ
SUBM TTED BY M TimAllen
DATE SUBM TTED : 09/ 04/2026

COWENTS:
To: Woki ngham Bor ough Council Pl anni ng Depart nent

Re: (bjection to Planning Application P/1476034 - Change of Use to
B2/B8 at Unit 13, Wvols Court Farm Swallowfield

| wite to formally object to the above pl anning application
1. Unsuitable Location - Direct |Inpact on Residential Anenity

The application site is imedi ately adjacent to residentia
properties, including ny owmn hone. The proposed (and al ready
ongoi ng) use as a uPVC wi ndow nmanufacturing facility introduces
significant industrial activity in extrenely close proxinity to
housi ng.

This is fundanentally inconpatible with residential anenity and
conflicts with planning policy which requires that devel opnent nust
not result in unacceptable inpacts on nearby residents, particularly
in respect of noise, disturbance, and hours of operation

2. Existing Use Already Causes Significant Harm

The current operation functions effectively as a sawri || -type
envi ronnent, produci ng constant high-pitched cutting noise

t hr oughout the day.

- Noi se occurs daily from approximately 07:00 to 17: 00, and

- Saturdays from 08:00 to 12:00
- The tonal, high-frequency nature of the machinery nakes it
particularly intrusive

This has resulted in a continuous and unacceptabl e | oss of
residential amenity.

The applicant's claimthat there have been no conplaints is
incorrect. Concerns have been raised directly with the landlord on
mul tiple

occasi ons, including requests to:

- Prevent early start tines

- Keep doors closed to reduce noi se breakout

- Install sound mitigation (e.g. acoustic barriers)

These requests were refused.

3. Breach of Original Planning Use (Key Point)



Pl anni ng history shows that the | awful use of Unit 13 was B1l(c)/B8
(now Class E(g)(iii)/B8)

Critically, Class E(g)(iii) explicitly requires that:

i ndustrial processes nust be capabl e of operating w thout detrinent
to residential anenity

The current use clearly fails this test.

The application is therefore attenpting to retrospectively
legitimse an i nappropriate and harnful use, rather than proposing a
genui nely suitabl e devel opnent.

4., "Time in Use" Is Not Justification
The applicant references that the tenant has operated since 2017.
This is not a valid planning justification

The I ength of tine an unauthorised or inappropriate use has occurred
does not neke it acceptable, nor should it override the clear and
ongoi ng harm bei ng experienced by nei ghbouring residents.

5. I nadequate Noise Mtigation

The application suggests the building includes insulation to reduce
noi se

This is clearly insufficient in practice.

- Noi se breakout remains severe

- Doors are frequently open during operation

- No neani ngful acoustic mtigation (e.g. barriers or enclosures)
has been i npl enent ed

The refusal by the landlord to install additional soundproofing
denonstrates a lack of willingness to nitigate inpact.

6. Conflict with Planning Policy

The proposal conflicts with both | ocal and national planning policy,
i ncl udi ng:

- Requirenent to protect residential amenity

- Requirenent that rural enploynent devel opnent nust be appropriate
in scale and i npact

- Requi renent that devel opnent nust not result in significant
adverse inpacts fromnoi se or operations

Even the applicant's own supporting statenent acknow edges that
devel opnents nust not adversely affect nearby residents



In this case, that threshold has clearly been exceeded.

7. This Use Wuld Not Have Been Approved

Had a B2 (General Industrial) use been applied for at the outset,
it is highly unlikely that perm ssion would have been granted given

- The inmedi ate proximty to residential dwellings
- The nature of the industrial process (cutting/ manufacturing
noi se) - The rural setting

This application is effectively an attenpt to regularise a use that
woul d not have been acceptable if properly assessed fromthe
begi nni ng.

8. Precedent and Cunul ative | npact

Granting pernission would set a dangerous precedent for

- Intensification of industrial activity in close proximty to
housi ng

- Erosion of protections for residential anenity in rural areas

9. Noi se Inpact - Technical Planning Concern

The noi se generated by the current use is not typical background
i ndustrial noise, but consists of high-frequency, tonal cutting
noi se associated with uPVC fabrication

This type of noise is widely recognised in acoustic gui dance
(including BS4142 principles) as being particularly intrusive and
nore likely to cause di sturbance, even at |ower overall decibe

| evel s.

Key concerns incl ude:

- The tonal and intermttent nature of cutting nachinery
- Noi se breakout due to doors being open during operation
- The prolonged daily exposure (up to 10 hours per day)

- Qperation during early norning and weekends

Gven the imediate proxinity to residential dwellings, this results
in a significant adverse inpact on living conditions, including the
use of gardens and enjoynent of hones.

No formal acoustic assessnment appears to have been provided that
reflects real-world operating conditions (i.e. doors open, active
cutting periods). Any such assessnent would |ikely denonstrate that
t he i npact exceeds acceptabl e t hreshol ds.

Accordingly, the proposal fails to denpbnstrate conpliance wth
accept ed noi se standards and should be refused on this basis.
Concl usi on

The current use has al ready caused sustained and unacceptabl e harm
to neighbouring residents. Granting B2 perm ssion would fornalise
and potentially intensify that harm



For the reasons outlined above, | strongly urge the Council to
refuse this application.



