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SUBM TTED BY : M Darryl Tott
DATE SUBM TTED : 01/07/2026

COWENTS:
Dear Pl anning Case Oficer,

| amwiting to object to Planning Application 261059 in its current
form

| have franed this objection around material planning

consi derations, including planning policy conpliance, housing
density, highway safety, traffic, parking, residential anenity,

over |l ooki ng/l oss of privacy, biodiversity, ancient woodl and and tree
i mpacts, SANG provision, the red-line boundary, and inconsistencies
within the subnitted application docunents.

| recognise that Barkham Square is identified in the emerging

Woki ngham Local Plan Update. My objection is not sinply to the
principle of plan-led devel opnent. My objection is that this
application, as submtted, does not properly reflect the energing
Local Pl an evidence base, materially increases the proposed housing
quantum pl aces inappropriate infrastructure in the sensitive

sout h-eastern part of the site, relies on a new access through the
Commonfield Lane tree line while a TPO request renmi ns undetern ned,
and contains inportant discrepancies between the subnitted
docunent s.

For those reasons, | ask that the application is refused in its
current form or at mninmumnot determ ned until the applicant has
amended the schenme and resolved the matters set out bel ow

1) The Comonfield Lane access is prenmature while the TPO request
remai ns undet er m ned

| submitted a request in Decenber 2024 for the Commonfield Lane tree
line to be considered for Tree Preservation Order protection. WBC
acknow edged the request and later confirmed in January 2026 that
the request renmins under consideration and that | would be
notified once the assessnent had been conpl et ed.

The applicati on now seeks approval for access, including a
Commonfi el d Lane access to serve the allotnents and SANG car parKk.
Because access is not reserved, the Council is being asked to
approve the principle and | ocation of this access now. That should
not happen before the outstandi ng TPO request is deterni ned.

The tree line has inportant public anenity, |andscape, ecol ogica
and historic value. It forns part of the established green character
of

Comonfield Lane and contributes to the w der Barkham Brook /
Longnoor Bog ecol ogi cal context. Approving an access that may
require renoval, cutting through or alteration of this tree |line
woul d

prejudi ce the TPO assessnent and underm ne the Council's ability to
protect trees that nay be considered worthy of protection



| ask that the Council's Tree Oficer formally determ nes the
out st andi ng TPO request before this application is reported to
comittee or otherw se determ ned

2) The application exceeds the Barkham Square housi ng quantumin
the Local Pl an Update

Draft Policy SS11 in the Wki ngham Local Plan Update identifies 600
dwel lings on land north of Arborfield Studios, known as Bar kham
Square. The subm tted application seeks up to 660 residential
dwel i ngs, plus elderly care accommodation. That is a naterial
uplift of at |east 10% over the Barkham Square figure in the
energi ng Local Plan, before the final quantum and nature of the
elderly care element is fully known.

The applicant's own Pl anni ng Supporting Statenent acknow edges that
energing Policy SS11 refers to 600 dwellings at Barkham Square, but
then relies on w der housing-need argunents to justify up to 660
dwellings. That is not a ninor detail. It changes the density,
likely population, traffic, infrastructure burden, SANG

requi renent,

open-space requi renent and ecological nmitigation required fromthe
site.

If the applicant w shes to pronote a higher figure than the energing
Local Plan, that should be tested through the Local Plan exam nation
process or supported by a clear and robust site-specific
justification. It should not be accepted through an outline planning
application where the resulting pressure is then used to justify

pl acing allotnments, a SANG car park and a new vehicle access in the
nost sensitive south-eastern part of the site.

| therefore request that the Council gives significant weight to the
600-dwel ling figure in draft Policy SS11 and requires the applicant
to denonstrate a 600-dwel ling |ayout before any higher figure is
consi der ed.

3) The proposed location of the allotnments and car park is not
justified

WBC officers confirned in witing that the Barkham Square site shown
in the Local Plan Update is as shown in Figure 6 on page 74 of the
Proposed Submi ssion Plan, and that by excluding sone | and east of
Bar kham Br ook, the Crest masterplan consulted on did not correspond
to the whole of the site area referenced in the LPU. Oficers also
confirned that the location of allotnments is not fixed and would be
assessed through the planning application.

That matters because the current application appears to treat the
submitted red-1ine boundary and the south-eastern allotnment/car-park
| ocation as effectively fixed, when they are not. The applicant has
not adequately denonstrated why the allotnents and SANG car park
nmust be placed on the Commonfield Lane edge, close to existing
hones,

adj acent to a sensitive tree line, and within the part of the site
identified through the LPU evi dence base as needing to be delivered
as greenspace in perpetuity.

If the Council considers that allotnents and an associ ated car park



are required, they should be located within the mai n Barkham Square
devel opnent area, not on the south-eastern |land identified through
the LPU evidence base as needing to be protected as greenspace in
perpetuity. The applicant is already seeking to increase the housing
quant um from 600 dwellings to 660 dwellings, and the subnitted

| ayout therefore denonstrates that the nain devel opnent area is
capabl e of being intensified and reconfigured. The operational |and
uses

associated with allotnents and parki ng shoul d be absorbed within
that devel oped area, rather than displaced onto the nost sensitive
-eastern greenspace.

The increase from 600 to 660 dwellings appears to have intensified
pressure on the land take and resulted in a poorer layout. It is not
reasonabl e for the applicant to seek the benefit of a higher-density
schene whil e pushing the operational consequences of that density
onto the very land the LPU evidence base identifies for long-term
greenspace protection.

The Council should require the applicant to submit a genuine
alternatives assessnent for the allotnents, SANG car park and
onfield Lane access before any approval is considered.

4) The south-eastern part of the site should be secured as
greenspace in perpetuity

The LPU Sustainability Appraisal is clear that Barkham Square is
constrained by a stream corridor, banksi de woodl and, ancient

woodl and and proximty to Longnoor Bog SSSI. It states that, froma
bi odi versity perspective, there is a need to ensure the south-east
part of the site is delivered as greenspace in perpetuity.

The current application does not adequately secure that outcone.

I nstead, the south-eastern area includes allotnments, a SANG car
park, vehicle access and associated activity. Allotnents nmay be a
formof green infrastructure, but they are not the sane as natura
greenspace or SANG. They can include fencing, sheds, storage,
conposting areas, vehicle trips, lighting/security pressures,
intermttent occupation, fly-tipping risk and disturbance. A car
park is plainly not natura

gr eenspace.

In ny view, locating allotnents and a car park on this |l and
conflicts wth, and undernines, the core planning objectives of the
energing LPU for this part of the site. The LPU evi dence base
identifies the south-eastern area as needing to be delivered as
greenspace in

perpetuity because of its biodiversity role, proximty to Longnoor
Bog SSSI, relationship with the streamcorridor and banksi de

woodl and, and the need to consider cunul ative ecol ogi cal pressures.
The proposed allotnments and car park would harmthe character and
function that the LPU is seeking to protect.

The Council should not |eave the protection of the south-eastern
land to future reserved nmatters or informal nanagenent intentions.
The

protection nust be secured through binding | egal nechani sns as part
of this application, including a clearly defined plan, Section 106
obligations, |ong-term managenent and nai ntenance arrangenents,
transfer or dedication of any SANG open-space | and where



appropriate, and enforceable restrictions preventing the Iand from
| ater being used for car parking, allotnment expansion, built
devel opnent or other non-natural greenspace uses.

The applicant nust clearly explain:

1. how the south-eastern area will be legally secured as greenspace
in perpetuity;

2. how the land will be protected fromfuture devel opnent if parts
are outside the SANG or outside the application's enforceable
controls; and

3. how Natural England and the Council's ecology officers are
satisfied that the proposal properly mitigates effects on the Thanes
Basi n Heat hs SPA and Longnoor Bog SSSI

A planning condition at reserved nmatters stage would not be
sufficient. This is a strategic mtigation and | and-use issue that
goes to the acceptability of the outline application itself.

5) Wldlife, deer, badgers, bats and cunul ati ve ecol ogi cal inpacts
have not been adequately addressed

The sout h-eastern part of Barkham Square is not sinply spare |and
avai l abl e for operational uses. It is used by wildlife, including
nmul tiple deers, bats and badgers, and forns part of a wi der green
corridor and ecol ogi cal buffer associated w th Barkham Brook
existing tree |lines, banksi de woodl and and t he wi der | andscape
around Longnoor

Bog.

| raised this issue in ny consultation response before the
application was subnmitted. The adjacent solar farmon Comonfield
Lane is likely to displace |ocal deer populations and create
addi ti onal ecol ogical pressure. Wthout a conprehensive green
infrastructure strategy, these inpacts will be conpounded by the
Bar kham Squar e devel opnent. The

current plans fail to provide sufficient greenspace buffers or

bi odi versity corridors to support displaced wildlife. This is a
critical oversight and is directly relevant to the LPU
Sustainability Appraisal's requirenent that the south-eastern part
of the site is delivered as greenspace in perpetuity.

The south-eastern area is one of the |ast remaining undevel oped
greenspace refuges and novenent corridors on this edge of Arborfield
Green. Placing allotnents, a car park and a new vehicle access into
this area would reduce its value as a quiet wildlife corridor and
refuge. It would also introduce additional disturbance through
vehi cl e novenents, people, dogs, lighting/security pressures,

mai nt enance activity, storage, sheds, fencing and potentia

fly-tipping.

The Council should require a specific cunulative ecol ogi ca
assessnent of the conbined effects of the Barkham Square

devel opnent, the

Commonfield Lane solar farm existing nearby devel opnent, Reading FC
Trai ni ng G ound, Greenacres, Arborfield SDL intensification and
other commtted or energing | ocal devel opnent pressures. The Counci
should also require a clear plan showi ng how deer, bats, badgers
and other wildlife novenent will be maintai ned, how ecol ogi ca
connectivity will be protected, and how t he sout h-eastern greenspace
will be legally secured in perpetuity.



6) The applicant's tree evidence conflicts with the hi ghway/ access
evi dence

The applicant's Arboricultural Inplications Report concludes that
the arboricultural inpact is negligible and that no ancient,

veteran, notable or nmature trees, no category A or B trees and no
trees of high |andscape or biodiversity value are to be renoved.

However, the access and hi ghway material identifies a new
Commonfield Lane access and visibility requirenents in a | ocation
where existing vegetation and trees are present. This creates a

mat eri al

i nconsi stency. The Council cannot safely conclude that the tree

i mpacts are negligible without a clear, reconciled plan showi ng how
the visibility splays, vehicle access, tree protection, hedgerow
retention, root protection areas and TPO request are all conpatible.

The Council should require the applicant to provide a reconciled
pl an

showi ng:

1. the exact visibility-splay footprint;

2. every tree, group and hedge affected by that splay;

3. whet her any TPO veteran, notable, mature, ancient woodl and
buffer, root protection area or ecological corridor is affected;
4. how the access design is conpatible with the Arboricultura

I mplications Report; and

5. whet her an alternative access strategy would avoid or reduce
har m

Unl ess that is resolved, the Commonfield Lane access shoul d not be
appr oved.

7) Commonfield Lane is unsuitable for additional car-based access

The subnmitted material identifies Commonfield Lane as a rural |ane.
It is narrow, constrained and not designed to function as a
car-accessed destination for a new SANG car park and all otnents
The proposed access would serve the allotnents and SANG car park
meaning traffic would be intermttent, visitor-based and likely to

i nclude people unfanmiliar with the lane. It would al so create

turni ng, parking, security and mai ntenance pressures in an area that
is

currently rural and visually enclosed by trees.

It cannot reasonably be assunmed that allotnent users would wal k from
t he new devel opnent. The proposed allotnents are not positioned
close to the main devel opnent area, and all otnent users conmnonly
need to carry tools, plants, conpost, water containers, produce and
other materials. This increases the |likelihood of vehicle trips to
and fromthe allotnents, including trips around and down Commonfield
Lane. The proposed location therefore risks naking the allotnents a
car-accessed destination rather than a genuinely wal kabl e or

cycl e-accessible comunity facility.

Fi nchanpst ead Pari sh Council has also objected to increased traffic
on Comonfield Lane, including access to allotnents and the SANG



car

park, and raised concern that the allotnents risk becom ng a
car-accessed destination rather than a facility reached naturally on
foot or by cycle.

The proposal is therefore contrary to the objectives of active
travel, safe access, healthy comunities and integrated sustainable
devel opnent. |If the Council considers that allotnents and associ at ed
parking are required, they should be | ocated within the mai n Bar kham
Squar e devel opnent area, where the applicant's proposed increase
from600 to 660 dwellings denonstrates that the nain site is capable
of being intensified and reconfigured to absorb these uses. They
shoul d not be placed on the south-eastern greenspace or accessed
from

Commonfi el d Lane.

8) Residential anenity, overlooking and | oss of privacy

The issue here is not loss of a private view. The issue is the
change in land use, activity, traffic, parking, noise,
lighting/security pressure, visual clutter, overlooking, |oss of
privacy and residential anenity inpacts arising from placing
allotnments and a SANG car park on the Commonfield Lane edge.

The proposal would replace open agricultural |and adjacent to

exi sting homes with a nore intensive managed use invol ving all ot nent
pl ots, sheds, fencing, vehicle trips, parking, activity, potential
noi se,

security lighting, storage and possible anti-social behaviour or
fly-tipping.

The proposed allotnments would al so introduce overl ooki ng and | oss of
privacy inpacts for existing residents through regular public
activity, plot use, structures, storage, naintenance activity and
vehi cl e novenents close to existing honmes and garden boundari es.
Overl ooking/loss of privacy is a material planning consideration and
shoul d be assessed separately fromany non-material issue of private
Vi ew.

This is a material change in the character and anenity of the edge
of the existing residential area. The submitted | ayout places the
operational inpacts of the allotnents and car park on existing
residents and on the sensitive south-eastern greenspace, rather than
desi gning those uses into the nain devel opnment area where they woul d
be better planned, better overl ooked, better integrated and |ess
harnful to the environnmental function of the |and.

9) The submitted docunents contain nmaterial discrepancies and
shoul d not be relied upon without clarification

There are several inconsistencies in the submtted application
docunents that should be resol ved before determ nation

First, the application formgives the site area as 41. 80 hectares,
while the Environnental Statenent refers to a total site area of
circa 44.89 hectares, and other docunents refer to circa 44.9 or 45
hectares. That discrepancy is material because site area affects
density, open-space provision, SANG cal cul ati ons, BNG cal cul ati ons,
| andscape assessnent and the relationship to the LPU concept area.



Second, the Planning Supporting Statenment states that there are no
specific | andscape or ecol ogical designations within the site
boundary, while the sane application suite acknow edges parcel s of
anci ent woodl and, TPGCs, mature trees, Barkham Brook, the Thanes
Basin Heaths SPA nmitigation zone and proxinity to Longnoor Bog SSSI
If the applicant's position is that these are not "designations
within the site boundary" in a technical sense, the docunents
should say so clearly and consistently. At present, the wording

ri sks understating the environnental constraints.

Third, the application is outline with all matters reserved except
access. It is therefore not acceptable to | eave unresolved conflicts
about the Commonfield Lane access, visibility splays, tree | oss and
hi ghway safety to reserved matters. Access is the matter being
det er mi ned now.

Fourth, the Planning Supporting Statenment relies on the energing
Local Plan to support the principle of devel opnent, but departs
fromthe sane energing Local Plan by increasing the Barkham Square
quantum from 600 to 660 dwellings, with additional elderly care.
That should be treated as a nmaterial inconsistency in the planning
bal ance.

Fifth, the application does not adequately explain how the proposed
allotnments and car park are conpatible with the LPU Sustainability
Appraisal's stated need for the south-eastern part of the site to be
delivered as greenspace in perpetuity. The allotnents and car park
are operational |and uses and would materially alter the function
character and ecol ogi cal value of the | and.

10) Further docunent inconsistencies: mature, notable and veteran
trees, inconplete arboricultural information, and
consul tation-process concern

The arboricultural submission is also unclear and potentially

i nconpl ete. The Arboricultural Inplications Report expressly lists
Appendi x 4 as the Tree Protection Plan, reference "SJA TPP
23205-041a". The report then relies on that Tree Protection Plan to
show whi ch trees/groups are affected, which trees are to be
retained, howretained trees will be protected, and where renoval s
are marked. It also states that trees to be renoved are shown on the
Tree Protection Plan by red crosses.

That plan is therefore central to the applicant's conclusion that
the arboricultural inpact is "negligible" and that no inportant
trees will be renoved. It is not a background docunent; it is a core
evidential docunent.

However, | have not been able to identify a clearly published,

| egi bl e and conplete Tree Protection Plan matching Appendix 4 / "SJA
TPP 23205-041a" within the submtted docunents avail able for public
review. If it has been submtted, the Council should identify
exactly where it is published. If it has not been submtted, or if
it is not clearly accessible to the public, the arboricultura
assessnent is inconplete and the application should not be

determ ned until Appendi x 4 has been published and residents have
had the opportunity to review and conment on it.

This is particularly inportant because access is being determ ned



now, the Commonfield Lane access interacts directly with existing
trees and boundary vegetation, and the outstanding TPO request for

t he

Commonfield Lane tree |ine remains unresolved. The Council should
not accept a conclusion of negligible tree inpact w thout the ful
Tree Protection Plan, the tree schedul e, the access draw ngs and the
visibility-splay requirenents being reviewed together by the Tree
Oficer.

There is al so an apparent internal docunent-control inconsistency.
The report contents identify Appendix 1 as Mt hodol ogy, Appendix 2
as the Qutline Arboricultural Mthod Statenent, Appendix 3 as the
Tree Survey Schedule, and Appendi x 4 as the Tree Protection Plan.
However, the report sunmary refers to neasures recommended on the
Tree Protection Plan and "set out at Appendix 1". The Council should
require the

applicant to clarify the appendi x references and confirmthat the
submitted arboricultural package is conplete, consistent and
sufficient for determ nation

These points reinforce ny wider concern that the application should
not be determined in its current form The Council is being asked to
approve access as part of the outline application, but the subnmtted
docunents do not clearly and consistently denonstrate how t hat
access can be delivered without harmto the Commonfield Lane tree
line, mature and notable trees, hedgerows, root protection areas,
the wi der ecol ogical corridor, or the south-eastern greenspace
identified through the LPU evi dence base as needing | ong-term
protection.

11) Consul tati on-process concern

I am al so concerned that the original Barkham Square consultation
website (https://ww. barkhansquar econsul tation. co.uk/) contains an
error inits email link. The footer displayed the consultation enai
address as barkhansquar econsul tati on@r at us. co. uk, but the
underlying nailto Iink appeared to direct users to a different enai
address: consultation@outhallthegreen.co.uk - this is stil
present on the website today. This neans that residents who
attenpted to respond by clicking the email link may have sent their
feedback to the wong

address, and their consultati on corments may not have been received
or recorded.

The Council should require the applicant to confirm whether the
consul tation website email |ink was correct throughout the

consul tation period, whether any nisdirected consultation responses
may have occurred, and whether the Statenent of Conmunity

I nvol verent accurately records all feedback received. If the enai
link was

incorrect, this should be treated as a consultation-process flaw and
t he Council should consider whether further consultation
clarification or correction is required before the application is
det er m ned.

12) Requested outcone

For the reasons above, | request that Wki ngham Bor ough Counci
refuses the application in its current form



If the Council is mnded not to refuse it, | request that
determinati on is deferred and the applicant is required to subnit
an amended schene that:

1. reduces the Barkham Square residential quantumto the 600
dwellings identified in draft Policy SS11, unless a robust,

i ndependently tested justification for any uplift is provided;

2. clearly defines the nunber, formand planning status of the

el derly care accommmodati on

3. renoves the proposed Commonfield Lane vehicle access unless and
until the TPO issue, tree inpacts, ecological inpacts and hi ghway
safety issues are fully resol ved;

4. relocates the allotnents and any associ ated parking within the
mai n Bar kham Squar e devel opnent area, rather than on the
south-eastern land identified through the LPU evi dence base as
needing to be protected as greenspace in perpetuity;

5. denponstrates how the applicant's proposed uplift from 600 to 660
dwel I i ngs can be reconfigured to absorb the allotnments and any
associ ated parking within the nain devel opnent site, rather than

di spl aci ng those uses onto the protected south-eastern greenspace;

6. secures the south-eastern part of the site as greenspace in
perpetuity through binding | egal nechanisns, including a clearly
defined plan, Section 106 obligations, |ong-term managenent and

mai nt enance arrangenents, transfer or dedication of any

SANG open-space | and where appropriate, and enforceable restrictions
preventing future car parking, allotnent expansion, built

devel opnent or ot her non-natural greenspace uses;

7. provi des an updated arboricultural assessnment reconciling the
Commonfield Lane access and visibility-splay requirenents with the
claimof negligible tree inpact;

8. provides a cunul ative ecol ogi cal assessnent addressing wildlife
novenent, deer displacenent, the adjacent Commonfield Lane sol ar
farm Longnoor Bog SSSI, Bar kham Brook, ancient woodl and, protected
trees and the wi der ecol ogical corridor;

9. provi des Natural England, WBC ecol ogy and WBC tree officer
confirmation that the proposal wll not harm Longnoor Bog SSSI

anci ent woodl and, protected trees or the w der ecol ogical corridor;
and

10. corrects the inconsistencies in site area, red-line boundary,
ecol ogi cal constraints, SANG provision, allotnent |ocation and
docunent terninology across the application suite.

This is a strategic site in a sensitive location. It should be
delivered, if at all, in accordance with the energing Local Plan

evi dence base, with proper protection for the south-eastern
greenspace, Commonfield Lane trees, existing residents and the w der
ecol ogi cal network.

The proposal, as currently submtted, conflicts with the LPU

evi dence base and undermi nes the core planning objective that the
sout h-eastern part of the site should be delivered as greenspace in
perpetuity. Locating allotnents, a car park and associ ated vehicle
access on this land woul d harmthe character, ecological function
and long-termprotection that the LPU is seeking to secure.

| therefore respectfully request that the Council refuses the
application in its current form or defers determ nation until the
appl i cant has resolved the policy, ecological, tree, access, SANG



red-1ine boundary, |egal protection and docunent-consistency issues
identified above.

Yours faithfully,

Darryl Tott



