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COWENTS:
| object to this major planning application for the follow ng
reasons:

1) the application site is not in a sustainable location with
regard to wal king distances to local anenities and public transport.

2) the application site is located in the countryside, outside
developnent limts, and its proposals would result in an
unacceptabl e reduction in the separation gap between the settlenents
of Langley Common and the Arborfield Cross LDL/ Conservation Area.

3) the proposals would cause unacceptable harmto the quality of
the prevailing | andscape.

4) the proposals would cause harmto the setting of Langley Pond
Farm a Grade Il listed heritage asset.

Each point is addressed in further detail below Due to the
i nclusion of graphics, an appendi x to these coments has been
submitted separately.

1) Unsustainable |l ocation

Paragraph 3.51 and Table 2 of the Transport Statenent (TS) are
significantly msleading with regard to access to public transport
(bus services). First, the table cites bus service 154 as picking
up/ setting down one day per week at a bus stop located in Langl ey
Conmon Road, approxi mately 400m east of the application site's
proposed southern pedestrian access point. This service is operated
by Horseman Coaches, a private coach hire conpany. It runs between
central Reading (St Mary's Butts) and Great H Il Farm Beech Hil
and this route reversed. The service operates nowhere near Barkham
what soever, a fact confirnmed to me by Horsenman Coaches on 15
Decenber 2025 (tel ephone 0118 975 3811 for verification). The

ot her bus

service (the F52) cited as using this stop is provided by Newbury

& District Buses for Reading FC s supporters travelling to and from
the Sel ect Car Leasing (Mdjeski) Stadium operating on hone natch
days only (37 days in the 2025/6 football season). In reality,
therefore, the bus stop described has been non-operational (except
for the extrenely linmted F52 service nentioned) for in excess of a
decade. Gven this, the reason why it has been relied on in the TS
is not

ear.

The only regul ar bus service whose stops are accessible fromthe
application site is Reading Buses' Leopard 3. |Its route in relation
to the site is depicted in Appendi x 1. The cl osest stop from which
this service picks up/sets down (Biggs Lane) is |ocated
approximately 916 netres west of its approxinmate centre, via the
proposed southern pedestrian access on Langl ey Conmon Road. The
accept ed net hodol ogy for neasuring wal ki ng di stance from any



devel opnent site is fromits approxi mate centre, whereas the
appl i cant appears to have used the |locations of its external access
points (or sone other unidentified method), which result in |ower
val ues.

The next closest stop is |ocated on the Eversley Road, in Arborfield
Cross (The Swan). The TS quotes the distance to this as being 850
metres but this is again incorrect. Via the application site's
proposed northern vehi cul ar/ pedestrian access in School Road, the
di stance is greater, at approximately 960 netres. This is via two
pat hways in Arborfield Cross which are unlit and not used by sone
i ndi vi dual s because of safety concerns but which neverthel ess
represent the shortest wal ked di stance possi ble and are thus

enpl oyed in the neasurenent for accuracy. Both of these distances
exceed the 800 nmetre wal ki ng di stance threshol d established for
anenities such as bus stops, set out in the National Design Quide
and Manual for

Streets (see later), and would thus di ssuade the future residents
of the application site fromusing this node of transport. It is
noteworthy al so that a significant section of School Road between
the proposed site access in it and Arborfield Cross (at |east 330
metres) is unlit, making it simlarly uninviting to walk in

dar kness. For

conpl et eness, the wal ki ng di stance to the nearest bus stop east of
the application site (the Bull PH at Barkhan) has al so been

i ncluded and, at approxinmately 1.22 km exceeds the threshold
significantly. Maps relating to all neasurenents cited are contained
in Appendi x 1.

Cearly, the inaccuracies referred to also render unsound the trip
rate calculations cited for this node of (public) transport in
section 5 of the TS, the conclusions drawn fromthem and,
consequently, the associated assertion of genuine alternative nodal
travel options being available to future residents of the
application site.

Furt hernore, although the Leopard 3 service tinmetable was inproved
in the latter part of 2025, no guarantee has been provided by

Woki ngham Bor ough Council for its permanent future funding and,
consequently, it nmay not be available in its current formwhen (or
before) the

proposal s woul d be conpl eted. Even currently, because of the
service's circuitous route, journey tines to Readi ng and Wki ngham
are lengthy: fromthe stop at Biggs Lane, for exanple, the average
time to Broad Street, Wkinghamis 26 minutes (when it can be
driven in half that tine by car) and to St. Mary's Butts, Reading
is longer at 51 minutes. Regarding the latter route, only a SING.E
service in the norning tinetable (the 08:5l1am departure from Bi ggs
Lane) reaches Reading BR station, the region's nmajor rail commuter
hub. Finally, there are no bus services what soever from Barkham or
Arborfield to

W nnersh, with its significant enploynent centre and nearest BR
station (to the application site) for commuting to w der

desti nati ons.

Neither is cycling a practical or popular alternative neans of
transport in Barkham Local roads are narrow, several are unlit and
the surfaces of many (if not the majority) are so poorly

mai nt ai ned by the local highways authority that they represent an
existential safety risk to cyclists. Add to this the sheer vol une



of traffic on B-roads which are being expected to function as
A-roads (in particular the B3349 Barkham Road, the prinary

east-west route for journeys to and from Wki nghan) and the result
is an observabl e and not abl e absence of cyclists using them There
is no enpirical evidence to denonstrate that initiatives intended to
i ncrease nodal travel choice for

resi dents of new devel opnents, such as those provided by My Journey
Woki ngham have any significant inpact in reducing the use of
private notor vehicles

The conbination of the factors nmentioned neans that, in reality,
there woul d be NO practical, genuine alternative nodes of transport
open to the future residents of this proposed devel opnent and so its
approval would lead to an over-reliance on private notor vehicles,
contrary to Adopted Core Strategy policy CP6.

In ternms of wal king distances to |local amenities generally (ie

other than public transport facilities), The National Design Quide
defines 'wal kable' as local facilities being no nore than 10

m nutes' wal k (800mradius) for nost of dwellings. Paragraph 6.3.1
of the Manual for Streets explains that individuals' propensity to
wal k is influenced not only by distance but also the quality of the
wal ki ng experience. The MS advocates for 'wal kabl e nei ghbour hoods'
which are typically characterised by having a range of facilities
within 10 m nut es/800m wal ki ng di stance of residential areas. This
di stance is widely adopted as that which the najority of people are
willing to walk to neet their daily needs. This distance is cited

al so i n the Wki ngham H ghways gui dance 'Living Streets'. O her
than the Coonbes Prinmary School, all local anenities in Barkham
Arborfield Cross and Arborfield Geen are |located in excess of 800m
fromthe application site and, as nentioned, include sections of
unlit roads and pat hways. Consequently, its location cannot be

consi dered sustai nable fromany rel evant perspective.

2) Location in the countryside

Adopted Core Strategy Policy CP1l addresses proposal s outside
devel opnent limts, including those in the countryside. It is a
generally restrictive policy, intended to protect the intrinsic
quality of the natural environnent and prevent coal escence of
settlenents but contains seven defined exception clauses. The
proposal s do not satisfy ANY of them

In spatial terns, if approved, the proposals would encroach into the
separation gap between Langl ey Conmon and the Arborfield Cross
Limted Developnent Location and Conservation Area. The separation
di stances between the villages of Barkham and Arborfield are narrow
al ready and devel opnent in this particular area would erode them
further. The purpose of policy of CP11 is to help maintain the
spatial characteristics which nmake individual settlenents

di stinctive, whereas the proposals would di mnish them Adopted Core
Strat egy

policies CP9, CP17 and CP18 are pertinent also in this respect and,
given that the proposals involve a quantum of devel opnent in excess
of 25 residential units outside settlenent boundaries (one of

which is an LDL) and directly within the area specified in the
policy map for CP18 (Appendix 1 further refers), the application

is contrary to

each.



3) Landscape

The Borough's Landscape Character Assessnent defines | andscape
characteristics and sets out objectives and strategies for their
managenent. The application site is located within LCA area J2, the
strategy for which is to conserve and enhance the remaining rura
character of the | andscape. The key aspects to be conserved and
enhanced are identified as the field pattern with mature hedger ow
trees, wetland and woodl and habitats, rural |anes and historic
features. In terns of developnent, the aimstated is to integrate
new devel opnent into its | andscape setting, and retain the open and
rural character of the | andscape between settlenents. Landscape

Qui del i nes include: conserving woodl ands, including ancient and
remmant standard trees, and CONSERVI NG THE OPEN RURAL QUALI TIES OF
THE FARMED LANDSCAPE [ ny enphasis]. The proposals woul d not
conserve or enhance anything but, instead, degrade the quality of
the | andscape and are therefore contrary to the objectives of the
LCA for area J2

As the proposals would alter fundanentally the character of the

| andscape between Langl ey Conmon and Arborfield Cross and result in
the I oss of a significant parcel of undevel oped | and whi ch defines
the open quality of the local environnent in this |ocation, they
woul d al so be contrary to MDD Adopted Local Plan policies CC03 and
TB21, and Adopted Core Strategy policies CP1 and CP3, plus CP1l
(as nentioned

previously).

A Stage 1 public exam nation of Wkingham BC s draft LPU was

concl uded in Novenmber 2025 and so it can be considered to be at a
sufficiently advanced stage of progress for its policies to be
given appropriate material weight by the LPA. Draft LPU policy NE5
addresses | andscape and design matters, whilst draft policy NE6
defines Val ued Landscapes and sets out their attributes, which nust
be taken into consideration when devel opnent is proposed wthin
them Paragraphs 14.57-14.60 of the LPU are also pertinent in this
respect and, in particular, the second and third sentences of

par agraph 14.60: 'Devel opnent proposals w thin OR OTHERW SE
AFFECTI NG [ ny enphasis] val ued | andscapes nust carefully consider
and take account of the inportant |andscape

attributes and characteristics. Devel opnent will nornmally only be
supported where these are protected.'

The application site is |ocated adjacent to the Barkham and Bearwood
Val ued Landscape (L1) and thus its devel opnent would affect it.

The Landscape Guidelines for L1 include: 'Conserve and enhance the
wooded character of the | andscape, nanage the integration of new
woodl and using locally occurring native species. Conserve the rural
character of the wooded | andscapes. Limt unsynpathetic changes of
use within woodl and to prevent the fragnentati on of the honpbgenous
areas of woodl and. Maintain and enhance the character of rural and
tree-lined byways and tracks, resisting unsynpathetic hi ghways

i mprovenents, infrastructure and signage. Use appropriate tree
planting to help integrate roads.'

The proposals would introduce built formin proxinmty to a Val ued
Landscape. By its very nature, this would result in urbanisation
and, thereby, loss and dimnution of the prevailing | andscape
characteristics. As such, the proposals are contrary to draft LPU
policy NE5 subsections (1) and (2), policy NE6 subsections



2(a), (b) and (g), plus subsection 3 of the latter, as they do
not 'protect, integrate with and/or enhance the special features,
characteristics or qualities of the | andscape' they would affect.

4) Designated heritage asset

The application site is located in proxinmty to Langley Pond Farm a
Grade Il listed heritage asset. This was a forner royal hunting

| odge when Bar kham was part of Wndsor Forest. Case |law on the

ef fects of devel opnent on the settings of listed heritage assets has
established that direct inter-visibility between the two does not
need to occur in order for harmto be caused. In this instance,
however,

inter-visibility DOES occur (especially in leaf-off conditions)

and t he conbi nation of the quantum of devel opnent proposed and its
proximty to the heritage asset would result in harm Even should
that harm be categorised as |ess-than-significant (in terns of the
NPPF cl assification), it remains a nmaterial consideration weighing
agai nst the proposals.

Sunmary

All the matters | have nentioned in objection to the proposals have
featured in several refused applications and di sm ssed appeal s for
the application site and others in proximty to it, including PAs
171186 (18 dwel lings), 171597, (two dwellings), 172165 (70
dwel Ii ngs), 180596 (120 dwellings), 203326 (conmercia

devel opnent) and 210777

(enforcenment action). Whilst every planning application nust be
assessed on its own individual nerits and di sadvantages, planning
history is capable of being a material consideration and it is ny
contention that the LPA should take this into consideration in this
i nstance. The conprehensive O ficer Report for PA 172165 is
particularly pertinent. Al of the factors involved in the

determ nation of that application remain relevant to this one, the
only difference between the two being the quantum of devel opnent
proposed. To conclude, | believe that the proposals are

i nappropriate and woul d cause unacceptable harmin a sensitive rura
setting, and urge that the application be refused.



