PLANNI NG REF . 261825
PROPERTY ADDRESS : d ebe House
. Blakes Lane, Hare Hatch, Reading

: RG10 9TD
SUBM TTED BY . M John&Janet Hargreaves
DATE SUBM TTED : 18/ 09/ 2026

COMMVENTS:
RESPONSE TO PRE- APPLI CATI ON ADVI CE AND OBJECTI ON TO PLANNI NG
APPLI CATI ON 261825

Application reference: 261825

Site: Land between Merchiston and d ebe House, Bl akes Lane, Wargrave
Property: d ebe House, Bl akes Lane, Hare Hatch, Reading RGLO 9TD
Submitted by: John Hargreaves and Janet Hargreaves

OBJECTOR DETAI LS

Nanme: John Hargreaves and Janet Hargreaves

Address: d ebe House, Bl akes Lane

Post code: RGLO 9TD

Enmai | : John. har greaves@ot mai | . co. uk

I nt roduction

I wish to register a fornmal objection to planning application 261825
for the denolition of the existing horticultural structures and the
construction of a substantial new dwelling at Land between

Mer chi ston and d ebe House, Bl akes Lane, Wargrave

The proposal raises a nunber of inportant planning considerations,
including the Geen Belt and Grey Belt status of the land, the
extent of previously devel oped | and, the scale and character of the
proposed devel opnent, its | andscape and visual effects, ecology and
bi odi versity, drainage, highways and accessibility, and the effect
on neighbouring residential anenity.

The Council's pre-application advice identified a nunber of these
matters as requiring careful consideration. This objection considers
those natters al ongsi de the subnmitted application material, the
Council's planning and Green Belt evidence, the planning history of
the site and rel evant previ ous appeal decisions, together wth
addi ti onal evidence concerning the present condition and history of
t he | and.

The detail ed reasons for objection are set out bel ow

1. Gey Belt /| Geen Belt / W1

1.1 Correct sequence of assessnent

The applicant's Gey Belt case should not be treated as a shortcut
to pernission. The Council should first establish whether the |and
properly falls within the Grey Belt definition and, if so, whether
the proposal satisfies the applicable national policy requirenents.
The sequence should include: (A whether the land is properly Gey
Belt; (B) if so, whether the proposal satisfies the relevant G ey
Belt requirenents, including GB7; (C) whether devel opnent woul d
fundanmental | y undernine the purposes of the renmining Green Belt
across the plan area; and (D) the effect on Green Belt purposes,
particularly purpose (c), together with the strategic role
identified by the Council for W1

The applicant's conclusions that the site qualifies as Gey Belt and
that the proposal would not constitute inappropriate devel opnent are
assertions made in the application nmaterial. They are not findings
which the Council is required to adopt. [Al, Planning Statenent,
5.1(a), 6.6 onward, 7.2(c)].



1.2 Extent of land said to have horticultural history

The evidence indicates that the historic horticultural activity and
associ ated structures occupied only a limted part of the wider

| and. The Council should identify precisely which land is said to
have been devel oped or used for that purpose and distinguish it
fromthe

remai nder of the application site. The existence of structures on
part of the |and does not automatically confer G ey Belt or

devel oped status on the whole site.

The 2002 application and appeal, 0/2002/6493 and

APP/ X0360/ A/ 02/ 1097769, provi de inportant contenporaneous evi dence.
Following a site inspection, the Inspector described the eastern
part of the |land as having the appearance of an orchard. That is
rel evant historical evidence that the wi der |and cannot sinply be
characterised retrospectively by reference to horticultura
structures or nursery activity on part of the site.

1.3 Gey Belt status does not renove the wi der Geen Belt assessnent

Even where land falls within the Gey Belt, the proposal nust stil
satisfy the applicable national policy tests and other nateri al

pl anni ng consi derations. The Council should nake reasoned fi ndings
rather than treating the Gey Belt label itself as establishing
acceptability.

The current NPPF was published on 17 August 2026 and repl aces the
previ ous Decenber 2024 Framework. [A21]. Under the current
framework, GB6 directs the assessnent of inappropriate devel opnent
in the Geen Belt to GB7, while GB7(1)(g) sets out the rel evant
conditions for developnent on Gey Belt |and.

1.4 Current Grey Belt safeguards

The recent national planning reforns should not be interpreted as
creating a general route for residential devel opnent on Geen Belt
| and. The Governnent described the proposed reforns as a strategic
and targeted approach to the rel ease of appropriate |and,
"under pi nned by cl ear saf eguards"

Those safeguards are particularly relevant to this proposal
GB7(1)(g)(i)-(iv) requires the applicable conditions to be
addressed, including that devel opnent would not fundanmentally
underm ne the purposes of the remaining Geen Belt, that there is
evi denced unnet

need for the type of devel opnent proposed, that the site is in a
sustai nable location with particular reference to TR3, and, for
maj or housi ng devel opnent, that the Golden Rules in GB8 are net
wher e

appl i cabl e.

A general housing requirenment or housing supply shortfall cannot
therefore becone, in effect, a justification for a substantia
ndi vi dual dwelling w thout considering whether there is denonstrable
unnet need for the particular type of devel opnent proposed and
whet her this is a sustainable |ocation.

The housi ng evidence cited by Si non Chapnan records 1, 319
househol ds, conprising 586 one-bedroom 316 two-bedroom 330

t hree-bedroom 72 four-bedroom 13 five-bedroomand 1 six-bedroom
househol d. Those

figures are attributed to Sinon Chapnan's subm ssion and shoul d not
be presented as i ndependent Council statistics. They neverthel ess
lustrate why the Council shoul d consider the actual type and size of
any evi denced unmet need. The issue is not whether there is any
housi ng need, but whether the evidence denonstrates unnet need for a
dwelling of this particular size and type.

1.5 W1 strategic role and Green Belt purpose (c)



The Council's Bracknell & Wkingham Green Belt Review identifies
Parcel WL1 as "Land to the north east of Wargrave between Highfield
Road, Bl akes Lane and the A4 Bath Road". The Council assesses WL1 as
maki ng an overall contribution to Green Belt purposes. Its evidence
identifies prevention of encroachnent into the w der countryside,
keepi ng | and open and hel pi ng contain the north-eastern fringes of
Wargrave as relevant functions. [A19, A20].

This evidence does not itself deternine whether the application site
is Grey Belt under the current NPPF, but it is highly materia

evi dence of the established strategic function of the w der

| andscape. The Council should identify the precise W1 sub-parcel in
which the application red-line falls and consider the proposal in

t hat context.

Pur pose (c), safeguarding the countryside from encroachnent, is
particularly relevant. The proposal should be considered not nerely
as one dwelling but in the context of the settlenent/countryside
rel ationship and the potential for increnental urbanisation of the
wi der Bl akes Lane area.

1.6 2018 Merchi ston appeal and cunul ative effect

The 2018 appeal decision APP/ X0360/ W 17/ 3184577, application 170445,
was di smssed on 6 March 2018. The I nspector found harmto G een
Belt openness fromthe greater bulk and size of the proposed

dwel ling and harmto countryside character and appearance fromits
donestic

character in contrast with the horticultural/rural character of the
site. [A18].

The current proposal is substantially larger and nore intensive. The
earlier decision is not determ native under the current policy
framework, but it is inportant site-specific evidence. The Counci
shoul d explain why the earlier reasoning does not apply to the
bstantially larger current proposal

The WL1 evidence also identifies the north-eastern fringes of
Wargrave as vul nerable to increnental change. The cunul ative effect
is

therefore rel evant to the assessnent of whether the proposal woul d
contribute to a gradual urbanisation of the countrysi de edge, even
t hough precedent is not relied upon as a standal one reason for
refusal .

2. Previously Devel oped Land and extent of devel oped area

The applicant relies on Certificate of Lawful ness ref. 152003 and
historic nursery use. [A1l, 2.8-2.11 and 6.2-6.5; Al7]. The
critical question is the precise extent of |and that can properly
be treated as previously devel oped | and and the | egal significance
of the forner

use.

The certificate plan covers a defined and relatively limted area,
approxi mately one-third of the current application site. The Counci
shoul d identify the precise | and covered by the certificate and
distinguish it fromthe wider application site. The existence of a
pol ytunnel , greenhouse, shed or other structure on part of the site
does not autonmmtically nmake the entire site previously devel oped

| and.

The 2002 evidence is inportant in this respect because the eastern
part was descri bed as having the appearance of an orchard. The 2018
appeal is also relevant site-specific evidence concerning the
character of the horticultural structures and the distinction

bet ween them and pernmanent residential devel opnent. [Al18, A23].

The current proposal is substantially nore than a replacenent of



horticultural structures. Even if a defined part of the site is
accepted as previously devel oped | and, that does not establish that
the whole application site is previously devel oped or that the
proposed residential devel opnent is acceptable.

The applicant's clained | awful fallback should |ikew se be treated
as an evidential matter. The Council should identify the exact use
and area authorised by Certificate 152003 and establish whether the
clained fallback is lawfully and realistically capabl e of

i npl enentation in the present circunstances, rather than assuning
that it is available.

3. Scale, Massing and Donestic Intensity

The proposed dwelling is approxinmately 734 sq m and approxi nately
9.3 mhigh. It contains six bedroons, each with an en-suite

bat hroom The proposal also includes a detached garage, terrace,
access, parking and substantial donestic external areas. [Al,
3.3-3.6; A7; subnmitted plan set].

The proposal is therefore not a nodest replacenent of horticultura
structures. It is a very substantial permanent residential building
with associ ated donestic infrastructure. The assessnent should
consi der height, bulk, volune, roof form solidity, garden, parking,
hardst andi ng, lighting and residential paraphernalia, as these all
af fect the spatial and visual experience of openness.

The 2018 I nspector found Green Belt openness harmfroma nmaterially

smal l er dwelling. The Council should therefore identify the evidence
supporting any conclusion that a substantially larger dwelling would
avoid or materially reduce that harm

The presence of houses either side does not itself establish that a
dwel ling of this scale and donestic intensity is appropriate. The
rel evant question is whether the proposed form scale and nmassing
are appropriate in this Geen Belt/countryside setting.

4. Landscape, Visual Inpact, Settlenment Character & Contextua
Design The site lies at the edge of Wargrave, between residentia
properties and the wider countryside. Its character is therefore
derived fromthe rel ationshi p between buil di ngs, open | and,
vegetation, roads and the surrounding rural |andscape. The Council's
Landscape Character Assessnent and rel evant design policies should
be consi dered al ongsi de the site-specific evidence.

The pre-application advice referred to dense tree coverage. That
description reflected the earlier condition of the site. In March
2026 approxinmately 30 trees were renoved, including the forner
orchard, substantially changing the | andscape condition before
determ nation. The site is now nore open and exposed, with only
relatively thin screening around three sides and sone conifers
nearest G ebe House. The applicant has also stated verbally that he
wi shes to renove those conifers, although they are currently to
remai n.

The visual assessnment should therefore be based on the present
condition of the site and should not assume that fornmer dense
screening renains. Views from Bl akes Lane, nei ghbouring properties
and t he surroundi ng countrysi de should be assessed having regard to
t he proposed hei ght, massing, roof form and donestic features.

Wargrave is a historic rural settlenment with a | ong-established
settlenent pattern. Its historic character and relationship with the
surroundi ng countryside are rel evant contextual considerations. The
exi stence of established houses on both sides of the site does not
by itself nake a substantial new dwelling part of the established



settl enent character. The Council shoul d consider whether the
proposal preserves the distinction between settlenent and
countryside or contributes to increnental urbanisation

The design should al so be assessed contextual ly. Appropriate

mat eri al s al one do not nake a devel opnent appropriate. Form

roof scape, scale, nassing, detailing, external areas and the
relationship to

nei ghbouring buil dings and the rural edge all need to respond to
Wargrave's character and the particular site.

5. Ecol ogy, Biodiversity & Ecol ogical Baseline

The March 2026 cl earance substantially altered the ecol ogi ca
character of the site before the planning application was deternne
d. Approximately 30 trees were renoved, including the forner
orchard, |eaving a nuch nore open and barren area. The cl earance
occurred during the bird-nesting season. The forner orchard provided
habi tat, feeding and nesting opportunities for birds, as well as
habitat and novenent opportunities for insects, reptiles and
mamal s.

The forner orchard also forned part of a w der connection between
woodl and and ot her habitat areas separated by Bl akes Lane. It should
be considered as part of a wildlife corridor. Local observations

i ndicate that deer used this corridor extensively when it felt safe
to do so. The Council should consi der whether the proposed

devel opnent, donmestic activity, lighting and boundary treatnent
woul d reduce the perneability or ecol ogical value of that corridor
There has al so been a marked reduction in bats visiting the

nei ghbouri ng garden since the clearance, principally associated with
the reduction in flying insects. This is a | ocal observation rather
than docunentary proof of the cause, but it is relevant evidence
that should not be dism ssed without consideration. The bird

habi tat point remmins separate and inportant: the forner orchard
provi ded habitat, feeding and nesting opportunities for birds as
wel | as supporting the wider food chain.

The July 2026 ecol ogi cal survey was undertaken after the cl earance.
The Council should therefore establish an appropriate pre-cl earance
ecol ogi cal baseline using reliable evidence, including dated

phot ographs, aerial inmagery, previous surveys, arboricultural and
Tree Oficer information and other relevant historical evidence. A
post - cl earance survey should not automatically be treated as a
conpl ete representation of the site's pre-clearance biodiversity

val ue.

The 2018 appeal al so raised ecol ogical concerns, including reptiles
and potential bat roosts. [Al8]. The current proposal should
therefore be assessed against the site's historic and present

ecol ogi cal context, including retained habitat, wildlife novenent,
lighting, boundary perneability and the effects of further
construction and donestic use.

5.1 Biodiversity Net Gain

The applicant relies on a self-build/custombuild Biodiversity Net
Gai n exenption. [A5; Al, 6.67-6.74]. The Council should establish
the Il egal basis for that claimrather than assum ng that the
exenption applies.

The Governnent's BNG regi mne changed on 6 August 2026. The previ ous
sel f-build/ custombuild exenption no |onger applies to new planning
applications nade on or after that date, while transitiona
arrangenents apply to applications nade before 6 August 2026 subject
to the relevant conditions. A separate snall-site exenption applies
from6 August 2026 to sites of 0.2 hectares or less. The application



site is approximately 0.42-0.43 hectares on the application
evidence, so the small-site threshold does not appear to apply,
subject to confirmation of the red-line area.

Docunents were submitted to the Council on both 3 August and 5
August 2026, while the application was validated on 6 August. The
date of an individual supporting docunment or the validation date
shoul d not

automatically be treated as the legally relevant date for the BNG
transitional provisions. The Council should formally confirmthe
legally relevant date on which application 261825 was "nade" for BNG
pur poses, having regard to the dates on which the application and
supporting docunentation were subnitted, and then detern ne whether
the clained exenption is legally avail abl e.

What ever the outconme on exenption, BNG status does not renove the
need to assess ecological inpacts, the | oss of the forner orchard,
habitat connectivity and the adequacy of nitigation

6. Drainage & Surface Water

The proposal introduces a substantial dwelling, garage, access,
par ki ng, terrace and associ ated hard surfaces. The C ouncil should
be satisfied that the drainage strategy is based on the actual site
conditions and denonstrates how surface water will be managed

wi t hout increasing risk to neighbouring properties or downstream
receptors

[ Ad].

The assessnent shoul d establish existing drai nage routes, topography
and natural flow paths, the proposed runoff and di scharge
arrangenents, SuDS/storage and attenuation, exceedance routes,

recei vi ng-wat ercourse capacity, naintenance and the consequences of
bl ockage, punp failure or loss of power if punping is relied upon
The essential principles of drainage and fl ood-ri sk managenent
shoul d be denonstrated before pernission is granted. The existence
of a

drai nage report should not by itself be treated as proof that the
proposal is deliverable.

7. Hi ghways, Access, Pedestrian Safety & Sustainable Accessibility
The | ocal road environnent is an inportant consideration. Bl akes
Road/ Bl akes Lane is narrow in places, includes bends and restricted
visibility and is unlit. The approach f rom Bear Lane al so presents
restricted visibility. The Council should assess vehicl e speeds,
road width and alignnent, entry and exit arrangenments, nanoeuvring,
pedestrian use including dog wal kers, parking and turning, and
interaction with other road users.

Traffic volunme and vehi cl e speeds on Bl akes Lane have increased
significantly over the last ten years, with an associ ated increase
inrisk to pedestrians and cyclists. This current change in the

| ocal

hi ghway environnent is not addressed in the pre-application advice
or the submtted hi ghways assessnent and should be taken into
account in assessing highway safety and accessibility.

The sustai nabl e-1 ocati on question should al so be assessed in
practical terns. The application identifies Wargrave railway station
and | ocal bus stops and services at stated distances. [Al, 2.4].
Those di stances shoul d be acknow edged, but the Council should

consi der whether the actual rural road environnent and absence of
conti nuous footways provide a genui ne choice of wal king, cycling and
public transport for this type and scale of residentia

devel opnent. Current NPPF policy TR3 requires devel opment to linmt
private-car travel and offer a genuine choice of transport nobdes



unl ess the nature of the devel opnent or its |ocation nakes this

i mpractical. The Council should apply that policy proportionately
to this rura

edge-of -settlenent site and the actual proposal rather than relying
solely on straight-line or stated distances to facilities. 8.
Residential Anenity, Privacy &anp; Overl ooking

The scal e, height and position of the proposed dwelling raise
potential residential-anenity concerns for nei ghbouring properties,
particularly d ebe House and Merchi ston. The Council's design

gui dance requires reasonabl e visual privacy and appropriate

rel ati onshi ps between wi ndows, roons, gardens, boundaries and

bui | di ngs.

The pre-application advice identified A ebe House and Merchiston as
nei ghbours likely to be affected and indicated that side w ndows
shoul d be carefully considered and potentially omtted. The Counci
shoul d assess the final position, height, size and orientation of

wi ndows, the roons they serve and their relationship to neighbouring
wi ndows, living areas and gardens, including direct and oblique

Vi ews.

The issue is not confined to direct overlooking. The scal e and
proximty of the proposed dwelling may al so affect outlook and the
sense of visual dom nance from nei ghbouring properties. Existing
veget ati on shoul d not be assuned to provide pernmanent protection
where the site has already been cleared and screening has nmaterially
reduced.

If perm ssion is contenplated, an acceptable relationship with

nei ghbouri ng properties should be established before permission is
granted. Appropriate safeguards could include renoval or

reposi tioning of w ndows, obscure glazing, restrictions on opening,
adequat e

separation, permanent screening and | andscapi ng, where justified by
the site-specific inpacts.

Concl usion / Pl anni ng Bal ance

This objection is subnmitted in response to planning application
261825 and to the matters identified through the Council's
pre-application process. Pre-application advice cannot determ ne the
out cone of a subsequent planning application or pre-enpt the
Council's denocratic decision-naking process. Its relevance here is
as a useful benchmark: the question is whether the issues
identified by the Council have been adequately addressed by the
application now before it. In particular, the Council should reach a
cl ear and evi dence-based concl usi on on:

- whether the site, or only part of it, properly falls within the
Grey Belt and the precise extent of any previously devel oped | and;
- whether the relevant national Geen Belt and Grey Belt
requirenents, including the requirenents of GB7, are satisfied;

- the effect of the proposal on the remaining Green Belt and, in
particular, the strategic role identified for the wider W1 area; -
whet her the scale, massing, footprint and intensively donestic
character of the proposed dwelling are appropriate to this
countryside location, rather than relying on the description of the
proposal as a "nodest building" in the pre-application advice;

- the landscape and vi sual consequences of the devel opnent, taking
account of the substantial change in site conditions follow ng the
Mar ch 2026 cl earance;

- the ecol ogi cal consequences of that clearance and the need to
establish an appropriate ecol ogi cal baseline, including the fornmer
orchard, wildlife corridor and associ ated habitat val ue;

- highway safety and accessibility, including the current |evel and



speed of traffic on Blakes Lane and the inplications for pedestrians
and cyclists;

- drai nage and surface-water effects, including the need for an
appropri ate drai nage/ SubS schene; and

- the effect of the proposed devel opnment on nei ghbouring residentia
anenity.

The Council should al so consider the cunulative inplications of
further residential developnent within the WL1 area. The 2018 appea
decision relating to |l and adjacent to Merchiston provides rel evant
site-specific planning evidence concerning residential devel opnent,
openness and countryside character, although the current application
nmust of course be deternined under the policies and circunstances
applicable to it.

The proposal should not therefore be considered sinply as the

repl acenent of former horticultural structures. The devel opnent
conprises a substantial permanent dwelling and associ ated donestic
use within a Geen Belt countryside setting. Its actual scale,

massi ng, donestic intensity, |andscape effects, ecol ogica
consequences, highway inplications, drainage and effect on

nei ghbouring properties are naterial considerations in determ ning
whet her the devel opnent is

accept abl e.

The Council shoul d distinguish between matters denonstrated by
evidence and natters that remain assertions or require further
clarification. Wiere essential evidence is inconplete or where the
March 2026 cl earance has materially altered the site fromthe
condition considered during the pre-application process, the Counci
shoul d ensure that the decision is based on an appropriate and
properly evidenced assessnent.

For these reasons, the planni ng bal ance shoul d be undertaken only
after the above matters have been properly assessed agai nst the
appl i cabl e national and devel opnent plan policies. The fact that
aspects of the proposal received positive or conditiona
consideration at pre-application stage should not be treated as
establishing that the subnmitted schene is acceptable.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that planning application
261825 be refused.

Matters for the Council to Address

1. Gey Belt and Green Belt status establish the precise extent of
any land that properly falls within the Gey Belt or constitutes
previ ously devel oped | and, rather than assuming that the historic
orticultural use applied to the whole site; and assess the proposa
against all relevant Green Belt/Gey Belt requirenents, including
GB7. (Point 1)

2. Geen Belt and WL1 considerations assess the effect of the
proposal on openness, countryside character and the strategic G een
Belt role of the wider W1 area, including the potential cumulative
effect of further residential devel opnent. (Point 1)

3. Scale and donestic intensity assess the actual scal e, nassing,
footprint, height and intensively donestic nature of the proposed
dwelling, rather than relying on its description in the
pre-application advice as a "nodest building". (Point 3)

4. Landscape and vi sual assessnent take account of the substantia
change in site conditions follow ng the March 2026 cl earance,
including the reduction in existing screening and the potenti al
future | oss of remaining conifers/screening. (Point 4)

5. Ecol ogi cal baseline and March 2026 cl earance establish an
appropriate ecol ogi cal baseline that does not sinply rely on the
site's post-clearance condition; address the forner orchard,
wildlife corridor, habitat |oss, birds, bats and flying insects, and



the | egal basis for any clai ned BNG exenption. (Point 5)

6. Hi ghways and accessibility consider the current |level and speed
of traffic on Blakes Lane, including the significant increase in
traffic and traffic speed over the last ten years and the associ ated
risks to pedestrians and cyclists, notw thstandi ng that these
matters are not adequately addressed in the pre-application advice
or highways assessnent. (Point 6)

7. Drainage and surface water require an appropriate detail ed

dr ai nage/ SuDS schene, including exceedance fl ows, ongoing

mai ntenance, infiltration testing and other relevant technica
requirenents as requ ired under BRE 365, denonstrating that the
devel opnent will not increase flood or surface-water risk to

nei ghbouring properties.

(Point 7)

8. Residential anenity carefully assess the relationship with

d ebe House and Merchiston, including overlooking, privacy, outl ook
vi sual domi nance, w ndow positions and the permanence of any
proposed

screeni ng. (Point 8)

9. Evidence and deci si on- naki ng di stingui sh between matters
denonstrated by evidence and natters that remain assertions or
require clarification, and ensure that the final planning balance is
based on the actual proposal, the applicable policies and an
appropriately evidenced assessnent of the above matters.

Request ed Saf eguards / Conditions

If the Council is nevertheless mnded to grant planning perm ssion
the following nmatters should be appropriately secured:

- Permtted devel opnent rights: Consider renoval of rel evant
pernmtted devel opnent rights to prevent further enlargenent or
intensification of the dwelling and its donestic curtil age.

- Landscape and screening: Retention and protection of existing
screening, together with an appropriate | andscape and pl anting
schene and arrangenents for its |ong-term mai nt enance.

- Trees and vegetation: Protection of retained trees and vegetation
during construction, with no further significant renoval w thout the
Counci |l 's approval

- Ecol ogy and bi odi versity: Appropriate ecol ogical protection and
mtigation, including protection of wildlife novenent and habitat.
The | egal basis for any clai nred BNG exenption should be clearly

est abl i shed.

- Drainage and surface water: A detail ed drai nage/ SuDS schene,

i ncludi ng provision for exceedance fl ows and ongoi ng nmi nt enance,
with infiltration testing and other relevant technical requirenents
as

requi red under BRE 365, to denonstrate that the devel opment will not
i ncrease flood or surface-water risk to nei ghbouring properties. -
Access and hi ghways: Appropriate control of access, visibility,
par ki ng, turning and construction traffic arrangenents, having
regard to the restricted |ocal road network.

- Residential anmenity: Appropriate control of w ndows, gl azing,
screeni ng and | andscaping to protect the privacy and outl ook of

nei ghbouri ng properties, particularly d ebe House and Merchiston. -
Construction nmanagenent: A construction nmanagenent plan addressing
construction traffic, deliveries, working hours, noise, dust and
protection of nei ghbouring properties and the |ocal hi ghway network.
Evi dence Schedul e

- Al - Planning Statenent, hgh Consulting, August 2026: 2. 4,
2.7-2.11, 3.3-3.6, 5.1, 6.2-6.21, 6.67-6.78, 7.2.

- A2 - Design and Access Statenent, architecture nmade-in, July 2026.



- A3 - Prelinmnary Ecol ogical Appraisal and Prelim nary Roost
Assessnent, Eco 360, survey dated 7 July 2026.

- A4 - Drainage Strategy, Canham Consulting, ref.

260327- CCL- XX- XX- RP- C- 1000.

- A5 - BNG Exenption Statenent, Riverway G oup, 31 July 2026

- A6 - Arboricultural Method Statenent, Gakfield, July 2026.

- A7 - CIL Forns 1 and 7, hgh Consulting, 3 August 2026.

- AB-Al6 - Subnmitted existing and proposed site, block, denolition
floor, elevation and roof draw ngs.

- Al7 - Certificate of Lawful ness ref. 152003, Wki ngham Bor ough
Counci |, approved 23 June 2015.

- Al18 - Planning Inspectorate Appeal Decision

APP/ X0360/ W 17/ 3184577, decision dated 6 March 2018, application
170445.

- Al19 - Bracknell & Wkingham Green Belt Revi ew, Wki ngham Bor ough
Counci |, June 2016, Parcel W1

- A20 - Bracknell & Wkingham Green Belt Review, Appendix C -

Woki ngham Refi ned Assessnent.

- A21 - Nation al Planning Policy Framework, published 17 August
2026.

- A22 - Rel evant adopted Wki ngham Bor ough devel opnent pl an
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