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PROPERTY ADDRESS : Vinewi || ow House
: O d Wki ngham Road, Woki ngham Berkshire
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COWENTS:

FORMAL OBJECTI ON - APPLI CATI ON 241933

Land west of O d Wki ngham Road and north and south of Easthanpstead
Road

| object to this application and request that planning perm ssion be
ref used.

This is not sinply an objection to the principle of housing

el opnent. There are fundanental questions concerning policy
conpliance, the evidential basis for the proposal, infrastructure
capacity, cunulative inpacts and the legality and transparency of
the Council's apparent approach to open-space provision

The Council should not grant pernission until these matters have
been properly and transparently resol ved.

1. THE COUNCI L CANNOT SI MPLY "RELAX" I TS PLANNI NG POLI CY FOR TH S
APPLI CATI ON

The applicant's letter of 19 May 2026 contains an extraordinary
admi ssi on.

It states that 0.48 hectares of Parks and Gardens has been
reassigned to anenity green space because WBC confirned that the
devel oper could attribute 0.48 hectares of open space on the site as
Par ks and

Gardens, following the Council's relaxation of its guidance that
such land should formpart of an area of at |east 2 hectares.

That requires a very sinple question
Where is the | awmful decision which authorised that rel axation?
The Council should identify:

the policy being rel axed;
the officer or coomittee who authorised it;

the del egated authority relied upon

the date of the decision

t he evidence supporting the departure;

the reason why the requirenment was relaxed for this devel opnent; and
whet her the sane rel axati on has been offered to other applicants.

This is particularly inportant because the adopted MDD Local Pl an
Policy TBO8 states that residential devel opnent nust denonstrate how
it nmeets the Council's open-space standards, including 1.1 hectares
of Parks and Public Gardens per 1,000 popul ation



A planning authority cannot sinply change the neaning or practica
effect of its adopted policy by private agreenent with a devel oper

Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13

The Suprenme Court made clear that planning authorities nust proceed
upon a proper understandi ng of the devel opnent plan. Policy is to be
interpreted objectively according to its | anguage and cont ext.

Lord Reed's warning is particularly relevant: planning authorities
do not have the freedomto nake the devel opnent plan nean what ever
they would like it to nean.

I f WBC has genui nely changed the policy approach, then it needs to
denonstrate the | awful planning nechani sm by which that change
occurred.

If it has not changed the policy, then the officer's report nust
explain precisely how 0.48 hectares satisfies the applicable policy
requirenents.

An undocunented "relaxation" is not a substitute for a planning
policy.

2. THE 0.48 HECTARE ISSUE IS NOT' A TECHNICALITY I T GOES TO THE
LEGALITY OF THE DECI SI ON

The Council cannot first establish a quantitative requirenent and
then retrospectively decide that a substantially snmaller area wll
count because the devel opnent otherw se struggles to conply.

That is putting the cart before the horse.

The proper sequence is:

What does the adopted policy require?
Does the proposal conply?

If it does not, what naterial considerations justify departing from
it?

That is fundanentally different from

The proposal does not neet the requirenent, so we will redefine what
counts.

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Conpul sory Purchase Act 2004
establishes the statutory plan-1led basis for decision-naking:

devel opnent is to be deternmined in accordance with the devel opnent
pl an unl ess material considerations indicate otherw se. The
statutory franmework remains central to the determ nation of planning
applications.

The Council therefore needs to state plainly whether it considers
this application:

A. conpliant with the devel opnent plan; or



B. contrary to the devel opnent plan but neverthel ess justified by
identified material considerations.

It cannot have it both ways.
3. POTENTI AL DOUBLE- COUNTI NG OF OPEN SPACE
This is arguably even nore serious.

The applicant's letter says the residual area of Parks and Gardens
is intended to contribute towards the policy requirenment for another
application.

The ot her developnment is identified as the Priors Farni Pearces Farm
pl anni ng context, with the overall SDL Extension pronoted as

approxi mately 1,030 hones 850 at Priors Farmand 180 at Pearces
Far m

That rai ses a fundanental question:

Is the sane | and being used to satisfy the open-space requirenents
of two separate devel opnents?

If so, the Council nust explain howthat is legally and
pl anni ng- policy conpliant.

Open space does not nmagically becone twi ce as val uabl e because two
pl anni ng applications happen to be adjacent.

If 1 hectare is required to serve Devel opnent A and that sane
hectare is subsequently relied upon to neet the requirenent for
Devel opment B, the Council nust denonstrate that both devel opnents
are actually receiving the required provision.

The Council nust rule out doubl e-counting before permissionis
gr ant ed.

4. THE APPLI CATI ON CANNOT BE CONSI DERED | N | SOLATI ON

This is not an isol ated 850-hone devel opnent.

The applicant's own nmaterial identifies the wi der South Wki ngham
SDL Extension as conpri sing:

Priors Farm - up to 850 hones
Pearces Farm - up to 180 hones
associ ated infrastructure connecting the devel opnents.

Crowt horne Parish Council has already formally recommended refusa
of 241933, citing the cunul ative effect of 1,030 additional hones,
existing infrastructure pressures and inpacts upon roads, water and
sewage.

The Council nust therefore consider the real-world cunul ative
i mpact, not artificially conpartnentalise each application

A road does not know whi ch planning application generated a car



A sewage network does not know whi ch application generated a toilet
flush.

A school does not know whi ch application generated a child.

And a road junction does not becone | ess congested because the
houses approaching it were approved under two application nunbers
rat her than one.

5. TRANSPORT AND HI GHWAY CAPACI TY

The devel opnent proposes a new access and significant changes to the
a d Wki ngham Road/ East hanpst ead Road net wor k.

The applicant's May 2026 subnission itself refers to revised
junction arrangenents and pedestrian/active-travel crossing
arrangenents.

That denonstrates that the hi ghway sol ution has continued to evol ve
during the application process.

The question for the Council is therefore not sinply whether a
drawi ng can technically accommpdate traffic.

It nust establish whether the actual cunulative traffic generated by
t he devel opnent can be acconmnodat ed safely and sustainably, taking
account of existing and conmitted devel opnent.

Crowt horne Parish Council has already identified the Od Wki ngham
Road/ A329 corridor and surrounding infrastructure as a significant
cunul ati ve concern

The current NPPF expressly places sustainable transport and the

rel ati onshi p between devel opnent and transport infrastructure at the
centre of devel opnent nanagenent. The Governnent's current planning
framewor k enphasi ses a vision-|led approach, addressing potentia

i mpacts on transport networks and considering the scale, |ocation
and density of devel opnent that the network can accommopdat e.

Accordingly, "we can nmitigate it" is not an answer unless the
Council can denonstrate exactly what the nmitigation is, who wll
deliver it, when it will be delivered and whether it will be
operational before the devel opnent depends upon it.

6. | NFRASTRUCTURE CANNOT BE DEFERRED TO SOVE FUTURE PROM SE
The proposal is for up to 850 hones.
That creates denand for:

school s;
heal t hcare
utilities;

dr ai nage

r oads;

public transport;



wal ki ng and cycling infrastructure;

open space;

recreation;

community facilities.

Crowt horne Parish Council has specifically recorded concerns that
exi sting roads, water and sewage infrastructure are already
struggling with existing devel opnent and that a further 1,030 hones
would intensify those pressures.

The Council nust therefore distinguish between:

infrastructure that exists

infrastructure that is funded

infrastructure that is legally secured,

and

infrastructure that is nerely proposed.

They are not the sane thing.

A pl anni ng pernission should not be granted on the assunption that
sonmebody will eventually find the noney to fix the infrastructure.

7. THE DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT BE TREATED AS SUSTAI NABLE SI MPLY
BECAUSE A SANG | S PROVI DED

The proposal includes a substantial SANG

That may address a particul ar ecol ogical/recreational nitigation
i ssue.

It does not autonmatically nake an 850-hone devel opnent sustai nabl e
in every other respect.

SANG does not:

wi den O d Wki ngham Road

create a GP surgery;

i ncrease sewage capacity;

create a secondary school

el i mi nate congesti on;

provide a railway station

or make an i nadequate junction safe.

The pl anni ng bal ance nust consi der the whol e devel opnent.

8. THE EMERG NG LOCAL PLAN CANNOT SI MPLY BE TREATED AS | F I T VERE
ALREADY ADCPTED

The devel oper's own website identifies the three applications as
relating to enmerging Policy SS12 of the Local Plan Update.

That distinction nmatters.



An energing policy nay carry wei ght dependi ng upon its stage of
preparation, unresolved objections and consistency with nationa
policy.

But an energing allocation is not automatically an adopted
al | ocati on.

The Council nust therefore identify the precise weight it gives the
energi ng policy and expl ain why.

It should not allow the devel opnent application to effectively
determ ne the outcone of the plan-naki ng process backwards.

O herwi se the sequence becones:

"W want the land allocated, therefore it should be granted
per nm ssi on; because pernission is being granted, the all ocation nust
have been justified. "

That is circular

9. THE COUNCI L MJUST DEAL WTH THE ACTUAL EVI DENCE  NOT JUST THE
DEVELOPER S ASSERTI ONS

The Suprenme Court authority in Tesco v Dundee is inportant here
because a planning authority nust properly understand and apply
rel evant policy.

And the Court of Appeal's |ongstanding North Wltshire principle
establ i shes the inportance of consistency in planning

deci si on-nmaki ng. Li ke cases should be treated alike, with reasons
gi ven where the decision-naker departs from previ ous approaches.

That is directly relevant to the alleged rel axation of the
open- space
requirenent.

If WBC previously required a particular standard and i s now
departing fromit, the decision-maker needs to explain why.

O herwise the public is entitled to ask whether policy is being
applied consistently or negotiated application-by-application.

10. REQUEST FOR A PROPERLY REASONED OFFI CER REPORT

| specifically request that the eventual officer report does not
nmply state that the proposal is acceptable.

It should explicitly identify:

The adopted policies governing Parks and Gardens.

The precise quantitative requirenent.

The 2-hectare requirenent and its policy/evidential origin. The
| egal basis for the alleged rel axation

Wio aut horised it.
Whet her the decisi on was del egat ed.
Whet her the relaxation is available to other applicants.



Whet her the 0.48 ha is being counted el sewhere.

Whet her any | and is bei ng doubl e-counted between applications 241933
and 242279.

The cunul ative infrastructure consequences of the w der 1,030-hone
schene.

The cunul ative hi ghway i npact.

The deliverability and funding of mitigation

The wei ght given to energing Policy SS12.

The extent to which the application conflicts with the adopted
devel opnent pl an

What material considerations are relied upon to justify any
conflict.

Anything |l ess risks |eaving the decision vulnerable to chall enge.
CONCLUSI ON

This application should be refused.

The issue is not whether Wki ngham needs hones.

The issue is whether the Council is prepared to apply its planning
policies properly, consistently and transparently.

The applicant's own docunentation appears to di scl ose an arrangenent
wher eby the Council has rel axed an established open-space approach
all owing 0.48 hectares to be treated as Parks and Gardens, while the
remaining land is intended to assist another planning application.

That is not sonething that should be waved through as an
admi ni strative detail.

Where an adopted policy is being departed from the public is
entitled to know why, on what evidence, by whom and under what
| egal

aut hority.

If the Council believes the proposal conplies with policy, it should
denonstrate that conpliance

If it does not conply, the Council should identify the conflict and
explain the material considerations that justify departing fromthe
devel opnent pl an

What it should not do is quietly redefine the requirenent so that a
non- conpl i ant proposal beconmes conpliant on paper

The courts have repeatedly recogni sed the inportance of proper
policy interpretation, consistency and | awful decision-nmaking in

pl anni ng. Tesco v Dundee nakes clear that a planning authority
cannot sinply nmake its devel opnent plan nean whatever it wants it to
nean.

| therefore request refusal of application 241933 unless and unti
the Council can denonstrate, with a clear evidential and | ega
basis, that the devel opnent conplies with the adopted devel opnent
pl an, that open-space provision has not been doubl e-counted, and
that the

urmul ative infrastructure and hi ghway inpacts of the w der SDL

Ext ensi on can be satisfactorily and denonstrably mtigated






