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COWENTS:

There are too nany technical and ancillary errors in the planning
statenent that nmakes it very difficult to accurately assess this
application. The Pl anning Statenment submitted in support of this
application is of notably poor quality and fails to engage with the
mat eri al planni ng considerations required by both national and | oca
policy. Instead of providing evidence based assessnent, policy
justification, or technical analysis, the docunent relies heavily on
newspaper articles, general comentary andnon pl anni ng sources that
carry no weight in the determ nation of a planning application. This
approach does not neet the standards expected under the NPPF, which
requires proportionate, objective and policy led justification, nor
does it satisfy Wokinghamis Core Strategy or MDD policies that
demand clear evidence on nmatters such as access, transport safety,
| andscape inpact, and rural character. By substituting substantive
pl anni ng

anal ysis with nedia references, the Planning Statenent fails to
denonstrate conpliance with the Devel opnent Plan and cannot be
considered a reliable or robust docunent for decision making. The
submitted block plan fails to show any neani ngful detail of the
proposed access arrangenent to Eversley Road. The draw ng contains
on ly internal site features and omits essential access infornation
such as geonetry, visibility splays, pedestrian safety neasures
drai nage, hedgerow i npacts, and swept path analysis. As a result,

t he

application does not denonstrate conpliance with national policy
(NPPF 88110-113, 174), Wkingham Core Strategy (CP3, CP6), the

MDD Local Plan (TB20, CC03), or the Arborfield & New and

Nei ghbour hood Pl an. Wthout a properly designed and evi denced access
pl an, the proposal cannot be considered safe, suitable, or policy
conpliant. The

Pl anning Statenment fails to denonstrate conpliance with | oca

(Woki ngham Core Strategy, MDD, Arborfield & Newl and Nei ghbour hood
Pl an) and national (NPPF) policies because the proposed access

road is unsafe, unjustified,urbanising, and unsupported by required
technical evidence. It does not show safe geonetry, visibility,
pedestri an

protection, drainage, or |andscape mitigation —all of which are
mandatory for rural |ane access design. National Policy Failures
(NPPF) NPPF s110-113 — Safe and Suitabl e Access The Pl anni ng
Statement nust denonstrate that the access is: e« safe for all users
esuitable for the |ocation « supported by appropriate evidence It
fails because: < No visibility splays are provided. ¢« No speed
survey or

justification for assuned design speeds. ¢ No pedestrian safety
assessnent on a rural road with no footways. ¢« No swept path

anal ysis for refuse or energency vehicles. ¢« No drai nage strategy to
prevent run off onto Eversley Road. Result: The access cannot be
considered “safe and suitable” under the NPPF. NPPF sl174 —
Protecting Rura

Character The access appears to require: ¢ hedge renpbval e« w dening
of the verge e« engi neered bel | nrouth geonetry These are urbani sing
interventions that harmrural character, contrary to sl174. NPPF



s180-182 — Biodiversity If hedgerow renoval or verge disturbance is
required, the Planning Statenent nust show < ecol ogical survey
emtigation « Biodiversity Net Gain It does not. Wbki ngham Cor e
Strategy Failures CP3 — General Principles The access nmust protect:
e character e« safety ¢ anenity The Planning Statenent fails because:
* No evidence of safe pedestrian novenent past the access. ¢ No

drai nage details. « No denpnstration that the access respects rura
character. CP6 — Transport Requires: e« safe access e appropriate
geonetry e« evi dence based design The Pl anning Statenment provides no
Transport Statenent, no swept paths, no speed data, and no
pedestrian assessnent. This is a clear policy conflict. CP11 -
Devel opnent

Qutside Settlenent Limts The access is in open countryside. To
conply, the Planning Statenent nust show. ¢ no harmto rura
character e« no urbanising effect | andscape justification It does
not provide any | andscape or visual inpact assessnent. MDD Loca
Plan Failures TB20 — Access, Servicing and Parking The Pl anni ng
Statenent nust denonstrate: ¢ safe geonetry e visibility

e pedestrian safety

e servicing access It fails because: *« No visibility splays * No
swept paths ¢ No pedestrian provision ¢« No drai nage strategy CQo3
— Geen Routes Eversley Road is a designated Green Route. The

Pl anni ng Statenment nust show. < hedgerow protection ¢ rural |ane
character retention ¢ sensitive design It does not nmention the G een
Rout e designation at all —a mmj or om ssion. Arborfield & New and
Nei ghbour hood Pl an Failures The ANP requires: e protection of rura
| anes e« sensitive access design ¢« safe novenent for pedestrians

e | andscape protection The Planning Statenent fails because: ¢ The
access design is suburban in form (wi de radii, engineered

bel Il mouth). ¢ No hedgerow retention or replacenent strategy. ¢ No
pedestrian safety neasures. ¢ No | andscape justification. This is a
direct conflict with ANP policies on rural character and novenent.
ni cal Evidence Mssing The Planning Statenment does not include:

e Visibility splay drawi ngs  Speed survey ¢ Swept path anal ysis

e Drai nage design ¢ Hedgerow i npact assessnent ¢ Landscape/vi sua

i mpact assessnent ¢ Biodiversity Net Gain cal culation ¢ Pedestrian
saf ety assessnent Wthout these, the access cannot be consi dered
conpliant with any transport or |andscape policy. The Pl anni ng
Statenent fails to denonstrate conpliance with national policy
(NPPF s110-113, 174) and local policy (CP3, CP6, CP11, TB20, CCO3
and the Arborfield & New and Nei ghbour hood Pl an) because the
proposed access road is neither safe nor appropriate for this rura
location. No visibility splays, speed data, swept path analysis,
pedestrian safety neasures, drainage strategy, hedgerow assessnent
or | andscape

justification are provided. The access lies on a designated G een
Rout e and woul d urbani se Eversl ey Road through engi neered geonetry
and |ikely hedge renoval, contrary to rural character and
countryside protection policies. In the absence of essential

techni cal evidence, the application fails to denonstrate safe and
sui tabl e access and shoul d be consi dered non conpliant with the
Devel opment Plan. On the grounds cited above, Arborfield & New and
Pari sh Council object to this planning application.



