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COWENTS:

OBJECTI ON TO PLANNI NG APPL| CATI ON 261825

Site: Land between Merchiston and d ebe House, Bl akes Lane, Wargrave
Land between Merchi ston and d ebe House, Bl akes Lane, Wargrave

wi sh to register a fornmal objection to planning application 261825.
The detail ed reasons are set out

bel ow. This objection is based on the subnitted application
material, the Council's Geen Belt evidence

and the Planning | nspectorate's previous appeal decision concerning
the sanme site.

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

Post code: RGLO 9TD

Address: d ebe House, Bl akes Lane

Nanme: John Hargreaves and Janet Hargreaves

OBJECTOR DETAI LS

We object to planning application 261825 for the denolition of the
exi sting horticultural structures and

construction of a substantial six-bedroomdwelling. The application
shoul d be refused because the proposal would

i ntroduce a very large and intensively donestic form of devel opnent
into Green Belt countryside, on | and whose

wi der strategic Green Belt function is identified in the Council's
own evi dence. The proposal also raises

unresol ved i ssues concerning Grey Belt status, previously devel oped
| and, the March 2026 cl earance, biodiversity

net gain, ecological connectivity, sustainable transport, drainage
and the clainmed | awful fallback.

1. The correct planning approach

The application nust be determ ned agai nst the devel opnent plan and
the current National Planning Policy

Framewor k (NPPF), together with other material considerations. The
applicant's Gey Belt case should not be

treated as a shortcut to pernission. The Council should nake
separate findings on the status of the |and, the

rel evant Green Belt tests, the scale and openness effects of the
proposal, sustainability of location, |andscape

and ecol ogi cal effects, drainage and all other nmateria

consi derati ons.

This is particularly inportant because the applicant's Pl anning

St at enent expressly concludes that the site

qualifies as Grey Belt and that the proposal would not constitute
i nappropri ate devel opnent. [Al, Pl anning

St at enent , 5.1(a), 6.6 onward, 7.2(c)]. Those are the
applicant's conclusions, not findings which the Council is
required to adopt.

2. The Council's own Green Belt evidence - Parcel W1

The Council's Bracknell & Wkingham Green Belt Review identifies
Parcel W1 as land to the north east of

War grave between Hi ghfield Road, Bl akes Lane and the A4 Bath Road.
The Council assesses WL1 as nmki ng an



overall contribution to Green Belt purposes. Its evidence identifies
prevention of encroachnent into the w der

countrysi de, keeping |and open and hel ping contain the north-eastern
fringes of Wargrave as rel evant functions.

[ A19, Bracknell & Wbkingham Green Belt Review, Parcel W1]J.

This evidence does not itself determ ne whether the site is Gey
Belt under the current NPPF; the r eview predates

the current Grey Belt definition. It is nevertheless highly materia
evi dence of the established planning function of

the wi der |andscape. The Council's refined assessnent should al so be
used to identify the precise WL1 sub-

parcel in which the application red-line falls before any

sub- parcel -specific conclusion is quoted. [A20, G een Belt Review
Appendi x C - Wki ngham Refi ned Assessnent].

The proposal should therefore be assessed in the context of an
identified | andscape function, not sinply by

reference to the fact that horticultural structures existed on part
of the I and.

3. Gey Belt - status does not nmke the proposal acceptable

The applicant says the site qualifies as Grey Belt. [A1l, 5.1(a),
6.6 onward]. The Council should require the

applicant to denonstrate each applicable national-policy condition
and should record a reasoned finding on each

one.

In particular, a general housing |and-supply shortfall cannot
autonmatically establish an unnmet need for the

particul ar type of devel opnent proposed. The application is for an
exceptionally large private dwelling of

approximately 734 sq m approximately 9.3 m high and containing six
bedroons. [AL, 3.3-3.6; A7, CIL Form1].

If the relevant Grey Belt test requires consideration of unnmet need
for the type of devel opnent proposed, the

Counci| shoul d require evidence addressing that specific question
rather than treating the Borough-w de housing

requirenent as sufficient.

The sustai nabl e-1 ocati on question nust |ikew se be assessed agai nst
th e actual site and proposal. The Counci

shoul d not assune that G ey Belt status overrides the need for
sust ai nabl e devel opnent, | andscape protection

bi odi versity and ot her applicable policies.

4. Previously devel oped | and and horticul tural use

The applicant relies upon Certificate of Lawful ness ref. 152003 and
the 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 the | egal significance of the forner horticultura
use. The existence of a pol ytunnel, greenhouse

and shed does not autonatically nmake the entire 0.42 ha application
site previously devel oped | and.

This point is reinforced by the 2018 appeal. In

APP/ X0360/ W 17/ 3184577, concerning the sane site, the

I nspector concl uded on the evidence then before himthat the
bui | di ngs were associated with horticultural nursery

storage and did not fall within the previously-devel oped-1and
definition relied upon for the Green Belt exception

[ A18, paras. 3-6].



The Council should therefore identify the | awful -use area shown by
the certificate and its plan, distinguish it from

the wider site, and explain precisely how the current application
nmeets the present national -policy test.

5. The 2018 appeal decision is powerful site-specific evidence

The previous appeal was disnissed on 6 March 2018. [ Al8,

APP/ X0360/ W 17/ 3184577]. It considered the sane

| and and a two-bedroom dwelling follow ng denolition of the existing
structures.

The Inspector found that the proposed dwelling would harm Green Belt
openness because of its greater bulk and

size, even though that earlier dwelling would not have had a | arger
footprint or been taller than the existing

buil di ngs. [Al18, paras. 7-9]. The Inspector also found harmto
countrysi de character and appearance, including

the introduction of a donestic appearance contrasting with the
horticultural and rural character of the site. [AlS8,

paras. 10-13].

The Inspector further identified unresol ved ecol ogi cal concerns
relating to reptiles and potential bat roosts and

concl uded that the proposal woul d affect ecol ogy and biodiversity
unl ess adequate nitigation could be

denonstrated. [Al8, paras. 14-18]. The appeal was ultinately

di sm ssed because Green Belt harm and ot her

harm were not clearly outwei ghed by the considerations advanced.

[ A18, paras. 26-27].

The present proposal nust of course be deternmined on its own nerits.
However, the Council should expressly

explain why the earlier site-specific findings do not apply,
particula rly where the present dwelling is substantially

larger. It would be unsatisfactory sinply to refer to the appeal as
historic without addressing its reasoning.

6. Exceptional scale and Green Belt openness

The proposed dwelling is approxinmately 734 sq m and approxi mately
9.3 mhigh, with six bedroons. The

applicant's own CIL docunentation records 734 sq m of proposed gross
internal area. [AL, 3.3-3.6; A7]. The

submitted plans show the principal dwelling, detached garage,
terrace and four parking spaces. [All-AlG6;

submitted proposed plan set].

The proposal is therefore not a nodest replacenent of horticultura
structures. It is a very substantial permanent

residential building with the associ ated donestic infrastructure and
garden. The conparison should not be

confined to footprint. Height, volune, roof form solidity, donmestic
garden, parking, |ighting, hardstandi ng and

resi dential paraphernalia all affect the perception and spati al
experi ence of openness.

The 2018 Inspector's finding is particularly inportant: a materially
smal l er dwelling was already found to harm

openness. The Council should therefore identify the evidence
supporting any conclusion that a dwelling of

approxi mately 734 sq mwould cause no greater harm |f the applicant
relies on the |location or concentration of

built form that case should be tested agai nst the actual draw ngs



and verified dimensions.

7. Character and appearance

The 2018 I nspector found that Bl akes Lane is characterised by
det ached houses, woodl and and fields reflecting a

countryside setting and that the proposed dwelling and garage woul d
i ntroduce a donestic appearance

contrasting with the existing horticultural site and rura
surroundi ngs. [Al18, paras. 10-13].

The current schene should be assessed agai nst that baseline. The
substantial increase in residential

acconmodati on and donestic infrastructure risks intensifying rather
than renoving the character harm previously

i dentifi ed.

The Council shoul d consider the proposal as experienced from Bl akes
Lane and surrounding public and private

vi ewpoi nts, including the cunul ative effect of the dwelling, garage,
par ki ng, access, terrace, lighting, garden

managenent and boundary treatnents.

8. March 2026 cl earance and the ecol ogi cal baseline

The substantial clearance undertaken on or around 5/6 March 2026
requires particular scrutiny. The centra

evidential issue is that the site's physical condition may have been
materially changed before the application's

ecol ogi cal evidence was coll ect ed.

The subnitted Prelininary Ecol ogical Appraisal and Prelim nary Roost
Assessnent was surveyed on 7 July 2026.

[ A3, Eco 360, survey date 7 July 2026]. It therefore records the
site after the March cl earance. A post-clearance

survey cannot, w thout supporting historical evidence, establish the
full pre-clearance ecological condition

The Council should reconstruct the pre-clearance baseline from dated
aerial imagery, satellite imgery, historic

phot ographs, Tree O ficer records, previous surveys, |loca

phot ographi ¢ evidence and other reliable naterial. The

reported renoval of approxinmately 30 trees and the forner orchard
shoul d be specifically addressed.

This is not an allegation that the applicant necessarily caused the
cl earance for planning purposes; it is a request

that the planning authority avoids allowi ng a changed physica
condition to beconme an evidential substitute for the

condition that existed i mediately before cl earance.

9. Biodiversity Net Gain

The applicant relies upon a BNG exenption statenent. The Counci
should formally establish the legally rel evant

date on which the planning application was made and apply the
transitional provisions in force at that date.

The application materials include C L docunentation dated 3 August
2026, while the ecol ogical survey was

undertaken on 7 July 2026. [A7; A3]. The date of a supporting
docunment shoul d not be assunmed to determ ne the

statutory application date. The Council should nake an express | ega
finding on that point.

I f BNG applies, the Council should al so ensure that the biodiversity
calculation reflects the correct pre-

devel opnent baseline and the effects of the March clearance. The
former orchard and trees should not disappear



fromthe assessnent sinply because the habitat was renoved before
t he ecol ogi cal survey.
10. Ecol ogical connectivity

The ecol ogi cal assessnent identifies surroundi ng woodl and,
treelines, open/agricultural fields, hedgerow margins

and ponds. [ A3, 1.2-1.3]. The report describes the site's

prot ected-speci es potential as generally |ow or

negligible, while identifying noderate potential for birds. [A3,
4.3].

Those concl usi ons should not be treated as answering the separate

| andscape-scal e question of ecol ogi ca

connectivity. The proposed dwel ling, garage, parking, hardstanding,
Iighting and donestic garden could reduce

perneability through the site even if no protected species offence
is

denonstr at ed.

The Council should therefore assess the site's role as a novenent
corridor and require appropriate nitigation

i ncludi ng consideration of lighting, boundary perneability, planting
and retained habitat.

11. Sustainable transport and | ocation

The applicant identifies Wargrave railway station at approximtely
2.7 km Tag Lane bus stops at approximtely

350 m Hare Hatch Grange bus stops at approximately 650 m Wargrave
GP surgery at approximately 1.5 km and

War grave pharmacy at approximately 1.4 km [Al, 2.4].

Those di stances shoul d be acknow edged rather than overstat ed.
However, the rel evant question is whether the

proposed six-bedroomdwelling is in a |location that enables

sustai nable travel in practice. The rural road

environnent, lack of continuous footways and the |ikely dependence
on private vehicles remain materi al

The 2018 Inspector found the earlier |ocation acceptable partly
because the previous horticultural use could have

generated novenents fromup to seven staff and a single dwelling

m ght generate fewer vehicle novenents.

[ A18, paras. 19-20]. That was a conparison specific to the evidence
before the I nspector and shoul d not be

treated as a general finding that this site is sustainably | ocated
for any residential schene.

12. Drainage and flood risk

The applicant relies on a Canham Consul ting drai nage strategy and
SUDS approach. [AL, 6. 75-6. 78; A4,

Drai nage Strategy, ref. 260327- CCL- XX- XX- RP- C-1000]. The Counci
shoul d i ndependently verify the

assunptions rather than accepting the exi stence of a drainage report
as proof of deliverability.

The key questions include the actual greenfield runoff rate, the
proposed discharge rate, the condition and

capacity of the receiving ditch/watercourse, downstream
connectivity, exceedance routes, nmintenance,

bl ockage, punp failure and the consequences of a | oss of power or
mechani cal failure if punping is relied upon

The subnmitted site/topographical information records |evels broadly
bet ween approximately 63.4 mand 65.7 m

and a recorded water level of approximately 63.85 m [Subnitted
site/topographical information]. These |levels



make it particularly inportant that the drainage strategy is
denonstrated rather than assuned.

The Council should not conclude that the devel opnent is deliverable
until it is satisfied that the systemw || not

increase flood risk on or off the site and that the receiving

wat er cour se can safely acconmpdat e the proposed

di schar ge

13. Cainmed | awful fallback

The applicant states that the | awful storage use covered by
Certificate 152003 is capabl e of i mediate

i mpl enmentation. [ALl, 6.2-6.5; Al7]. The Council should test this
assertion carefully.

A fallback is materially relevant only to the extent that it is
lawful and realistically capable of inplenentation. The

Council should identify the exact use and area authorised by the
certificate, conpare it with the present physica

circunstances, and consi der whether reinstatenent is genuinely
avai | abl e wi t hout further planning perm ssion

The 2018 Inspector expressly noted the linmts of the appeal process
in determning the correctness of the earlier

certificate and relied on the evidence avail able for the appeal

[ A18, paras. 5-6]. The current officer report should

therefore avoid treating the fallback as an unqualified fact w thout
checking the certificate and its plan

14. Cunul ative and precedent effects

The Council's WL1 evidence identifies the north-eastern fringes of
Wargrave as potentially vulnerable to

i ncrenental change. [ A19/A20]. A decision to permit an exceptionally
large dwelling on the basis of Gey Belt and

former horticultural use could increase pressure for simlar

redevel opnent of other countryside plots al ong Bl akes

Lane.

This does not nean that precedent is a standal one reason for

refusal. Rather, it is relevant to the assessnment of

cunul ative urbani sati on and whether the proposal woul d undernine the
spatial role of the Geen Belt over tine.

15. Pl anni ng bal ance and concl usi on

The proposal conbines a nunber of planning harns. The Council's own
Green Belt evidence establishes that the

wi der WL1 | andscape perforns recogni sed Green Belt functions. The
2018 appeal provides site-specific evidence

of openness, countryside and ecol ogical harmfromresidentia
redevel opnent. The current proposal is

substantially larger than the dwelling previously considered. The
applicant's Grey Belt case should therefore be tested rigorously
agai nst the current NPPF and shoul d not be

all owed to bypass the separate questions of sustainable |ocation
unnet need for the specific type of

devel opnent, Green Belt openness, |andscape character, biodiversity
and flood ri sk.

The March cl earance creates a particular evidential issue: the
Counci| should reconstruct the pre-clearance

baseline rather than treating the July 2026 condition as concl usive



The BNG exenption nust |ikew se be
determ ned by reference to the legally relevant application date and
the rules in force at that tine.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that planning application
261825 be refused. In the alternative, if the
Council is mnded to approve, it should first require clarification

and i ndependent verification of the Gey Belt

assessnent, lawful fallback, ecol ogical baseline and BNG position
and drainage/flood-risk strategy, and should

i mpose proportionate conditions controlling future enl argenent and
associ at ed devel opnent where a clear site-

specific justification exists.
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