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COWENTS:

1. The proposed devel opment woul d continue, along with previous and
ongoi ng | arge-scal e devel opnents, to destroy Wki ngham s countryside
nature and open field views, and further reduce habitat for |oca
wildlife. It would add to the night sky light pollution and day tine
vehi cl e and donestic heating pollution. It would add significantly
to the already congested | ocal roads. The site contains and is

adj acent to several listed buildings and | arge-scal e devel opnent
woul d significantly degrade their setting (a point the Planning

I nspectorate attaches considerable inportance and weight to .. see
30 below). 2. These views are reinforced by simlarities with the
March 2022 Pl anning | nspectorate review of just a Single dwelling

pl anni ng appeal site, only a few neters away on the opposite side of
East hanpst ead

Road to this proposal. The word "appeal " has been renoved below to

| eave only "site" as the sites are effectively the sane.

Main I ssues with building on this site (the Planning |Inspectorate,
simlar views expressed previously by Wkingham Bor ough Council)

3. The main issues are:

- whether the site is a suitable location for a dwelling having
regard to local and national planning policy for the delivery of
housing; - the effect of the proposed devel opnent on a heritage
asset; and

- the effect of the proposed devel opnent on the character and

appear ance of the area.

Reasons

Suitabl e | ocation

4, The site is |located outside any defined devel opment limts.

Policy CP11 of the Core Strategy Devel opment Pl an Docunent 2010

(the CS)

restricts devel opnent outside defined settlenment limts in order to
protect the separate identity of settlenments and naintain the
quality of the environnent. It sets out a nunber of exceptions which
i ncludes certain types of devel opnent that nmay be permitted.

However, as a new nmarket dwelling, the proposal would not neet any
of those exceptions. It would therefore be contrary to policy.

5. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Franmework) sets out

at paragraph 80 that planning decisions should avoid the devel opnent
of isolated homes in the countryside and sets out a nunber of
exceptions to this. None of these would apply in this case.

6. The appel |l ant does not dispute that the proposed dwelling would
be | ocated outside defined developnent Iimts, although he considers
that these are out of date. However, he considers that the proposa
woul d not result in an isolated hone in the countryside under
paragraph 80 as it is located within a settlenent.

7. 1t has been established through the Braintree DC v SSCLG
judgnentl that the word "isolated" in the phrase "isolated hones in
t he

countryside" sinply connotes a dwelling that is physically separate



or renote froma settlenment. Wiether a proposed new dwelling is, or
is not, "isolated" in this sense will be a matter of fact and

pl anning judgnent for the decision-naker in the particul ar

circunst ances of the case in hand.

8. The City & Country Branshill Limted v SSHCLG judgnent2 endorsed
this approach. It went on to clarify that to adopt renoteness from
other dwellings instead of froma settlenent would be inconsistent
with the Governnent's intentions as it would prevent the policy from
applying to the devel opnent of additional dwellings, one or two at a
time, on sites next to other sporadic rural housing, on the basis
that they would not be "isol at ed"

9. The Framework does not define what is nmeant by a "settlenent".

The Braintree judgnment confirned that whether a group of dwellings
constitutes a settlenent for the purposes of the policy is a matter
of fact and planning judgnent for the decision-naker. It also
established that a settlenent does not necessarily have to have any
services or public transport in order to be considered a settlenent.
10. The question therefore arises, whether Holne G een can be
considered a settlenent for the purposes of the policy and, if so,
whet her the proposed dwelling woul d be physically separate or renote
fromthat settlenent

11. The area indicated as Hol me Green conprises a collection of

di spersed devel opnent al ong East hanpstead Road and potentially some
of the adjacent roads, including Heathlands Road and Redl ake Lane.
Devel oprent includes farns, sone linmted and sporadi c housing and a
private school, Holne Grange. Mdst of these are physically separated
fromeach other by fields and undevel oped | and. As an exception to
this, there is a short stretch of linear residential devel opnment and
a public house on Easthanpstead Road, north of its junction with
Heat hl ands Road. Due to the very | oose nature of the other
developnent, | only find this small cluster of devel opnent coul d be
considered a settlenent. | also note that this is included within

t he defined devel opnent limts of Wkingham

12. The site is |located sone distance to the south of this cluster

of devel opnent. Wilst the proposed house woul d share a boundary
with a residential property, The Garden House, and the grounds of
Hol me Grange, these are also both separate fromthe cluster of

devel opnent further south. This separation is reinforced by the
absence of

proni nent accesses to these properties from East hanpstead Road which
adds weight to nmy view that the appeal site, which does have its own
access onto East hanpstead Road but sone consi derabl e distance from
the cluster of devel opnent, would be renpte fromand physically
separate fromthe settlenment. The presence of Pearce's Farmon the
opposite side of the road, substantially surrounded by fields and

al so

physically separate fromthe cluster does not alter ny viewin
respect of the site.

13. | have been referred to an appeal at Barkham Manor3 where the

I nspector determined that that site's proxinmty to the settlenent
woul d not result in an isolated hone in the countrysi de. However,
this proposal was within sone 80m of the settlenent, unlike the
schene which would be a mi ni nrum of 185m of a defined boundary but
even

further fromthe nearest cluster of devel opnent, which is indicated
to be sone 290m away. It would therefore be nmaterially different and
not conparable to the scenario in the Barkham Manor appeal. This
appeal does not therefore lead ne to any different concl usions.

14. The appel l ant has argued that the proposed devel opment woul d
amount to infilling as the site is surrounded by residential



devel opnent to the west, east and north and would not therefore be
i sol ated. However, whether a devel opnent would anmobunt to infilling
is not a test of whether a proposal anounts to an isolated dwelling
in the countryside. In any event, in ny experience, in order to be
infilling a proposal nmust fill a space or gap between two other
bui |l di ngs or structures whether within a continuous built-up
frontage or within built devel opnent.

15. The site has a shared boundary with the school and The Garden
House, which is a residential property. However, due to the
significant size of the garden to The Garden House, only the schoo
bui | di ngs woul d be close to the proposed dwelling. The nearest
residential property to the north, Pearce's Farm is |located a short
di stance away but on the opposite side of Easthanpstead Road.
Therefore, even if | were to accept that infilling could provide an
i ndi cation as to whether the proposal would anount to an isol ated
dwel I i ng, the proposed house due to its distance from nearby

devel opnent would not, in ny view, anmount to infilling.

16. The Council has not objected to the schenme on the grounds that

it would result in any coal escence of settlenents. However, in terns
of the location, the proposal would expand devel opnent al ong

East hanpst ead Road i nto undevel oped | and through the introduction of
a large dwelling and donestic paraphernalia associated with it which
woul d be at odds with the sem -rural character. This would be to the
detrinment of the quality of the environnent. | discuss this in nore
detail in nmy reasoning on character and appearance bel ow.

17. Although the site is not far from either Wki ngham or

Crowt horne, there is no public transport access to these
settlenents. Furthernore, whilst | accept that sonme trips by bicycle
woul d be an option and that the absence of streetlighting would not
rule this out, it would not always be practical, for exanple, in
bringi ng shoppi ng hone or taking children to school. It therefore
seens to ne that future occupants would be largely reliant on the
use of a private car to neet their ay-to-day needs.

18. It has been suggested that it would be possible to walk to the
public house sone 0.2 miles away and that various other services and
facilities would be between 11 and 26 m nutes wal k away. However,
there is no footway or streetlighting along this section of

East hanpst ead Road which is also subject to a 60 miles per hour
speed limt. In such circunstances, walking to and fromthe site
woul d be both inpractical and unsafe and therefore unlikely to
happen.

19. | have been referred to the findings of an Inspector in an
appeal at Land north of Warbrook Lane, Eversley4 who recogni sed
that the opportunities to provide for alternative neans of transport
other than the private car can be limted in rural areas. In that
appeal , the Inspector found that there would be sone opportunity to
wal k to sone services. This is not conparable to the schenme before
me where | have found that such opportunities would not be avail able
due to loca

ci rcunst ances

20. My attention has been drawn to the Council's Local Plan Update:
Revised Gowh Strategy Consultation. This proposes the allocation
of additional land within the South Wki ngham Strategi c Devel opnent
Location to provide an additional 835 dwellings. This area would
extend to the east of Easthanpstead Road and close to the appea
site.

21. Devel opnent within this |location would have inplications for the
sustainability of the appeal site, as well as the character of the



area. Wil st these proposals exist, they are at a relatively early
stage with consultation only recently concluded. | have no
information as to whether there are objections to these plans and
they have al so not been subject to public exam nation. Therefore,
whil st | accept

that they may bring about changes in the area if inplenented, there
is no certainty that this will happen. | therefore can give this no
wei ght in this appeal

22. 1 conclude that the site would not be a suitable location for a
dwel i ng having regard to |l ocal and national planning policy for the
delivery of housing. It would therefore conflict with Policies CP1,
CP3, CP6, CP9 and CP11 of the CS and Policies CCO1 and CCO2 of the
Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery Local Plan 2016 (the MDD LP). These
policies together seek sustainable devel opnment that protects the
quality of the environnent by not permitting devel opnent outside of
developnent limts; is appropriate to the character of the area; and
| ocated where it provides a choice in transport nodes and nininm ses
the di stance people need to travel. It would also not conply with
the Franmework's objectives for rural housing, pronoting sustainable
transport, achieving well designed places and conserving the natura
envi ronnent .

23. It would also not accord with the Borough Design Suppl enentary

Pl anni ng Docunent 2012 (the BDG which, anongst other things,
supports devel opnent that is designed to contribute positively to
the quality of the local area

24. The Council's reason for refusal refers to Policy CC08 of the
MDD LP. However, this policy relates to safeguarding alignnments of
the Strategic Transport Network and is not rel evant here.

Effect on a heritage asset

25. The site is a large area of |and adjacent to The Garden House, a
md 18th century red brick 2 storey house with a large walled
garden. This is a Grade Il Listed Building. The site is adjacent to,
but

outside, the high brick garden wall which is referred to within the
listing of this building. The site itself appears to be used as a
garden area

26. n/a

27. nla

28. There is however no di sagreenent that the garden wall running

al ong the western boundary of the site is a listed structure. This
wal I encloses the main garden to the Garden House fromthe rura
hinterland beyond but links to it via the existing gated access
within the wall. The site, whether within the curtilage of the
listed

building or not, therefore lies within its setting. It contributes
to the significance of the listed building due to the absence of
significant built devel opnent and through its open and rura
character.

29. The proximty of the proposed dwelling and associ at ed

devel opnent woul d erode the open character of the setting. The
house woul d be visible above the garden wall which, whilst not
prominent in views fromthe Garden House itself, would be visible
fromwithinits

grounds. This would detract fromthe rural setting within which the
listed building is experienced.

30. | have attached considerabl e i nportance and weight to the
desirability of avoiding any such harnful effect on the |isted

buil ding in accordance with Section 66 (1) of the Planning



(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the Act)

whi ch requires that special regard nust be given to the desirability
of preserving a listed building or its setting.

31. The harmthe proposal would cause to the significance of the
heritage assets would be significant though | ess than substanti al

Par agr aph 202 of the Framework states that where a proposal woul d
lead to | ess than substantial harmto the significance of the

heritage

asset, this harm shoul d be wei ghed against the public benefits of
the proposal. | return to this in ny planning balance |ater

32. nla

33. | conclude that the proposed devel opnent woul d adversely affect
a heritage asset. It would therefore conflict with Policy TB24 of
the MDD LP and the objectives of Framework which together seek to
conserve and enhance designated heritage assets and their settings.

Character and appearance

34. The site is an area of secluded garden |and, partially enclosed
along its boundaries by a high tinber fence and a nunber of nmature
trees, both along the front and rear boundaries of the site. Wthin
the site itself there are several trees. Together, these give the
site a verdant and sylvan character. This contributes to the overal
quality of the wider area which is characterised by pockets of

woodl and, open fields and devel opnent discretely set behind fenced
and vegetated boundaries. Despite the Iimted devel opnent, the area
has a rural character, reinforced by the absence of prom nent
domesti c devel opnent.

35. nla

36. Neverthel ess, irrespective of howthe site conpares to
surroundi ng developnent, within the rural context in which it lies,
the proposal would result in extensive hard surfacing and urbani sing
features which would significantly dimnish the verdant character of
the site. This would be detrimental to the rural character of both
the site and the surrounding area, appearing as built devel opnent
encroaching into the

countrysi de

37. The site lies within the Wki ngham Landscape Character Area N
Hol mre Green Pastoral Sandy Lowl and. The identified features of that
| andscape include snall areas of val ued woodl and habitats, scattered
historic farmbuil dings and houses, pubs and nansi ons that provide
tinme-depth to the area. The site, in providing space between

exi sting historic buildings, nanely Hol nre Grange and the Garden
House, helps to nmintain that scattered pattern of devel opnent
characteristic of the | andscape. Notwi thstanding this, there are
views through to areas of trees both within and beyond the site,
which al so adds to its

| andscape val ue.

38. Views towards the site from East hanpstead Road are of

substantial trees visible beyond the high tinber fence and gated
access to the site. Wiilst the proposed dwelling has been designed
to incorporate the first floor accommpdation partially within the
roof space to

reduce its overall height, it would neverthel ess be a reasonably
tall building. It would be visible above the boundary fence,

ext endi ng across nuch of the site's width. Its considerable size and
bul k woul d neke it visually pronminent fromthe street. This would
erode the

syl van character along this part of Easthanpstead Road, which has
been identified as a green corridor. This would be harnful to the



| andscape character of the area as well as failing to protect the
green corridor along this route. The existing boundary vegetation
woul d not be sufficient to screen such a sizeable building from
view. 39. In addition, the proposal would create a nore linear form
of devel opnent along this road when viewed adj acent to the nobdern
school buildings within Hol ne Grange. Wil st these are not

t hensel ves proninent fromthe street, they can be glinpsed. Wth the
i ntroduction of a dwelling adjacent to these, this would draw nore
attention to developnent in the area nore generally, to the
detrinment of the |andscape and its rural character

40. The surrounding area is characterised by a nunber of historic
bui | di ngs. The local vernacul ar of these historic buildings is of
hi gh pitched roofs, attic accomobdations with nodest dorners,

promi nent chi mey stacks, sinple fenestration designs and
construction either fromred bricks or tinmber framed infilled with
pai nted panels. There are al so sone nore recent buildings, including
Hol me Grange nursery, a new school theatre and a bungal ow, Pearce's
Cot t age whi ch have

i ntroduced nore architectural variation to the area.

41. n/ a

42. n/ a

43. n/ a

44. 1 concl ude that the proposed devel opment woul d significantly
harm t he character and appearance of the area. It would therefore
conflict with Policies CP1, CP3 and CPl11l of the CS and Policies
CC01, CCO03 and TB21 of the MDD LP. These policies together seek
sust ai nabl e devel opnent that maintains the quality of the

envi ronnent, avoi di ng excessive encroachnent away from ori gi na

buil dings in locations

out side developnent limts; retains or enhances the character and
features that contribute to | andscape character; protects and
enhances the Borough's green infrastructure networks; and permts
devel opnent that is of an appropriate nass, built formand character
for the area with a high quality of design and would have no
detrinental inpact upon heritage. It would also not accord with the
BDG whi ch, anongst other things, sinmlarly seeks devel opnent that
contributes to the character of the local area in terns of
architecture and | andscape.

O her Matters

45. The site lies within 5km of the Thanes Basi n Heat hs Specia
Protection Area (the SPA). This is protected as a European Site of
Nat ure Conservation Inportance and is subject to statutory
protection under the Conservation of Habitats and Species

Regul ations 2017. Regulation 63 prevents the conpetent authority
fromgranting

per m ssion unl ess the proposal woul d not adversely affect the

integrity of the European site. | amthe conpetent authority for the
pur poses of this appeal
46. The Council, in consultation with Natural England, considers

that any net increase in residential devel opnment between 400m and
5km straight-line distance fromthe SPAis likely to have a
significant effect on the integrity of the SPA either alone or in
conbi nati on

with other plans or projects. This is due to a potential increase in
recreational activity on the SPA

47. n/ a

48. n/ a

Pl anni ng Bal ance



49. The proposed devel opnent woul d provide an additional market
dwelling. This is a public benefit both in social and econonic terns
during both the construction phase and subsequent occupation
generating jobs, revenue through the New Hones Bonus and council tax
recei pts and use of local services and facilities. However, its
contr ibutionin this regard is negligible due to the small scal e of
the proposal. The public benefits of the schene do not outweigh the
| ess than substantial harm| have identified in nmy reasoning in
relation to the effect of the proposal on the heritage asset.

50. n/a

51. n/a

52. The proposal would result in a dwelling in the countrysi de,
beyond settlenment limts where future occupants would be reliant on
t he

private car. Furthernore, the proposal woul d cause significant harm
to the character and appearance of the area. It would al so be
harnful to the setting of a listed building.

53. | have not assessed the effects of the scheme on the SPA for
reasons set out above. However, even if | were to find that
mtigation could be provided in this regard which would avoid harm
to the SPA, this would be a neutral factor in the bal ance.

Concl usi on

54. The proposed devel opnment woul d be contrary to the devel opnent
pl an and there are no material considerations that outweigh this
conflict. Consequently, with reference to Section 38(6) of the

Pl anni ng and Conpul sory Purchase Act 2004, the appeal should be
di smi ssed



