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COWENTS:

260736 — Highfield Park

Arborfield and New and Parish Council objects to this planning
application

Havi ng revi ewed t he submitted docunents, plans, and supporting
statenents, It is considered that the proposal is contrary to
several key policies of the Wkingham Core Strategy, the MDD Loca
Pl an, and national planning gui dance. The application contains
significant oni ssions, unsupported assertions, and areas of non
conpliance that prevent it frombeing approved in its current
form

The grounds for objection to this planning application are as
fol | ows:

1. Conflict with CP11 — Devel opnent Qutside Devel opnent Linits
The site lies outside the defined settlenent linits, where

devel opnent is strictly controll ed.

The Pl anni ng, Design & Access Support Statenen t acknow edges this
conflict but incorrectly inplies that Policy TB10 overrides CPl1l
WBC s established position is

t hat :

e Traveller sites may be permtted outside settlenment limts only
where all other policy criteria are fully net, and

e« The proposal does not cause harmto the character, appearance, or
function of the countryside.

The application fails to denonstrate:

e« Any | andscape or visual inpact assessnent

« Justification for encroachnent into open countryside

e Evidence of local need for a pitch in this location

The proposal therefore remains in conflict with CP11

2. Non conpliance with CP3 — CGeneral Principles for Devel opnent
The application does not neet the requirenents of CP3 due to:

e Hi ghway safety

concerns

e Insufficient access design informtion

e Lack of drainage details

« Absence of energency vehicle access evidence

e Potential harmto the character of the area

The access plans (HWR509 P 113 and HWR509 P 133) do not include:

e Visibility splays

e Swept path analysis for refuse or fire appliances

e Gradi ent

i nformation

e Drai nage design

e Bound surfacing at the hi ghway

interface

W thout these, the proposal cannot be considered safe or conpliant.
3. Conflict with CO03 — Green Route Enhancenent Area

Eversl ey Road is a designated Green Route, where devel opnent nust:
e Retai n hedger ows

« Enhance | andscape character

e Avoi d urbanising features

e Protect the rural corridor



The application provides no assessnent of:

e Hedger ow | oss

e« Tree inpacts

e Visibility splay creation

e Landscape mtigation

e Conpliance with CC03

criteria

Any wi deni ng or surfacing changes to the access woul d
directly affect the Green Route and nust be justified. They are not.
4. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG - M ssing Mandatory

I nformati on

The statenent suggests the site “should be exenpt” from BNG due to
anticipated future NPPF changes. This is incorrect.

Under the Environnent Act 2021, BNG is mandatory for mnor
residenti al

devel opnent unl ess formally exenpt.

The application fails to

provi de:

« ABNG netric calculation

« A habitat baseline plan

« A BNG delivery plan

Wthout these, the application is invalid against current policy
requirenents.

5. Ecol ogical Concerns — Great Crested Newts (GCN)

The ecol ogi cal section contradicts itself:

e Natura

Engl and data: negligible probability

« VBC nappi ng: high

probability

The proposed “finger tip searches” are not conpliant with Natura
Engl and |icensing requirenents.

The application | acks:

« Aformal GCN risk assessnent

« A licensed ecol ogist’s survey

e« Evidence of District Level Licensing participation

This is a significant

ecol ogi cal policy failure.

6. Hi ghways and Access — Failure to Meet CP6 and MDD TB20

The access plans do not denonstrate safe or policy

conpl i ant access.

Key om ssions include:

«No visibility splays

« No s wept path analysis

e Turning radii too small for energency

vehi cl es

e GGavel surfacing at the highway interface (not acceptable for a
mai n road)

« No drai nage design

« No gradient information

The access arrangenent fails to assess or nmitigate inpacts on
pedestrian safety along Eversley Road, contrary to CP6, TB20, and
nati onal gui dance requiring safe separation and protection of
pedestri an

routes. No pedestrian visibility splays, crossing assessnents, or
footway continuity neasures are provided

The proposal therefore fails to neet CP6 and TB20.

7. Thanes Basin Heaths SPA — Inconplete Mtigation (CP8)

The application asserts “mninmal inpact” but does not address:

« Whether the site lies within the 400m excl usi on zone

« Whet her SANG SAMM contri butions are required



e How recreational pressure will be mtigated

This is a required part of any residential devel opnent assessnent.
8. Affordabl e Housing (CP5) — Unsupported

Viability daim

The statenent clainms that providing 50%of one unit is “clearly
unvi abl e” but provides:

« No viability assessnent

« No policy justification

« No precedent cases

Travel l er pitches are not

autonmatically exenpt from CP5; the applicant nust denonstrate why.
They have not.

Concl usi on

The proposal, as submitted, fails to
comply with nultiple key planning policies, including:
« CP11 -

Count rysi de protection

e CP3 — Ceneral devel oprent principles
« CP6 — Transport and access

e CC03 — Green Route protection

« CP8 — SPA mtigation

e CP5 — Affordabl e housing

* BNG statutory

« Ecol ogi cal protection policies

The application contains significant om ssions, |acks essential

t echni cal evidence, and does not

denonstrate that the devel opnment woul d be safe, sustainable, or
appropriate in this sensitive countryside |ocation.

For these reasons, Arborfield and New and Parish Council objects to
this planning

application and woul d urge Wki ngham Borough Council to reject this
application.



