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COWENTS:
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| object to this application on a nunber of counts and | rely in
part on the newy updated National Planning Policy Franework
(NPPF) published on 17 August 2026, which states:

"The policies in this Franework are material considerations which
nmust be taken into account in decision-making fromthe day of its
publication."

| object to the characterisation of this plot as "grey belt", which
NPPF26 defines as:

"l'and in the Green Belt conprising previously devel oped | and and/ or
any other land that, in either case, does not strongly contribute to
any of purposes (a), (b), or (d) in policy GB2".

Not wi t hst anding the applicant's claimthat this plot is previously
devel oped land (PDL), it clearly does not neet the NPPF gl ossary
definition which states:

"Previously devel oped | and: Land which has been | awful |y devel oped
and is or was occupied by a pernmanent structure and any fixed
surface

infrastructure associated with it, including the curtilage of the
devel oped | and (although it should not be assuned that the whol e of
the curtilage should be devel oped). It also includes |Iand

conprising large areas of fixed surface infrastructure such as |arge
areas of hardstandi ng which have been lawful ly devel oped. Previously
devel oped | and excludes: land that is or was |ast occupi ed by
agricultural or forestry buildings; |land that has been devel oped
but where provision for restoration has been nade through

devel opnment nanagenent procedures (including devel opnent related to
m nerals extraction, waste disposal by landfill and renewabl e and

| ow carbon energy

devel opnent, where provision for restoration exists); land in
built-up areas such as residential gardens, parks, recreation
grounds and allotnents; and | and that was previously devel oped but
where the r enmains of the pernanent structure or fixed surface
structure have bl ended into the | andscape."

Since the only structures on the site have been the |ightweight,
non- per manent pol ytunnel and greenhouse with a small area of

associ ated hardstanding, it cannot be categorised as previously
devel oped | and. Moreover, the site fails the PDL test on two further
grounds: the lawful use of the site ceased a decade ago and nust now
be deened abandoned since no attenpt has been nmade to maintain the
pol ytunnel and greenhouse in serviceable order, both having becone
di | api dated and overgrown; and, the polytunnel and greenhouse served
an agricultural purpose which in itself disqualifies the land for
PDL

classification.

Useful ly, the NPPF glossary goes on to clarify that a "settlenent"
does not include "hanml ets and scattered groups of houses | ocated
outside predonminantly built-up areas, unless specifically defined as



a settlenent in the devel opnent plan. For the purpose of this
Framewor k they al so exclude villages which lie within and are
defined as part of the Geen Belt in the devel opnent plan".

Theref ore, planning policy and gui dance which relate to settlenents
do not deternine planning decisions for this plot in Blakes Lane.

This application also fails on NPPF GB2 1(b) as it would harmthe
green belt, resulting in the | oss of open countryside between the
historic riverside towns of Henley and Mii denhead which are in
danger of nerging into one another follow ng aggressi ve new housi ng
devel opnent approvals along the A4 corridor and nultiple "specia

ci rcunst ance" housi ng devel opment approvals within the green belt at
Hare Hatch, Burchetts Green, Littlewi ck Geen and el sewhere. There
are no special circunstances which would justify the loss of this
green belt space in Blakes Lane which is in open countryside outside
settl enent boundari es.

NPPF S5 |ists the only types of devel opnent which can be approved
out side settlenents, none of which applies to the proposed

devel opnent. Notably, for reasons |isted above and bel ow, the
devel opnent woul d not qualify under S5 c (reuse, or replacenent of
an existing building which is of pernmanent and substanti al
construction), d (redevel opnent of previously devel oped |and), e
(limted infilling within groups of houses), g hi (within
reasonabl e wal ki ng di stance of a well-connected station), hi
(physically well-related to the station or its settlenent), hii
(of a scale which can be accommpdat ed taking into account the

exi sting or proposed availability of

infrastructure) or j (which would address an evi denced unnet
need) .

NPPF GB7 lists the only types of devel opnment considered "not

i nappropriate” within the green belt and, again, none applies to the
proposed devel opnent:

GB7 1b allows "the reuse, extension, alteration or replacenent of an
exi sting building, provided that the existing building is of

per manent and substantial construction, is lawful in planning terns,
and any extension or alteration will not result in a

di sproportionate increase in size conpared to the origina

bui |l di ng". However, the existing buildings (polytunnel and
greenhouse) are not of pernmanent and substantial construction; and

t he proposed new buil ding would be very clearly disproportionately

| arger than the existing buildings since it would have a footprint
of 734sgm versus the aggregate 158sqm of the existing structures (a
572% i ncrease), a volune of 2,346n8 versus the aggregate 353n8 of
the existing structures (a 664% i ncrease) and a hei ght of 9.3m
versus 3m (a 310% i ncrease).

GB7 1c allows "linmted infilling in villages lying within the G een
Belt" but this plot is in open countryside, outside settlenent
boundari es and therefore cannot qualify. In any event, infilling

shoul d not be considered for such a plot which provides open space
between two dissimlar dwellings some 110m apart surrounded by open
countryside on all sides.

GB7 le allows "the redevel opment of previously devel oped | and
(including a material change of use to residential or m xed-use

i ncluding residential), which would not cause substantial harmto
the openness of the Green Belt". However, for the reasons stated
above, this site does not qualify as previously devel oped | and.

GB7 1g all ows devel opnent where *all* the follow ng apply:



i. The devel opment would utilise grey belt |land and woul d not
fundanmental | y underni ne the purposes (taken together) of the

remai ning Green Belt across the area of the plan;

ii. There is an evidenced unnet need for the type of devel opnent
proposed;

iii. The devel opnent would be in a sustainable |ocation

This plot does not qualify as grey belt |and because it contributes
to the key green belt purpose of preventing the nerging together of
Henl ey and Mai denhead, and fundanentally so when taken together with
other recent, planned and proposed devel opnents in this area.

There is no evidenced unnet need for this type of dwelling, nanely a
si x bedroom nansion with eight bathroons. Indeed, this area is
over-supplied with such dwellings according to |l ocal estate agents.
This plot is not in a sustainable location since it is not within
reasonabl e wal ki ng di stance (defined in the NPPF gl ossary as 800m
or 10 minutes' wal k) of any station, school, shop, public house,
garage, GP surgery, church or any other service or facility apart
froma bus stop for the 127 service which only runs on Saturdays.
While cycling nmy be an option for sonme journeys, it is

i mpracticable and

potentially dangerous for others since Blakes Lane and its
intersecting |anes are narrow, single |ane carriageways w thout
footways or street |ights which are subject to a 60nph speed limt
and often heavy, fast-noving notorised traffic. Assumi ng ful
occupancy of the proposed new dwelling, this could result in up to
50 additional notorised journeys per day to and fromthis site.
(Notwi t hst andi ng t he desi gnat ed parki ng spaces shown on the plan,
10-12 vehicles could be parked on the site.)

GB7 1h allows "residential or nixed-use devel opnent which would: i
Be within reasonabl e wal ki ng di stance of a well-connected station;
ii. Be physically well-related to the station or the settlenent
within which the station is |located."

This plot clearly falls well short of both these requirenents.

NPPF HOL1l applies should this proposed new dwelling and its

i medi at e nei ghbours be designated "isolated honmes in the
countrysi de" because they do not lie within a settlenent. This
bei ng so, such a

devel opnent proposal should only be supported if a) there is an
essential need for a rural worker to live there (not applicable);

b) the devel opnment woul d be appropriate enabling devel opnent to
secure the future of heritage assets (not applicable); c) the
devel opnment woul d reuse a redundant or disused building and enhance
its imedi ate setting (not applicable); d) the devel opnent woul d

i nvol ve the

subdi vi sion of an existing residential building (not applicable);
or e) its design is truly outstanding, reflecting the highest
standards in architecture, and would help to rai se standards of

desi gn nore

generally in rural areas; and would significantly enhance its

i medi ate setting, and be sensitive to the defining characteristics
of the local area (not applicable in ny opinion).

The proposed site also fails to neet the definition of Exception
Sites as set out in HOLO.

NPPF HO7 ("Meeting the need for hones") states that "substantial
wei ght shoul d be given to the benefits of providing honmes which will
contribute towards neeting the evidenced accomvbdati on needs of the



communi ty". Whether the community in question is Blakes Lane or

War grave Parish or indeed Thanes Ward, there is no evidence that a
si x- bedr oom house with ei ght bathroons is needed by anyone. It does
appear to be needed by the site owner and the applicant but they are
not nenbers of these conmunities, nor even residents of Wki ngham
Bor ough. The pl anning decision will therefore hopefully give great
wei ght to the fact that this proposed devel opnent is NOT needed by
the comunity.

People fanmliar with the application have told ne that the
applicant, a property devel oper, will purchase the plot fromthe
owner if he can secure planning perm ssion - and woul d be required
to live in the

resulting dwelling for at | east three years if planning perm ssion
is granted for a self-build dwelling. Thus, he presunably hopes to
becone a nmenber of the comunity but does not qualify as such for
the determination of his planning application

NPPF HOL ("Assessing the need for hones") states that "devel opnent
pl ans should al so take into account an assessnent of the size, type
and tenure of housing or other accomodati on needed for different
groups” including "people wishing to conmission or build their own
hores".

G ven that neither the site owner nor the applicant has any current
connection to the local comunity, it would be surprising if either
were able to neet Wki ngham Borough Council's eligibility criteria
for Part 1 of the Custom and Sel f-Build Housing Regi ster (see
https://tinyurl.com nryuhffy). The |l ocal connection test requires
applicants:

- To have either lived in the borough for at least 5 years; or

- To be in full-tinme enploynent (greater than 16 hours per week)
within the Borough for at |east 5 years; and/or

- To have an immediate fanily nenber who has lived in the borough
for the past 5 years prior to their application

The Council confirmed in a FO response (see

/5tz34b8z) that it "only neets denmand for self and custom build
hormes from individual s and associ ati ons whom are able to denpbnstrate
a strong | ocal connection to the Borough".

And even if the owner or applicant were able to denobnstrate a strong
connection with the local community, | understand that Wki ngham
Borough Council is hitting its self-build targets and therefore does
not need to approve new builds for this purpose.

The applicant enphasizes the "lawful fallback position" of the site,
stating that the fornmer horticultural storage use of the site is
capabl e of immedi ate inplenentation in the event that planning

permi ssion is refused. Gven that the approved use ceased ten years
ago, and that no effort has been nade to nmaintain the forner
lightweig ht storage structures in serviceable order, nor any other
use of the land undertaken, the previous | awful use nust now be
consi dered to be abandoned. No doubt the owner could re-apply for it
but that would not be inmediate inplenentation and nor could it be
guaranteed to be granted. Nor is it clear how the applicant would
have the clai med ownership and control of the site in the event that
pl anni ng

perm ssion were refused.

In summary, this green belt plot does not qualify as grey belt and
even if this governnent succeeds in conmandeering all of our



legitimate green belt land in Thanes ward, this application should
still be refused on the nunerous grounds | have highlighted. O
particul ar concern are the harmsuch a devel opnent would do to the
green belt, the lack of any need in the comunity for such a

devel opnent, the unsustainable | ocation of the plot, the harmthat
woul d be inflicted on the shared users (including residents) of

Bl akes Lane by the potential increase in vehicular journeys to and
fromthe proposed dwelling, the threat to the dark sky from high

| evel dornmer wi ndows, and the breathtaking disproportionality of the
scal e of the proposed dwelling, being not only 500% bi gger than the
dil api dated structures it would replace but also significantly

bi gger than the other houses in Blakes Lane, including inmediate
nei ghbour,

"Merchiston', which at 1,320n8 is the nbst inposing property in the
area and woul d be dwarfed by the proposed new dwel |l i ng next door

whi ch woul d be 77% bi gger.

In Iight of the above, it is perplexing that Wki ngham Borough
Council allegedly gave the applicant pre-application advice that
the proposed dwel ling woul d not constitute inappropriate devel opnent
in the green (or grey) belt, and that the scale of the proposed
devel opnent was not considered out of character with the existing

t ownscape and

| andscape.

Hopefully, it can now avoid the poor optics of granting planning
pernmi ssion for a huge, UNaffordable and i nappropriate dwelling in an
unsust ai nabl e | ocati on which does not neet any evidenced comunity
need.



