
From:                                 West 3 <West3@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Sent:                                  08 September 2026 12:41:13 UTC+01:00
To:                                      "Planning Appeals" <Planning.Appeals@wokingham.gov.uk>
Subject:                             APPEAL REF 6011047 LPA REF 260353
Attachments:                   FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of Broadwater Lane and 
West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY, FW: Objection to 6011047 - Land North of Broadwater Lane 
and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst 260353, FW: Objecting to 6011047 - Land North of Broadwater Lane 
and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst 260353, RE: FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of 
Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY, Appeal Ref 6011047 - Land north of 
Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, Berks RG10 0DY
Importance:                     High

 WARNING!
 For the attention of 

WBC, Optalis, WHL, BCSolutions and 
Councillors

This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open 
any attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is 
safe

Good afternoon 
 
I refer to the above appeal and the new National Planning Policy Framework, which was 
published on 17 August 2026. 
Information regarding the Framework 2026 can be found on GOV.UK:  National Planning 
Policy Framework 
 
The appointed Inspector invites you to consider whether the Framework 2026 has relevance 
to your case. Please submit your comments on this matter only in a submission titled ‘NPPF 
2026’.
 
You must submit your comments within 5 working days from the date of this letter.
 
Additionally, I have enclosed correspondence from: 
 
Emily Levy and Edward Levy (which has been accepted as part of the appeals process as 
this correspondence was sent to the Council by the deadline for interested parties’ 
comments) 
Jen Roberts (which relates to a material change in circumstances) 
The appellant (which relates to a relevant decision on another case) 
Jen Roberts’s e-mail of 02 September 2026 21:00 and attachments (which relates to the 
new NPPF)
 
If you have any comments on this correspondence, please also submit this within the next 5 
working days.
 
 
Kind regards 
Tina 
 
 
 

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fguidance%2Fnational-planning-policy-framework&data=05%7C02%7Cplanning.appeals%40wokingham.gov.uk%7C58fd1ea9bb2746d43aeb08df0d9e275d%7C996ee15c0b3e4a6f8e65120a9a51821a%7C0%7C0%7C639244645723274022%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9rApXTzKwe%2FK22Vt%2BaVz8kRaJIsizCnieNveFYBhD6E%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fguidance%2Fnational-planning-policy-framework&data=05%7C02%7Cplanning.appeals%40wokingham.gov.uk%7C58fd1ea9bb2746d43aeb08df0d9e275d%7C996ee15c0b3e4a6f8e65120a9a51821a%7C0%7C0%7C639244645723274022%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=9rApXTzKwe%2FK22Vt%2BaVz8kRaJIsizCnieNveFYBhD6E%3D&reserved=0


Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which 
can be accessed by clicking this link.

Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged and/or 
confidential and intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended 
recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must 
you copy or show them to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this 
email in error and then delete this email from your system.

Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is subject to 
monitoring, recording and auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other 
lawful purposes. The Planning Inspectorate has taken steps to keep this e-mail and any 
attachments free from viruses. It accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused as a result of 
any virus being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary 
checks.

The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily reflect the opinions 
or policies of the Inspectorate.

DPC:76616c646f72

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-inspectorate-privacy-notices&data=05%7C02%7Cplanning.appeals%40wokingham.gov.uk%7C58fd1ea9bb2746d43aeb08df0d9e275d%7C996ee15c0b3e4a6f8e65120a9a51821a%7C0%7C0%7C639244645723359499%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bCHWyCHPoua%2BN%2FfWRpQ0Du9UJ52Yz75DVN7IoaNyPok%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-inspectorate-privacy-notices&data=05%7C02%7Cplanning.appeals%40wokingham.gov.uk%7C58fd1ea9bb2746d43aeb08df0d9e275d%7C996ee15c0b3e4a6f8e65120a9a51821a%7C0%7C0%7C639244645723359499%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bCHWyCHPoua%2BN%2FfWRpQ0Du9UJ52Yz75DVN7IoaNyPok%3D&reserved=0


						You don't often get email from jen.roberts@jr-tp.co.uk. Learn why this is important 
			





Dear Ms Owen,






I write on behalf of Dr and Mrs Lade, who are interested parties in the above appeal and have submitted representations via the online appeals portal.                                                                                                            






This email is separate from those representations and is intended simply to bring a matter to the Inspector's attention ahead of the site visit.






A number of silage bales have recently been placed along the frontage of the appeal site. Whilst these appear to be located on the highway verge rather than within the appeal site itself, their positioning has the effect of obstructing views of the open rural landscape from Hogmoor Lane.






Dr and Mrs Lade are concerned that this may compromise the Inspector's ability to appreciate the site's relationship with its rural surroundings during the visit. Whilst I appreciate that Inspectors are experienced in assessing sites and their wider context, my clients have asked that this matter be brought to the Inspector's attention.






I would therefore be grateful if you could make the Inspector aware of this in advance of the site visit.






Best regards,






Jen Roberts



Director and Founder








Mobile: 07921 836 237



www.JR-TP.co.uk (Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd.)
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Dear Rachel






Could the below comment also be forwarded to the Inspector.






Kind regards,






Seama Ali, LLB 


Planning Technical Officer, Development Management and Compliance.


Wokingham Borough Council


Email: Planning.appeals@wokingham.gov.uk


Wokingham Borough - a great place to live, learn, work & grow and a great place to do business. 


Website: www.wokingham.gov.uk


[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]






Please submit your application electronically via the Planning Portal website: https://www.planningportal.co.uk/  


 


In order to ensure that your application is validated quickly, please check the Council’s Local Validation List  and ensure all necessary plans, documentation and fee are submitted with your application.  From 1st April 2025 a fee will be payable for all invalidated applications that are subsequently returned because validating information is not received within 28 days. Payment will be deducted from the application fee at the rates outlined below and the balance refunded;


•         Householder Applications - £50


•         Minor Applications - £100


•         Major Applications - £200






 


We have provided a frequently asked questions page to help with understanding the planning process.













Private: Information that contains a small amount of sensitive data which is essential to communicate with an individual but doesn’t require to be sent via secure methods.





From: E L  


Sent: 15 July 2026 23:30


To: Planning Appeals 


Subject: Re: Objection to 6011047 








						You don't often get email from edcrtlevy@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 



			





			 WARNING!


			This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe





			 For the attention of 





			WBC, Optalis, WHL, BCSolutions and Councillors








Dear sir/madam,






See below for my letter of objection for the Appeal 6011047. I have been unable to load this to the inspectorate website since it has thrown multiple errors.  Please ensure this is logged with the appeals process.






KR


Edward Levy






OBJECTION






I strongly object to Appeal 6011047 and respectfully request that the Planning Inspector upholds Wokingham Borough Council's decision to refuse Permission in Principle for this development.






As the owner and occupier of a Grade II listed historic property directly opposite the proposed site, I have a particular appreciation of the importance of preserving the rural setting and historic character of this part of Hurst. The open agricultural field makes a significant contribution to the setting of nearby listed buildings and the Hurst Area of Special Character. Replacing this landscape with 5–7 modern dwellings and an internal access road would cause lasting harm to the character of the area and diminish the historic setting that has existed for generations.






This site has already been the subject of multiple refused applications and dismissed appeals, demonstrating a consistent conclusion that it is unsuitable for residential development. I see no evidence that the current proposal overcomes the fundamental planning concerns previously identified.






Permission in Principle is particularly inappropriate for such a sensitive location. Important matters, including drainage, flood risk, access and detailed design, cannot be properly assessed at this stage. Given the well-documented flooding issues affecting Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane, establishing the principle of development before these matters are resolved would be premature.






The proposal would also erode the peaceful rural character of Hogmoor Lane, a valued route used daily by walkers, runners and horse riders. The introduction of housing and an estate road would urbanise an important part of Hurst's countryside and harm the experience of those who use it.






Finally, the very limited benefit of only 5–7 market homes, with no affordable housing provision, does not outweigh the significant harm to the landscape, heritage assets and rural character. For these reasons, I urge the Inspector to dismiss the appeal and uphold the Council's refusal.










Sent from my iPhone











On 16 Jul 2026, at 01:18, E L <edcrtlevy@gmail.com> wrote:





Dear sir/madam,


See below for my letter of objection for the Appeal 6011047. I have been unable to load this to the inspectorate website since it has thrown multiple errors.  Please ensure this is logged with the appeals process.


KR


Edward Levy






OBJECTION


I strongly object to Appeal 6011047 and respectfully request that the Planning Inspector upholds Wokingham Borough Council's decision to refuse Permission in Principle for this development.


As the owner and occupier of a Grade II listed historic property directly opposite the proposed site, I have a particular appreciation of the importance of preserving the rural setting and historic character of this part of Hurst. The open agricultural field makes a significant contribution to the setting of nearby listed buildings and the Hurst Area of Special Character. Replacing this landscape with 5–7 modern dwellings and an internal access road would cause lasting harm to the character of the area and diminish the historic setting that has existed for generations.


This site has already been the subject of multiple refused applications and dismissed appeals, demonstrating a consistent conclusion that it is unsuitable for residential development. I see no evidence that the current proposal overcomes the fundamental planning concerns previously identified.


Permission in Principle is particularly inappropriate for such a sensitive location. Important matters, including drainage, flood risk, access and detailed design, cannot be properly assessed at this stage. Given the well-documented flooding issues affecting Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane, establishing the principle of development before these matters are resolved would be premature.


The proposal would also erode the peaceful rural character of Hogmoor Lane, a valued route used daily by walkers, runners and horse riders. The introduction of housing and an estate road would urbanise an important part of Hurst's countryside and harm the experience of those who use it.


Finally, the very limited benefit of only 5–7 market homes, with no affordable housing provision, does not outweigh the significant harm to the landscape, heritage assets and rural character. For these reasons, I urge the Inspector to dismiss the appeal and uphold the Council's refusal.






DISCLAIMER You should be aware that all e-mails received and sent by this Council are subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and therefore may be disclosed to a third party. (The information contained in this message or any of its attachments may be privileged and confidential and intended for the exclusive use of the addressee). The views expressed may not be official policy but the personal views of the originator. If you are not the addressees any disclosure, reproduction, distribution, other dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. 




































Dear Rachel






Please could the comment below be forwarded to the Inspector. 






Kind regards,






Seama Ali, LLB 


Planning Technical Officer, Development Management and Compliance.


Wokingham Borough Council


Email: Planning.appeals@wokingham.gov.uk


Wokingham Borough - a great place to live, learn, work & grow and a great place to do business. 


Website: www.wokingham.gov.uk
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Please submit your application electronically via the Planning Portal website: https://www.planningportal.co.uk/  


 


In order to ensure that your application is validated quickly, please check the Council’s Local Validation List  and ensure all necessary plans, documentation and fee are submitted with your application.  From 1st April 2025 a fee will be payable for all invalidated applications that are subsequently returned because validating information is not received within 28 days. Payment will be deducted from the application fee at the rates outlined below and the balance refunded;


•         Householder Applications - £50


•         Minor Applications - £100


•         Major Applications - £200






 


We have provided a frequently asked questions page to help with understanding the planning process.












Private: Information that contains a small amount of sensitive data which is essential to communicate with an individual but doesn’t require to be sent via secure methods.





From: Emily Coward & Ed Levy  


Sent: 15 July 2026 23:28


To: Planning Appeals 


Subject: Re: Objecting to 6011047 







						You don't often get email from emilyanded2022@gmail.com. Learn why this is important 


			





			 WARNING!


			This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe





			 For the attention of 





			WBC, Optalis, WHL, BCSolutions and Councillors








Hello,


I’ve run into challenges on the inspectorate webpages. Can you please ensure the following objection is noted for the record ahead of the midnight deadline?


With thanks,


Emily Levy






Formal objection:


I wish to register my strong objection to Appeal 6011047 and ask that the Planning Inspector dismisses the appeal and upholds Wokingham Borough Council's refusal of Permission in Principle.


As an owner of a Grade II listed historic property directly opposite the proposed development site, I value the unique rural landscape and historic setting that define this part of Hurst. The open field is an integral part of the character of the village and provides an important setting for nearby listed buildings and the Hurst Area of Special Character. The proposed development would replace this open countryside with modern housing and an access road, resulting in a permanent and harmful change to the landscape.


The principle of development on this site has already been considered on several occasions, with previous applications refused and appeals dismissed. In my view, the current proposal does not overcome the concerns that have consistently been identified regarding landscape impact, heritage, and the unsuitability of the location for residential development.


I am also concerned that Permission in Principle is not the appropriate planning route for a site with such significant constraints. Matters including drainage, flooding, highway access and the detailed layout are fundamental to whether this site can be developed safely and sustainably. These should not be deferred, particularly given the known flooding issues affecting Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane.


Hogmoor Lane is an important rural route enjoyed by walkers, runners and horse riders, and the proposed development would inevitably erode its peaceful and historic character. The limited benefit of only 5–7 market dwellings, without affordable housing, is insufficient to outweigh the significant harm that would be caused to the countryside, heritage assets and the distinctive character of Hurst.


For these reasons, I respectfully ask that the appeal is dismissed and the Council's decision is upheld.






Sent from my iPhone











On 16 Jul 2026, at 01:23, Emily Coward & Ed Levy <emilyanded2022@gmail.com> wrote:





﻿ 


Hello,


I’ve run into challenges on the inspectorate webpages. Can you please ensure the following objection is noted for the record ahead of the midnight deadline?


With thanks,


Emily Levy






Formal objection:


I wish to register my strong objection to Appeal 6011047 and ask that the Planning Inspector dismisses the appeal and upholds Wokingham Borough Council's refusal of Permission in Principle.


As an owner of a Grade II listed historic property directly opposite the proposed development site, I value the unique rural landscape and historic setting that define this part of Hurst. The open field is an integral part of the character of the village and provides an important setting for nearby listed buildings and the Hurst Area of Special Character. The proposed development would replace this open countryside with modern housing and an access road, resulting in a permanent and harmful change to the landscape.


The principle of development on this site has already been considered on several occasions, with previous applications refused and appeals dismissed. In my view, the current proposal does not overcome the concerns that have consistently been identified regarding landscape impact, heritage, and the unsuitability of the location for residential development.


I am also concerned that Permission in Principle is not the appropriate planning route for a site with such significant constraints. Matters including drainage, flooding, highway access and the detailed layout are fundamental to whether this site can be developed safely and sustainably. These should not be deferred, particularly given the known flooding issues affecting Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane.


Hogmoor Lane is an important rural route enjoyed by walkers, runners and horse riders, and the proposed development would inevitably erode its peaceful and historic character. The limited benefit of only 5–7 market dwellings, without affordable housing, is insufficient to outweigh the significant harm that would be caused to the countryside, heritage assets and the distinctive character of Hurst.


For these reasons, I respectfully ask that the appeal is dismissed and the Council's decision is upheld.






DISCLAIMER You should be aware that all e-mails received and sent by this Council are subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and therefore may be disclosed to a third party. (The information contained in this message or any of its attachments may be privileged and confidential and intended for the exclusive use of the addressee). The views expressed may not be official policy but the personal views of the originator. If you are not the addressees any disclosure, reproduction, distribution, other dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. 




































Dear Tina,






Thank you for your email of 25 August, and for confirming that an Inspector has been allocated.






I note that the Inspector will review the case in light of the changes to national policy and will contact the parties if further submissions are considered necessary. Conscious that the site visit may be arranged shortly, I attach a short Supplementary Written Representation on behalf of Dr and Mrs Jeremy Lade and Mr and Mrs Anthony King, together with an Addendum to the Appeal Statement for Heritage prepared by Dr Richard Massey of Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy.






Every party's case in this Appeal was prepared before the revised Framework was published on 17 August 2026. Two of the matters likely to be central to the determination have changed substantially; the operation of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, and the assessment of effects on heritage assets. The tilted balance at paragraph 11(d), and footnote 7, have been replaced by policies S3 to S5, and the heritage policies now at Chapter 20 no longer include the "less than substantial harm" test against which the heritage evidence on all sides was prepared.






The attached documents are short, are confined to the consequences of that change, and introduce no new evidence of fact. I should be grateful if they could be placed on file. It seems to me right that the Council and the Appellant should have the same opportunity to address the revised Framework, and my clients would welcome that, so that the Inspector has each party's position on the policy which now falls to be applied.






Kind regards,






Jen Roberts


Director and Founder






Mobile: 07921 836 237


www.JR-TP.co.uk (Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd.)
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From: West 3  


Sent: 25 August 2026 11:26


To: Jen Roberts 


Subject: RE: FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY







Good Morning






Thank you for your email.  






An Inspector has been allocated to the case, and he will be in touch with timings for the site visit which I will inform you of in due course.  






The Inspector will review the case in regard to the NPPF changes and we will contact the parties if any additional submissions are considered necessary. 






Kind regards 


Tina 










From: Jen Roberts <Jen.Roberts@JR-TP.co.uk> 


Sent: 25 August 2026 09:48


To: West 3 <West3@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>


Subject: RE: FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY







						You don't often get email from jen.roberts@jr-tp.co.uk. Learn why this is important 


			





Good morning,






I write further to the email chain below and would like clarification on a couple of matters, if possible.






			I note that appeals webpage is saying “awaiting site visit”. Does this mean than in Inspector is yet to be allocated the case? Do you have an anticipated timeline for this?


			In light of the publication of the 2026 NPPF which I understand the Appeal will now be assessed against, please can you advise whether there will be an opportunity for interested parties to amend their representations / provide an addendum to reflect this change in material considerations?









Regards,






Jen Roberts


Director and Founder






Mobile: 07921 836 237


www.JR-TP.co.uk (Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd.)
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From: West 3 <West3@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> 


Sent: 27 July 2026 21:33


To: Jen Roberts <Jen.Roberts@JR-TP.co.uk>


Subject: RE: FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY







Good Evening 






This will be placed on file to be considered by the Inspector.






Kind regards 


Tina 






From: Jen Roberts <Jen.Roberts@JR-TP.co.uk> 


Sent: 27 July 2026 19:25


To: West 3 <West3@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>


Subject: FAO: Rachel Owen - Appeal Ref: 6011047 - Land north of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, RG10 0DY







						You don't often get email from jen.roberts@jr-tp.co.uk. Learn why this is important 


			





Dear Ms Owen,






I write on behalf of Dr and Mrs Lade, who are interested parties in the above appeal and have submitted representations via the online appeals portal.                                                                                                            






This email is separate from those representations and is intended simply to bring a matter to the Inspector's attention ahead of the site visit.






A number of silage bales have recently been placed along the frontage of the appeal site. Whilst these appear to be located on the highway verge rather than within the appeal site itself, their positioning has the effect of obstructing views of the open rural landscape from Hogmoor Lane.






Dr and Mrs Lade are concerned that this may compromise the Inspector's ability to appreciate the site's relationship with its rural surroundings during the visit. Whilst I appreciate that Inspectors are experienced in assessing sites and their wider context, my clients have asked that this matter be brought to the Inspector's attention.






I would therefore be grateful if you could make the Inspector aware of this in advance of the site visit.






Best regards,






Jen Roberts


Director and Founder






Mobile: 07921 836 237


www.JR-TP.co.uk (Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd.)
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Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which can be accessed by clicking this link.


Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged and/or confidential and intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error and then delete this email from your system.


Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is subject to monitoring, recording and auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The Planning Inspectorate has taken steps to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. It accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused as a result of any virus being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary checks.


The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily reflect the opinions or policies of the Inspectorate.


DPC:76616c646f72
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Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which can be accessed by clicking this link.
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Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd. Page 2 



1.0 Introduction and Purpose 



1.1 This Supplementary Written Representation is submitted on behalf of Dr and Mrs Jeremy 
Lade, and Mr and Mrs Anthony King, further to their Written Representation dated 12th 
June 2026 (“the Written Representation”). 



1.2 On 17 August 2026 a comprehensively revised National Planning Policy Framework was 
published, replacing the version published in December 2024. Annex A, paragraph 1 of 
the Framework provides that its policies “are material considerations which must be 
taken into account in decision-making from the day of its publication”, with the 
transitional arrangements at Annex A, paragraphs 4 to 8 relating solely to plan-making. 



1.3 With the subject Appeal being undetermined, it now falls to be determined against the 
revised Framework. However, both the Written Representation and the Appeal 
Statement for Heritage prepared by Dr Richard Massey of Ridgeway Heritage 
Consultancy, dated 24th June 2026, were prepared against December 2024 Framework. 



1.4 This document is confined to the consequences of this change in national policy and as 
such, the Written Representation is maintained in full, together with its appendices. No 
new evidence is being submitted, although it is accompanied by Statement from Dr 
Massey, ancillary to original Appeal Statement, which also re-expresses his 
conclusions solely in relation to Chapter 20 of the revised Framework. 



2.0 Effect on the Written Representation 



2.1 Paragraph 11(d) of the December 2024 Framework and footnote 7 no longer exist. 
Paragraphs 12.5, 12.6 and 13.1 of the Written Representation, which addressed the 
operation of the “tilted balance” and its disengagement by reason of harm to designated 
heritage assets, are superseded and should be read as replaced by Sections 4 to 6 
below. Section 3 of the Written Representation, concerning the suitability of the 
proposal for the Permission in Principle process, turns on the statutory scope of that 
regime and is unaffected. Sections 4 to 11 remain accurate as to fact and planning 
judgement, subject to updated policy references. 



2.2 Appendix 1 to this document maps the policy references used in the Written 
Representation and in its Appendix F to their equivalents in the revised Framework. 



3.0 Weight to be given to the Development Plan 



3.1 Annex A, paragraph 2 provides that development plan policies which are “materially 
inconsistent” with the national decision-making policies should be given very limited 
weight, but that other development plan policies “should not be given reduced weight 
simply because they were adopted prior to the publication of this Framework”. The 
adoption dates of the Core Strategy (2010) and the Managing Development Delivery 
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Local Plan (“MDDLP”, 2014) are not in themselves, therefore, a reason to reduce the 
weight given to them. 



3.2 In addition, it is not considered that the relevant policies are materially inconsistent with 
the revised Framework. NPPF Policy S5 operates by reference to settlement boundaries 
and the development limits defined by Policy CC02 of the MDDLP are therefore wholly 
in accordance with Framework. In addition, Policies TB21, TB24 and TB26 of the MDDLP 
are consistent with Chapters 19 and 20 of the Framework. In particular, the requirement 
in Policy TB24 that considerable weight be given to the preservation of the settings of 
listed buildings accords with national decision-making policy HE6. Full weight should 
be given to each. 



4.0 The Principle of Development: Policies S3 and S5 



4.1 Policy S3(1) states that Policy S4 applies to development within settlements and policy 
S5 to development outside settlements. The Appeal Site lies outside the defined 
settlement boundary of Hurst, within designated countryside and Policy S5 therefore 
applies. 



4.2 Policy S5(1) states that only certain forms of development should be approved outside 
settlements. Sub-paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), (f) and (g) are plainly not engaged. The 
proposal is not agricultural, recreational or infrastructure development, nor is it a 
development for a rural business requiring a countryside location. The site does not 
constitute previously developed land and there is no existing building capable of reuse, 
extension or replacement. It is not an exception site under Policy HO10 nor does it 
address traveller accommodation needs. Sub-paragraph (i) is not engaged either, as the 
Appeal Site is not currently allocated and, having been assessed through the HELAA, 
was removed from the emerging Local Plan Update, as set out at Section 5 of the Written 
Representation.  



4.3 Only three sub-paragraphs warrant further consideration. 



Sub-paragraph (e) – limited infilling within groups of houses 
4.4 The proposal does not comprise limited infilling. It consists of two separate 



development parcels on the Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane frontages, linked by 
an internal access road. The open frontage on Hogmoor Lane forms part of the wider 
settlement gap between Hurst and Whistley Green described at paragraph 2.5 and 
Section 9 of the Written Representation. It is not a gap within a group of houses. 



Sub-paragraph (h) – land around well-connected stations 
4.5 Sub-paragraph (h) allows residential development outside settlement boundaries, but 



only in certain circumstances. The appeal site falls at the first test, as follows: 



i. Within reasonable walking distance of a well-connected station. 
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The nearest train station to the Appeal Site is Twyford station, which is 1.5 miles 
away along an unlit country road. This is far in excess of the 800m specified in 
the glossary definition of “reasonable walking distance”, and well beyond ten 
minutes’ walk time. No part of the Appeal Site falls within that distance. As such 
sub-paragraph (h) is not met. 



Sub-paragraph (j) – evidenced unmet need 
4.6 It is accepted that the Council’s present position of 2.5 years’ supply engages sub-



paragraph (j). However, it does not follow that the sub-paragraph is satisfied. Sub-
paragraph (j)(i) further requires that the development “be physically well-related to an 
existing settlement […] and be of a scale which can be accommodated taking into 
account the existing or proposed availability of infrastructure”. The proposal meets 
neither requirement. 



4.7 The appeal proposal is not physically well-related to the settlement. It extends beyond 
the established built form, wraps around part of the Hurst Area of Special Character and 
is of a scale, size and massing that would be incongruous and out of character with the 
semi-rural character of the area. 



4.8 In terms of infrastructure, the proposal is not of a scale which can be accommodated 
by the available infrastructure. As set out at Section 3 of the Written Representation, the 
Appellant’s own evidence identifies an attenuation basin as essential to the delivery of 
the development, and that basin lies outside the Appeal Site red line. On the Appellant’s 
own case, the development cannot be accommodated by the drainage infrastructure 
available within the land the subject of this Appeal. 



4.9 If no category within Policy S5(1) is engaged, Policy S5(4) applies and permission should 
be granted only in exceptional circumstances where the benefits would “substantially 
outweigh the adverse effects […] including to the character of the countryside and in 
relation to promoting sustainable patterns of movement”. 



4.10 It is not considered that the provision of 5-7 houses can be considered a substantial 
benefit of the proposed development, as it will not make a meaningful contribution to 
the housing land supply shortfall. Furthermore, the proposed development would have 
a detrimental impact on the character of the countryside for the reasons set out in the 
Written Representation, and finally, Hurst village has a limited range of services, is not 
within reasonable walking distance of a station, and future occupants would be 
substantially reliant on the private car, which goes against the promotion of sustainable 
patterns of movement.  



4.11 If, however, sub-paragraph (j) is found to be engaged, clause 1 of Policy S5 states that 
the development should be approved unless the benefits of doing so “would be 
substantially outweighed by any adverse effects”. For the reasons at Section 6 and 
below, they are.  



4.12 Finally, Policy S5(2) states that the benefits of a proposed development are likely to be 
substantially outweighed where a proposal fails to comply with a national decision-
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making policy and should be refused. Policies HE6 and HE7 of the Framework are 
national decision-making policies, and as evidenced by the heritage section below and 
Dr Massey’s addendum statement, the proposed development fails to comply with 
either of them, causing substantial harm to the significance of three Grade II listed 
buildings (with lesser harm to a further two) and substantial harm to three non-
designated heritage assets. 



5.0 Heritage: Chapter 20 of the Framework 



5.1 Chapter 20 replaces Chapter 16 and paragraphs 202 to 221 of the December 2024 
Framework. Policies HE4 to HE10 are national decision-making policies. 



5.2 Policy HE5 requires development proposals affecting heritage assets to be 
accompanied by an assessment of the significance of the assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting, and of the potential effect of the proposal on that 
significance. It requires that assessment to identify whether the proposal would have a 
positive effect, no effect, result in harm with the degree of harm identified, or cause total 
loss of significance. Policy HE5(3) confirms that it is the effect on significance, not the 
scale of development, which is relevant. Policy HE5(4) provides that “decision-makers 
should be satisfied that assessments accurately reflect the effects on heritage assets 
caused by development proposals”. 



5.3 Dr Massey observes at paragraph 9.14 of his Appeal Statement that no assessment has 
been made of the eastern element of the Appeal Site fronting Hogmoor Lane and 
therefore none of the effects of the development on Long Barn and Munfin House has 
been considered. It is therefore clear that the material submitted does not satisfy the 
requirements of policy HE5(1) and HE5(4). The omitted assets are those most directly 
affected by the eastern parcel of the proposed development. 



5.4 The category of “less than substantial harm” has been removed. Policy HE5(2) now 
distinguishes between harm, substantial harm and total loss of significance, with 
substantial harm arising “where the development proposal would seriously affect a key 
element of the asset’s significance”. Dr Massey’s Addendum re-expresses his 
conclusions. 



Designated heritage assets 



5.5 Policy HE4(1)(b) requires proposals to avoid or, if that is not possible, minimise harm to 
the significance of heritage assets, whilst Policy HE4(2) requires any harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, including from development within its 
setting, to have a clear and convincing justification. No such information has been 
provided. Policy HE6(1) requires substantial weight to be given to the asset’s 
conservation, the more important the asset the greater the weight, and expressly 
irrespective of the degree of effect. Policy HE6(3) provides that “any harm to a 
designated heritage asset will be a matter of considerable importance and weight” (my 
emphasis), and Policy HE6(4) requires that harm to be weighed against the public 
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benefits of the proposal. Notably, examples of important public benefits are provided 
and do not include the provision of housing.  



5.6 Where substantial harm or total loss would be caused, Policy HE6(5) states that 
consent “should be refused” unless the harm is necessary to achieve substantial public 
benefits that outweigh it, or the cumulative circumstances at HE6(5)(a) to (d) apply. 
None of those circumstances arises here and it is not considered that the provision of 
5-7 houses would constitute “substantial public benefit” to outweigh the harm.  



Non-designated heritage assets 
5.7 Non-designated heritage assets are given more consideration in the new Framework, 



having their own national decision-making policy, HE7. In this context, Long Barn and 
Munfin House are considered non-designated heritage assets, as is the Hurst Area of 
Special Character.  



5.8 Policy HE7(2) requires harm to be weighed against the benefits of the proposal and a 
balanced judgement made. Policy HE7(3), which has no counterpart in the December 
2024 Framework, provides that where a proposal would cause substantial harm to, or 
the total loss of, the significance of a non-designated heritage asset, it “should only be 
supported where the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefits of the proposal”. To the 
extent that Dr Massey identifies substantial harm to Long Barn or Munfin House, that 
policy is engaged, and for the reasons at Section 6 the harm is not outweighed. 



6.0 The Planning Balance 



6.1 The benefits of the Appeal scheme are limited. It would deliver between five and seven 
dwellings with no on-site affordable housing. The financial contribution offered is 
modest and the Appellant has indicated that it is to be reduced further. The economic 
benefits are those ordinarily arising from a development of this scale. The further 
benefits asserted by the Appellant such as sustainable construction methods, reduced 
water consumption, off-site biodiversity net gain and pedestrian accessibility, are 
matters reserved to the Technical Details Consent stage and can carry no weight at the 
Permission in Principle stage, which is confined to location, land use and amount of 
development. 



6.2 Those benefits are materially less than those considered in Appeal Decision 
APP/X0360/W/25/3359898, which concerned nine dwellings at a time when the Council 
could demonstrate only 1.7 years’ supply. That appeal was dismissed. The present 
proposal offers fewer dwellings and a reduced contribution at a time when the Council’s 
position has improved to 2.5 years. 



6.3 Against those limited benefits stand the following adverse effects: 



• Harm to the setting and significance of five Grade II listed buildings, including 
substantial harm to Wards Cross House, Bower Cottage and Parkers Cottage, 
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attracting substantial weight under policy HE6(1) and considerable importance and 
weight under policy HE6(3); 



• Harm to the significance of Long Barn and Munfin House as non-designated heritage 
assets, engaging policy HE7; 



• Harm to the character and significance of the Hurst Area of Special Character; 



• Harm to landscape character and to the rural setting of Hurst, and erosion of the 
settlement gap between Hurst and Whistley Green; 



• The absence of a demonstrated drainage solution within the Appeal Site; and  



• A location giving rise to substantial reliance on the private car. 



6.4 It is considered that the proposal fails the tests in Policy S5(1) and Policy S5(4), as set 
out in Section 4 of this statement. Furthermore, Policy S5(2) states that the benefits of 
a proposal are likely to be substantially outweighed where a development proposal 
would fail to comply with one of the national decision-making policies. In this regard, it 
has been demonstrated that the proposal fails to comply with policies HE6 and HE7, 
given the harm to nearby heritage assets and as such, the minimal benefits are clearly 
outweighed.  



7.0 Conclusion 



7.1 Nothing in the National Planning Policy Framework published on 17 August 2026 alters 
the conclusion reached in the Written Representation of 12 June 2026. Conversely, it is 
considered that the revised Framework strengthens the case against the Appeal 
scheme in particular through policy HE6 which attaches considerable importance and 
weight to any harm to a designated heritage asset, and policy HE7, which for the first 
time provides a distinct test for harm caused to a non-designated heritage asset. For 
the reasons set out above, and in the Written Representation which is maintained in full, 
we respectfully request that the Inspector dismisses the Appeal. 
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Use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) Disclosure 



As the Agent acting on behalf of the objector(s), I confirm that an Artificial Intelligence tool Claude was 
utilised during the preparation of this Supplementary Written Representation. 



The tool was used specifically to assist with formatting, proof-reading, cross-referencing planning 
policies and cross-checking with the newly published NPPF, 2026. 



In accordance with Planning Inspectorate guidance, all AI-generated outputs, including policy citations 
and factual data, have been thoroughly reviewed, verified, and fact-checked against official sources. I 
accept full professional responsibility for the accuracy and content of this submission.  











Supplementary Written Representations  



Land North of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst  



Jen Roberts Town Planning Ltd. Page 9 



APPENDIX 1: Policy Summary 



Mapping the policy references used in the Written Representation of 12 June 2026, and in its Appendix F, 
to their equivalents in the August 2026 Framework. 



Dec 2024 NPPF August 2026 NPPF Note 
Para 11(d), footnote 7 Policies S3, S4, S5 Tilted balance replaced. No equivalent to 



footnote 7. 



Para 78 (five year 
supply) 



S5(1)(j); Annex A para 3; 
Annex D 



Shortfall now a gateway to a countryside 
category. 



Para 205 HE6(1) “Substantial weight” to conservation. 



Para 206 HE4(2) Clear and convincing justification for any harm. 



Para 207 HE6(5), HE6(6) “Should be refused” formulation retained. 



Para 208 HE5(2) “Less than substantial harm” abolished. 
Para 209 / 216 HE7(2), HE7(3) HE7(3) is new. 



Paras 170–186 Chapter 18 (F1–F9), Annex F SuDS to National Standards. 



Chapter 15 Chapter 19 (N1–N6) “Valued landscapes” removed at N2(1)(a). 
Chapter 16, paras 
202–221 



Chapter 20 (HE1–HE10) Plan-making and decision-making separated. 
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Land North of Broadwater Lane and West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst, Berkshire 



Appeal ref. APP/X0360/W/26/6011047. 



 



This document is ancillary to the Appeal Statement for Heritage produced by Ridgeway Heritage 



Consultancy in July, 2026, in respect of this Appeal. This Statement established that the Appeal 



scheme would result in harm to the significance of designated and non-designated heritage assets 



through changes to their settings. The amendments of 2025 to NPPF, and the more recent revision 



of August, 2026, have provided enhanced provisions for the attribution of harm to heritage assets 



and provided further clarity regarding the recognition of adverse impacts. 



The conclusions of the Appeal Statement have therefore been assessed in the light of the latest 



policy provisions of the NPPF. 



The 2026 Revision of NPPF 



HE5: Assessing effects on heritage assets 



Point 2 of Policy HE5 states that: 



2. Assessments of the potential effects of development proposals on the significance of heritage 



assets (including through effects on their setting) should identify whether proposals would be likely 



to:  



a. Have a positive effect, which is where the significance of a heritage asset would be enhanced, or 



better revealed; or   



b. Have no effect on the significance of a heritage asset; or  



c. Result in harm to the significance of a heritage asset, either from work affecting the asset itself 



or from development within its setting. The degree of harm should be identified: substantial harm 



would occur where the development proposal would seriously affect a key element of the asset’s 



significance. 



The Appeal Scheme 



The Appellant’s Appeal Statement for Heritage has misleadingly stated that the Appeal scheme 



would have no effect on the settings of some designated heritage assets, most particularly that of 



Wards Cross House. It has not provided detailed assessments of, or attributions of harm for, the 



levels of setting impact to surrounding listed buildings. This requirement is now strengthened by 



the criteria of Point 3 in Policy HE 6, below. On consideration of the criteria stated in the 2026 
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revision of NPPF, it has been determined that the Appeal scheme would result in substantial harm 



to heritage assets through adverse change to their settings. 



The Planning Inspector made the following comments in respect of the 2025 Appeal (3359898):  



26. ‘The attributes of the site contribute positively to the setting, and therefore the significance, of 



the four listed buildings. Historic England guidance on the setting of Heritage Assets advises that 



settings of heritage assets which closely resemble the setting at the time the asset was constructed 



are likely to contribute particularly strongly to significance’. 



27. ‘That positive contribution would be significantly undermined through increased noise and 



activity on the Site, as well as the physical presence of nine well-sized houses. This would be the 



case even if some dwellings were to be set back from Broadwater Lane and even if a scheme of 



landscaping were to be implemented’. 



 



HE7: Decisions on non-designated heritage assets   



1. Development proposals which would have a positive effect on a non-designated heritage asset 



should be supported.  



2. Where a development proposal would harm the significance of a non-designated heritage asset, 



this should be weighed against the benefits of the proposal and a balanced judgement made, having 



regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the non-designated heritage asset. 



Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest that a decision-maker considers to be of 



equivalent significance to scheduled monuments should be considered subject to the policies for 



designated heritage assets.   



3. Where a development proposal would cause substantial harm to, or the total loss of, the 



significance of a non-designated heritage asset, it should only be supported where the harm or loss 



is outweighed by the benefits of the proposal, having regard to the scale of the harm or loss and 



the significance of the non-designated heritage asset. 



The Appeal Site 



It has been established that development proposals in this case would result in substantial harm to 



the significance of non-designated heritage assets, through change to their settings. These heritage 



assets include the Long Barn, Munfin House and the Hurst Area of Special Character (AoSC). 
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The Appeal scheme would not result in any positive effects on any of these heritage assets. No 



balancing judgement in relation to the public benefits of the Appeal scheme has been advanced by 



the Appellant. When considered in the planning balance, this substantial harm would considerably 



outweigh the limited public benefits attributed to the Appeal scheme.   



HE6: Proposals affecting designated heritage assets   



1. When considering the potential effect of a development proposal on the significance of a 



designated heritage asset, substantial weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the 



more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any 



potential effect amounts to a positive effect, harm, substantial harm, or total loss of its significance.  



2. Development proposals which would have a positive effect on a designated heritage asset should 



be supported.   



3. Any harm to a designated heritage asset will be a matter of considerable importance and weight, 



which should be dealt with in accordance with Paragraphs 4 to 6 of this policy.  



4. Where a development proposal would harm the significance of a designated heritage asset the 



effect on the asset and its significance should be weighed against any public benefits resulting from 



the proposal. 



The Appeal Scheme 



In the case of Policy HE6 of NPPF, the Appeal scheme would result in harm to the significance 



of five Grade II-listed buildings through adverse change to their settings. In the case of Elder 



Cottage and Buttercups, the level of harm has been assessed as less than that resulting to Bower 



Cottage and Parkers Cottage, in view of their closer proximity to elements of the Appeal Scheme. 



In terms of the latest NPPF criteria, the resulting level of harm to Bower Cottage and Parkers 



Cottage is assessed as substantial. Similarly, there would also be a substantial level of harm to the 



setting and significance of Wards Cross House, which should include consideration of the group 



value of this property with adjoining, and historically associated, Long Barn. Such group value, 



and level of setting impact, is of particular relevance in view of the historical functional and tenurial 



relationship between these two buildings and their open farmland setting on the western and 



north-western sides. This aspect of unchanged setting makes a strong contribution to the 



significance of both buildings. This attribution of substantial harm carries significant weight in the 



planning balance, particularly when set against the very limited public benefits of the Appeal 



Scheme.  
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Contrary to NPPF Policy HE6: 



• The Appeal Scheme does not give substantial weight or consideration to the conservation 



of five surrounding Grade II-listed buildings, through preservation of their settings. 



• The Appeal scheme would not result in any positive effect on any of these heritage assets 



or their settings. 



• HE6 emphasises that ‘any harm to a designated heritage asset is a matter of considerable 



importance and weight’, which signifies a higher level of protection than has hitherto been 



the case. This strengthens the attributions of harm give in our Appeal Statement for 



Heritage, and heightens the levels of potential impact, and harm, resulting from the Appeal 



scheme, which in the case of some Grade II-listed buildings would be substantial. 



• Given the levels of identified harm to surrounding listed buildings, and the criteria stated 



in Policy HE6, there is now a stronger obligation on the part of the Appellant to offer 



justification for such harm, and to provide evidence of public benefits which could be 



weighed against it. No such justification has been provided in the Appellant’s Appeal 



Statement for Heritage.  



• In the light of Policy HE6, the effects of the Appeal scheme on the settings of designated 



heritage assets should be given greater weight in the planning balance, in view of the high 



levels of resulting harm. 



 



Local Landscape Character and its contribution to heritage settings 



In addition to the AoSC, attention should be drawn to the landscape character of the wider rural 



setting of the Appeal Site, which is an important aspect of its historic context and character. The 



Wokingham Borough Landscape Character Assessment 2019 (WDLCA) shows the Appeal Site 



sits within the C2 Hurst River Terrace Landscape Character Area. Policy TB21 of  the MDD Local 



Plan states that “Proposals shall retain or enhance the condition, character and features that 



contribute to the landscape.” While not technically a heritage asset in the accepted sense, the 



landscape character of  the areas to the west and north-west of  the Appeal Site comprises an 



important aspect of  heritage settings, and one which would be adversely impacted by the Appeal 



scheme. This area is characterised by its quality of  views and survival of  historic fieldscapes, which 



distinguish it above surrounding areas. When objecting to Application 260353, the report of  the 



Wokingham Borough Council Trees and Landscape Officer stated, 



“It is clear from the descriptions in the C2 LCA, from the presence of  several Veteran trees, mature 



and intact high-quality hedgerows in combination with the views across the landscape from  
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narrow and rural lanes, such as Hogmoor Lane and at Broadwater Lane, and the pastoral backdrop 



to the ASC, the quality of  the landscape features combine to elevate the quality the surrounding 



landscape of  the site above moderate.”  



The Appellant’s Appeal Statement provides no assessment of the effect of the Appeal scheme on 



this local landscape character, or any analysis of resulting harm. 



RWM           27.08.26 













Dear Sir/Madam






Good morning.






Attached is a decision notice, officer report, location plan and illustrative site plan for a recently approved Permission in Principle application (Ref. 261624) for a maximum of 2 homes for land at Hogmoor Lane, Hurst on land totalling c0.48ha.  






The relevance in respect of the current appeal, is this permission covers part of the site area subject to the current appeal (PINS Ref 6011047) for 5 to 7 homes.






I appreciate the Planning Inspector (to be appointed) has not requested further information, but this may be a material consideration relevant to this appeal.






I copy in Wokingham Borough Council’s appeal officer.






Regards


Stuart 


																					STUART GARNETT 





			Head of Planning
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Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 



(PERMISSION IN PRINCIPLE) ORDER 2017 



TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 
(BROWNFIELD LAND REGISTER) 



REGULATIONS 2017



Mr Stuart Garnett
Shorewood Homes Ltd
8a Upper High Street
Winchester
Hampshire
SO23 8UT



NOTIFICATION OF APPROVAL OF PERMISSION IN PRINCIPLE
Application Number: 261624
Applicant Name: Mr Stuart Garnett, Shorewood Homes Ltd
Site Address: Land West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst
Proposal: Permission in principle application for the proposed 



erection of a maximum of 2 no. dwellings (or a 
minimum of 1 no. dwelling), including formation of 
an access from Hogmoor Lane. 



Date of Decision: 13 August 2026



Wokingham Borough Council in pursuance of its powers under the above Acts and 
Regulations hereby grants permission in principle for the above development to 
be carried out as stated in the application and the accompanying plans submitted to 
the Council subject to compliance with the following.



Terms
1.  Permission in Principle is granted for residential development comprising the 
erection of a minimum of 1 dwelling and a maximum of 2 dwellings within the site 
shown on the submitted drawing: 8543 L02 (Location Plan) received 10th July 2026 



 Informatives
1.  The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining 
this application by assessing the proposal against all material considerations, 
including planning policies and any representations that may have been received 
and subsequently determining to grant planning permission in accordance with the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. 



Signed
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Justin Turvey
Head of Development Management - Place & Growth
Date: 13 August 2026



PLEASE READ THE NOTES ISSUED WITH THIS DECISION NOTICE BELOW
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACTS
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (PERMISSION IN PRINCIPLE) 



ORDER 2017
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (BROWNFIELD LAND 



REGISTER) REGULATIONS 2017
Other statutory legislation: This decision notice relates to the above stated acts 
and regulations only and does not constitute approval under any other legislation.



The Town & Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
Order: This decision has been made in accordance with the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and in the requirement to work with 
the applicant in a positive and proactive manner.



Officer Report: An officer report explaining the decision will be available to view 
online.



Purchase notices: If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State 
refuses permission to develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the owner 
may claim that the owner can neither put the land to a reasonably beneficial use 
in its existing state nor render the land capable of a reasonably beneficial use by 
the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted. In 
these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the Council 
which will require the Council to purchase the owner’s interest in the land in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter I of Part VI of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990.



Appeals to the Secretary of State: If your application has been refused by the 
Borough Council or granted subject to conditions that you are not happy with, 
you have the right to appeal to the Planning Inspectorate (under Section 78 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990). This must be within the timeframes set 
out below. Please note an extension of time for lodging an appeal is unlikely to be 
granted except in special circumstances.



12 weeks from the decision date above in the case of a refusal of a 
‘householder’ application:
Being the refusal of an application for planning permission to alter or extend a 
house, or for works within the curtilage of a house; or,
Being the refusal to approve details submitted as required by a condition imposed 
on a permission granted for a householder application.



12 weeks from the decision date above in the case of a refusal of a ‘minor 
commercial’ application:
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Being the refusal of an application for development of an existing building or part 
of a building currently in use for purposes in Use Classes A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5 
where the proposal does not include a change of use, a change to the number of 
units, development that is not wholly at ground floor level and/or does not 
increase the gross internal area of the building.



6 months from the decision date above in the case of all other appeals made 
under s78(1) or s20 of the above Acts relating to a decision on a planning 
application or listed building/conservation area consent application.



6 months from the decision date above in the case of any appeal made under 
s78 (2) of the Act in respect of a failure to give a decision within the statutory 
period.



The Planning Inspectorate is an Executive Agency reporting to the Secretary of 
State for Communities and Local Government. The Inspectorate has an online 
appeals service with information and guidance about the process. You can 
submit full application appeals and householder application appeals with the new 
appeals service. Other application types should be submitted on the current 
appeal service. Alternatively, you can obtain a form from the Planning 
Inspectorate at Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, BS1 
6PN, 0303 444 5000 or through the Inspectorate’s website. Please note all 
documents will be published online by the Planning Inspectorate and therefore 
you should not include personal information you do not wish to be displayed in 
this way. This includes personal information of third parties. 



In the event of a grant of planning permission, please note the following:



Discharge of Conditions: This consent may contain conditions that require 
further approval by submission of an application for approval of details reserved 
by condition and the appropriate fee. Application forms can be obtained for this 
purpose by visiting the Planning Portal.



Street Naming and Numbering for new dwellings: If this notice relates to 
approval of new dwellings, please ensure that you contact the Council at least 16 
weeks before the commencement on site to arrange for an address and post 
code to be allocated. Details can be obtained from 
streetnamingandnumbering@wokingham.gov.uk. Failure to contact the street 
naming and numbering department at least 16 weeks before commencement on 
site will result in the addressing and post code for the development being 
delayed.



Access to privately owned land: The applicant is reminded that this permission 
does not give right of entry to land not in the ownership of the applicant. 
Permission must be sought from any other landowner(s) if access is required.



Gas Mains and Services: Building over a gas main or service that is located 
within your site could cause damage to pipework or potential gas leaks within 
buildings. You should check for information relating to services within your site at 
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Home - LinesearchbeforeUdig (lsbud.co.uk) and contact the Plant Protection 
Team at SGN on 0800 912 1722 or plantlocation@sgn.co.uk. 



Building Regulations: The development subject to this permission may also 
require Building Regulation approval to ensure it is built to national safety, design, 
and environmental standards. The Council’s Local Authority Building Control 
(LABC) service offers a full range of plan approval, inspection, and associated 
services through an ISO9001 nationally accredited team of qualified building 
surveyors. These surveyors work closely with the Council’s planning department 
to ensure the appropriate construction of your build. To find out more visit the 
Council’s Building Control website or call 0300 790 0580 to speak to a member of 
the team.



Fire Regulations: In accordance with the Berkshire Act 1986, when Building 
Regulation applications are submitted for building(s) or extensions, the  Local 
Authority will reject the plans unless, after consultation with the fire authority, they 
are satisfied that the plans show the following:



i) That there will be adequate means of access for the fire brigade to the 
building(s) or the extended building(s); and, 
ii) That the building(s) or extension(s) will not render inadequate any existing 
means of access for the fire brigade to a neighbouring building.
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DELEGATED OFFICER REPORT



Application Number: 261624



Site Address: Land West of Hogmoor Lane, Hurst



Expiry Date: 19 August 2026



Site Visit Date: 10 August 2026



Proposal: Permission in principle application for the proposed erection of a maximum 
of 2 no. dwellings (or a minimum of 1 no. dwelling), including formation of an access 
from Hogmoor Lane. 



PLANNING POLICY
National 
Policy



National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



Core 
Strategy 
(CS)



CP1 – Sustainable Development
CP2 – Inclusive Communities
CP3 – General Principles for Development
CP4 – Infrastructure Requirements
CP5 – Housing Mix, Density and Affordability
CP6 – Managing Travel Demand
CP7 – Biodiversity
CP9 – Scale and Location of Development Proposals
CP11 – Proposals Outside Development Limits
CP17 – Housing Delivery



MDD 
Local 
Plan 
(MDD)



CC01 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
CC02 – Development Limits
CC03 – Green Infrastructure, Trees and Landscaping
CC04 – Sustainable Design and Construction
CC05 – Renewable Energy and Decentralised Energy Networks
CC06 – Noise
CC07 – Parking
CC09 – Development and Flood Risk
CC10 – Sustainable Drainage
TB05 – Housing Mix
TB07 – Internal Space Standards
TB21 – Landscape Character
TB23 – Biodiversity and Development
TB24 – Designated Heritage Assets 
TB25 – Archaeology 
TB26 – Buildings of Traditional Local Character and Areas of Special 
Character



Joint 
Minerals 
and 
Waste 



M2 – Safeguarding sand and gravel resources 
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Plan 
(JMWP)
Wokingh
am 
Borough 
Local 
Plan 
Update 
(LPU)



SS1 – Sustainable development principles
SS2 – Spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy
SS5 – Development in the countryside
SS10 – Meeting our housing needs
C1 – Active and sustainable transport and accessibility
C2 – Mitigation of transport impacts and highway safety and design
C5 – Parking and electric vehicle charging
H1 – Housing mix, density and standards
H3 – Affordable housing
FD1 – Development and flood risk (from all sources)
FD2 – Sustainable drainage
NE1 – Biodiversity and geodiversity
NE4 – Trees, woodland, hedges and hedgerows
NE5 – Landscape and design
NE6 – Valued landscapes
DH1 – Place making and quality design
DH2 – Safeguarding amenity
DH5 – The historic environment
DH6 – Archaeology
HC5 – Environmental protection



Other Borough Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document
CIL Guidance + 123 List
Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document
Sustainable Design and Construction Supplementary Planning Document
A Design for Hurst  



PLANNING HISTORY (Application site and wider fields)
Application No. Description Decision & Date



260353 Permission in principle application for the 
proposed erection of a maximum of 7 no. 
dwellings (or a minimum of 5 no. dwellings), 
including formation of an access from Broadwater 
Lane



Refused 
30/03/26 and 
awaiting 
outcome of 
appeal



240583 Outline application for the proposed erection of 
9No dwellings and associated access (with 
Landscaping, Layout, Scale and Appearance 
reserved and only Access to be considered).



Refused 
29/11/24 and 
dismissed at 
appeal



981273 Proposed Erection Of 5 Detached Dwellings and 
Garages



Refused 
07/07/98 and 
dismissed at 
appeal





http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=238821
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CONSULTATION RESPONSES
Internal
WBC Environmental Health – No objection
WBC Drainage (LLFA) – No objection
WBC Highways – No objection 
WBC Economic Prosperity & Place (Community Infrastructure) – Affordable 
Housing contribution would be required at Technical Details Consent Stage 



WBC Landscape and Trees – Objection due to harm to views across the landscape 
(which is considered to be a valued landscape) and development in the countryside 



WBC Built Heritage Officer – Objection due to harm to desingated and non-
desingated buildings and non-desingated Area of Special Character. In summary:



The proposal would result in less than substnaitla harm (to the low end of the 
spectrum) to the the significance of the designated heritage asset of Ward’s Cross 
House, a Grade II listed building. The harm would arise from the removal of the 
historic setting – open, agricultural land associated with the development of Ward’s 
Cross within the manor of Whistley and Hurst, developed by an important Tudor 
figure, Richard Ward, and the consequential conflicting urbanisation character. The 
proposed development would also give rise to harm to the significance of Long Barn, 
as a non-designated heritage asset, for the same reasons. 



The proposed development would also lead to harm to the significance of the Village 
Centre (Hurst) Area of Special Character, also a non-designated heritage asset. This 
harm would arise from the erosion of the rural landscape. 
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WBC CIL – Development would be CIL liable and amount would be calculated at 
Technical Details Consent Stage 
WBC Ecology Newts – No objection
WBC Ecology – No objection  
WBC Cleaner and Greener – No comments received
External
Thames Water Utilities Ltd – No comments received 
The Environment Agency – Did not wish to be consulted 
Berkshire Archaeology – No objection subject to condition 
Binfield Badger Group – No comments received



REPRESENTATIONS
Parish/Town Council Object for the following reasons:



• Request WBC defer on a decision for this application 
until a decision on the live appeal is made



• Conflicts with both local and emerging plans
• This is not an infill site
• Consistency with decision making given a history of 



refused applications and dismissed appeals
• Site judged as unsuitable for development in LPU
• LPU HLS should carry significant weight and 1 or 2 



houses will not make any meaningful difference to the 
current or future housing land supply



• Omitted drainage details
• Proposal does not avoid increasing (and where 



possible reduce) risks of or from all forms of flooding 
to areas beyond the site



• Harm to character of the area and valued landscape 
• Harm to heritage assets (designated, non-designated 



and Area of Special Character)
• Unsustainable location
• Junction from Hogmoor Lane for vehicles egressing 



onto A321 is dangerous due to lack of visibility
• Proposed off-site highway works are practical or cost 



effective due to the storm drain, electrical substantial 
and needing third party permissions 



Officer comment: The above reflect objections raised by 
neighbours (below) and will be discussed in the report.



Ward Member(s) No comments received
Neighbours 46 representations in objection have been received 



(excluding duplicates) relating to the following summarised 
matters:



Principle of development:
• Site is too large to be considered an infill site
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• Site is located outside of settlement limits in the 
countryside



• The land is Best and Most Versatile 
• Site removed from local plan update due to 



conclusions made in the HEELA
Officer comment: The above are discussed in the report.



Heritage:
• Development would damage the historic character of 



Hogmoor Lane
• Site forms part of the Area of Special Character’s wider 



rural setting
• Harm to setting of heritage assets (Listed Buildings) 



and non-designated heritage assets
• Harm to Area of Special Character 
• The heritage and tree reports submitted do not relate 



to this application
Officer comment: The above are discussed in the report.



Impact on character/ landscape:
• Increased activity would erode the rural tranquillity of 



the Lane
• Impact on Hogmoor Lane’s recreational value
• Would remove outlook across open farmland to the 



veteran trees and listed buildings
• Impact on Haines Hill Valued Landscape
• Urbanisation of Hogmoor Lane



Officer comment: The above are discussed in the report.



Flooding:
• Red line boundary (in FRA) shows roadside ditch 



included but is actually Council owned land
• An attenuation basin is required and so should be 



shown within the red line boundary
• Not properly assessed that lots of culverts are blocked
• There have been instances of flooding on the Lane and 



on the application site
• Culvert bridge could block the ditch and so would need 



to be carefully designed
• Inadequate Flood Risk Assessment and critique of 



technical matters
• Drainage ditch is not on site 
• Planning statement saying attenuation is required but 



the FRA does not mention this 
• Drainage scheme is reliant on off-site ditch which the 



applicant has no control over
Officer comment: The above inconsistencies and comments 
received from the LLFA are discussed in the report.
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Highways:
• Hogmoor Lane has no passing points or footway
• Inadequate visibility splays at the junction with the 



A321
• Proposed highway mitigation not satisfactory
• Unsustainable location 
• Detailed design of proposed access not provided
• Contradiction in the submission regarding the 



proposed location of the access 
• Lane is narrow with no street lighting 
• The Y junction to and from the A321 is narrow with 



inadequate visibility and hazardous for vehicles and 
pedestrians 



• No mention of who would fund the highway work 
• Highway work would involve works to the storm drain 



and electrical substation which are at the Y junction. 
This would cause disruption to the local community 
and would be unfeasible 



Officer comment: The above are discussed in the report, 
following consultation with the Local Highway Authority. 
Highway works would need to be funded/ carried out by the 
applicant (and would be negotiated further at Technical 
Details Consent stage). The feasibility of the junction 
improvements would also have to be considered further at 
that stage, with the applicant having to get third party 
consents to implement the works. If the necessary consents 
cannot be obtained, the development could not be 
implemented; however, this does not prevent the site being 
suitable for development in principle.



Procedure:
• Approval would set a precedent for future development



Officer comment: Each application is required to be 
assessed on its own merits.



• Use of Permission in Principle application route is 
inappropriate for this complex site



Officer comment: An application for permission in principle 
can be made irrespective of site constraints.



• Council may consider deferring the determination of 
the application until the outcome of the appeal is 
known



Officer comment: The LPA has a duty to determine an 
application within the statutory timeframes (or extended 
agreed timeframe with the applicant) and cannot stall the 
decision of this application to an unknown date when the 
appeal decision will be made.
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• Unreasonable approach by developer given number of 
applications and ongoing appeal



Officer comment: The applicant is within their right to submit 
multiple applications in quick succession at any point in time. 



• Piecemeal approach should be taken and urge the 
Council to look at the cumulative impact of these 
submissions 



Officer comment: This is the only live application relating to 
this site and so there are no other immediate live applications 
that need to be taken into consideration alongside the 
determination of this application. The planning system allows 
for sites to be split/ submitted separately.



• The Council should consider the present application in 
the context of that wider proposal (the current appeal 
scheme) and should not treat the red-line boundary as 
an isolated, naturally contained plot



Officer comment: This application can only consider 
development within the red line site boundary. 



• Technical details are needed here and should not be 
deferred until after the PiP has been granted due to the 
constraints of the site and are needed to help inform if 
the principle of development is suitable



Officer comment: The PiP and Technical Details are a two 
part process. All technical details cannot be requested at PiP 
stage. The LPA is satisfied that sufficient information has 
been submitted to determine this PiP. Any Technical Details 
Consent application would require technical and detailed 
information, informed by the final dwelling number and site 
layout. At that stage, this technical information will be 
considered and if not satisfactory, would amount to a refusal 
at that detailed stage. 



Housing Supply:
• Proposal would have an insignificant effect on housing 



numbers
• The Council is not failing when it comes to housing 



land supply 
Officer comment: Housing land supply is discussed in the 
report.



Other Matters:
• The site is a wildlife corridor and used by a rare species 



of bat
• Harm to wildlife/ biodiversity 
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Officer comment: No objection was raised from the WBC 
Ecologist regarding the principle of development in relation to 
wildlife/ biodiversity.



• Exisitng issues with local water supply and sewage 
system



Officer comment: Thames Water would be re-consulted as 
part of any Technical Details Consent application where, if 
there are local capacity issues, these would need to be 
identified and appropriate mitigation recommended if 
required.



• Conflict with emerging policy
Officer comment: The report discusses the emerging policy 
in the LPU, where applicable.



• Omission of electrical distribution transformer which 
will affect developable area



Officer comment: The size of the application site is sufficient 
for two dwellings (in principle) despite the presence of the 
transformer. However, at Technical Details Consent, 
consideration of the exact siting of the dwelling(s) would be 
made in relation to the transformer and it is not uncommon for 
such equipment to be located near properties, and sometimes 
on residential plots. The Health and Safety implications of 
being in proximity to a transformer (or any other legislation 
surrounding such equipment) would have to be dealt with by 
the applicant separately, under that separate legislation. No 
concerns were raised for WBC Environmental Health 
regarding the principle of development in relation to this 
equipment. 



• Proposal should be clear if it is for self-build housing 
as this affects the weight given in the planning balance



Officer comment: As it is not clear if the dwellings would be 
self-build, this has not factored into the assessment or 
planning balance. The proposal is purely assessing the 
principle of the provision of upto 2 dwellings, not their tenure 
or market status (at this stage).



• No contribution towards affordable housing
Officer comment: The planning balance of the report 
discusses affordable housing. There is no requirement for 
affordable housing for a scheme of this size. Even if it were 
required, it would be a matter dealt with at Technical Details 
Consent stage.



• Lack of control over design, layout and materials 
means they may not blend in with surroundings and 
historic buildings
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Officer comment: The design, layout and materials would be 
carefully considered at assessed at Technical Details 
Consent stage. The LPA do retain control over these matters, 
and could refuse any Technical Details Consent if  these are 
not satisfactory. 



APPRAISAL
Site Description:
The application site comprises an open parcel of land on Hogmoor Lane. The Lane is 
a narrow with residential development on both sides, but with a gap in built form at the 
application site. An off-site ditch runs parallel to the site, adjacent to the road. 



          



    The application site indicated (in red) in the context of surroundings



Proposal:
The application is for permission in principle, as provided for in the Town and Country 
Planning (Permission in Principle) Order 2017. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
advises that this is an alternative way of obtaining planning permission for housing-led 
development which separates the consideration of matters of principle from the 
technical detail. Planning permission does not exist unless both the Permission in 
Principle (PiP) and the Technical Details Consent (TDC) are approved. This application 
relates to the first of these two stages. As the application does not relate to technical 
details and as such, the submitted site plan is to be taken to be illustrative only.



PiP is sought for the erection of up a minimum of 1 and a maximum of 2 dwellings. This 
is in line with the PPG’s advice that the amount of residential development must be 
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expressed as a range, indicating the minimum and maximum amount of new dwellings 
which are, in principle, permitted.



A proposed site plan has been provided alongside the application, however as 
mentioned, this can only be taken for illustrative purposes at this PiP stage. Access to 
the site is shown from a single access point off Hogmoor Lane, where culverting the 
ditch has been indicated:



The PPG advises that the scope of PiP is limited to location, land use and amount of 
development. Whether permission in principle should be granted bearing in mind the 
effects of the proposal’s location, land use and amount of development on material 
considerations is required to be considered.  



Background Information:
This application follows the refusal of several applications on larger parcels of land, but 
some of which have incorporated the current application site.



Firstly, a permission in principle application (ref. 260353) for a minimum of 5 dwellings 
and a maximum of 7 dwellings was refused and is currently with the Planning 
Inspectorate following the applicant’s submission of an appeal. The site area for that 
application was as follows, and as can be seen, incorporates the parcel of land on 
Hogmoor Lane subject of this current application:
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The application was refused for the following reasons:



1. The proposal, by virtue of its location, represents unacceptable unplanned 
development outside of development limits within the designated countryside which is 
contrary to the spatial objectives of the development plan. This is contrary to policies 
CP1, CP9 and CP11 of the Core Strategy along with the NPPF. 



2. The proposal, by virtue of its location and amount of development, would fail to 
suitably assimilate into the established landscape and character of the surrounding 
area, and would fail to retain and enhance the traditional, historical, local and special 
character of the Village Centre (Hurst) Area of Special Character. This is contrary to 
policies CP1 and CP3 of the Core Strategy and policies TB21 and TB26 of the MDD, 
along with the Wokingham Council Borough Design Guide SPD (2012), Landscape 
Character Area Assessment (2019) and NPPF. 



3. The proposal, by virtue of its location, would fail to conserve or enhance the setting 
of four designated heritage assets in the form of Grade II Listed Buildings (Bower 
Cottage, Parkers Cottage, Elder Cottage and Wards Cross House). This is contrary to 
policy TB24 of the MDD and the NPPF.



Prior to this, refusal of outline planning application 240583 for the erection of 9 
dwellings on the following parcel of land: 
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This application was refused for the following reasons:



1. The proposal represents unacceptable unplanned development outside of 
development limits within the designated countryside which is contrary to the spatial 
objectives of the development plan. The proposal as a whole would not fall into any of 
the exceptional categories, as identified by CP11 of development plan and is 
unacceptable in principle. This is contrary to the NPPF (2023) and policies CP1, CP3, 
CP6, CP9, CP11 and CP17 of the Core Strategy (2010), policies CC01, CC02 and 
CC03 of the Managing Delivery Document (2014), the Borough Design Guide SPD and 
the National Planning Policy Framework (2023). 



2. The proposed northern and central accesses to the site from Broadwater Lane would 
significantly harm and lead to the degradation of off-site veteran trees T014 and T016 
which form an irreplaceable habitat. Development within the root protection area of the 
veteran trees with no acceptable buffer zone, mitigation or compensation fails to 
respond to the Ancient Woodland, Ancient Trees and Veteran Trees: Advice For 
Making Planning Decisions (2022), prepared by Natural England and the Forestry 
Commission. There are no wholly exceptional reasons and suitable compensation 
strategy exists to overcome degradation to this irreplaceable habitat. This is contrary 
to paragraph 186 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2023) and CC03 of the 
Managing Development Delivery (2014). 



3. The proposed development will have a negative and detrimental impact on the 
landscape and character & appearance of the area by virtue of the loose urban grain 
derived from up to 9 dwellings, three access points and site constraints such as the 
narrow plot and off-site veteran trees, loss of the historic settlement gap and extension 
of suburban linear development into a sensitive open green field. The proposal poses 
a significant adverse harm to the character of the and appearance of the Countryside, 
Hurst River Terrace landscape character area. The proposal is therefore contrary 
Policies CP1, CP3 and CP11 of the Core Strategy (2010), Managing Delivery 
Document (2014) Policies CC01, CC02, CC03, and TB21 and to the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2023). 



4. The proposed development comprising 9no. Residential dwellings and 3no. access 
points onto Broadwater Lane would fail to protect and enhance the Haines Hill Valued 
Landscape by virtue of the land use resulting in the coalescence of Whistley Green and 
Hurst Village settlements. This is contrary to paragraph 180 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2023), CP1 and CP3 of the Core Strategy (2010) and CC03 and 
TB21 of the Managing Development Delivery Local Plan (2014). 
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5. The proposal would result in the loss of the historic settlement gap between Hurst 
Village and Whistley Green, replacing this with suburban linear development which 
detrimentally harms the edge and setting of the Hurst Area of Special Character. Due 
to the loss of an open green field which is an important rural characteristic of the to the 
setting of the Special Character Area. This is contrary to TB26 of the Managing Delivery 
Document (2014) and the National Planning Policy Framework (2023). 



6. The application site is within an unsustainable location that would result in future 
residents relying on private motor vehicles or day to day needs by reason of the 
countryside location outside of settlement limits, the limited facilities within Hurst that 
would be within a safe and convenient walking distance, quality of the walking/cycling 
& environment and limited public transport links. The proposal would not encourage a 
modal shift towards sustainable modes of transport. The proposal is contrary to policies 
CP1, CP2, CP3, CP6 and CP11 of the Core Strategy (2010), CC01 and CC02 of the 
Managing Development Delivery (2014), the Borough Design Guide Supplementary 
Planning Document and section 8 & 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2023). 



7. In absence of a completed legal agreement, the proposal fails to provide off-site 
drainage measures (swale) to mitigate the impact the proposal would have on surface 
water drainage, contrary to CC09 of the Managing Delivery Document (2014) and the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2023). 



8. In absence of a completed legal agreement, the proposal fails to provide an 
adequate provision for affordable housing, contrary to CP5 of the Core Strategy and 
section 6 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2023).



9. In absence of a completed legal agreement, the proposal fails to secure biodiversity 
net gain measures. This is contrary to CP7 of the Core Strategy and TB23 of the 
Managing Delivery Document (2014). 



10. In absence of a completed legal agreement, the proposal fails to secure the off-site 
permissive pedestrian connection between Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane. The 
proposal fails to comply with CC03 of the Managing Delivery Document (2014).



The refusal was appealed and dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate, albeit the 
reasons for the appeal being dismissed were only in relation to veteran trees and the 
impact on Listed Buildings and Village Centre (Hurst) Area of Special Character. 
Ultimately, as the proposal resulted harm to an irreplaceable habitat (veteran trees) 
and no wholly exceptional reason and adequate mitigation existed, the tilted balance 
in favour of granting development was disengaged as per paragraph 11(d)(i) footnote 
7 of the NPPF, and the appeal failed. However, it should be noted that this scheme did 
not include the parcel of land subject of this PiP application. 



Lastly, it is also noteworthy that an appeal associated with the refusal in 1998 (ref. 
981273) for 5 dwellings was also dismissed and contained land that is within this 
current application site; that fronting Hogmoor Lane. 



It is acknowledged that this 1998 decision was made under a different development 
plan and pre-dates the NPPF. Nevertheless, the reasons for the refusal/ dismissing of 
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the appeal related to the proposal’s impact on the character of the area, resulting in the 
loss of a ‘gap’ and scale, size and massing of the proposal would be incongruous and 
out of character with the semi-rural setting of the Lane. The proposal was also 
unacceptable in relation to highway safety. Below is the site area and plan for this 1998 
scheme: 



Before carrying out the assessment, Officers note that a number of third party 
representations have expressed dissatisfaction with the quality and contents of the 
applicant’s submitted technical reports (namely heritage, flooding and arboriculture 
reports). It was also highlighted that the heritage and arboriculture reports submitted 
were those submitted for previous applications at the site and have not been updated 
for this application. However, specialist consultees are able to conclude their own view 
irrespective of the applicant’s reports. 



Principle of Development: 



a) Adopted Development Plan 



i)  Spatial strategy
The National Planning Policy Framework has an underlying presumption in favour of 
sustainable development which is carried through to the local Development Plan. The 
Managing Development Delivery Local Plan Policy CC01 states that planning 
applications that accord with the policies in the Development Plan for Wokingham 
Borough will be approved without delay, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.



The spatial strategy for the Borough is outlined in policy CP9 of the Core Strategy. This 
directs development to within settlement limits. The settlement limits are split into three 
categories depending on the sustainability of those locations; Major, Modest and 
Limited development locations. The development plan steers Major developments to 
sustainable Major settlements with the best services, facilities and infrastructure. 
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Whilst the site is located adjacent/ partially bordering around the Limited Development 
Location of Hurst, the entirety of the site is located within the Wokingham Countryside, 
as can be seen below: 



The application site (in red) in the context of the Hurst Limited Development Location 
(yellow) and the countryside (green)



Policy CP11 dictates proposed development within the countryside. Its overarching 
aims are to protect the separate identity of settlements and maintain the quality of the 
environment. The policy states that development will not normally be permitted unless 
one of the 7 exceptions for development is satisfied which are:



1) It contributes to diverse and sustainable rural enterprises within the borough, or in 
the case of other countryside based enterprises and activities, it contributes and/or 
promotes recreation in, and enjoyment of, the countryside; and 
2) It does not lead to excessive encroachment or expansion of development away from 
the original buildings; and 
3) It is contained within suitably located buildings which are appropriate for conversion, 
or in the case of replacement buildings would bring about environmental improvement; 
or 
4) In the case of residential extensions, does not result in inappropriate increases in 
the scale, form or footprint of the original building; 
5) In the case of replacement dwellings the proposal must: 
i) Bring about environmental improvements; or 
ii) Not result in inappropriate increases in the scale, form or footprint of the original 
building.
6) Essential community facilities cannot be accommodated within development limits 
or through the re-use/replacement of an existing building; 
7) Affordable housing on rural exception sites in line with CP9.



The proposal does not meet any of the exceptions outlined above. 
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Whilst this is the case, it does not automatically conclude that development within the 
countryside is unacceptable and attention then has to turn to the overall aims of policy 
CP11 and whether the proposal would comply with these. 



Firstly, in considering whether the proposal would protect the separate identity of 
settlement (ie. preventing settlement coalescence), the proposal would represent a 
development connecting two edges of the Hurst settlement. Within third party 
representations, it has been stated that the site would not be an infill development. This 
is based on the conclusion by the Inspector for the 1998 application/appeal 
(T/APP/X0360/98/298932/P9) which states that “The appeal site has a frontage of 
about 80-90m to Hogmoor Lane which I consider forms a substantial gap in the street 
scene, greater than what would normally be termed an infill plot and which makes a 
significant contribution to the semi-rural character of the Lane.”  There was also 
concern from the Inspector over the loss of the defined ‘green gap’ between Hurst and 
Twyford.



Whether or not the plot is described as an infill plot or not does not fundamentally alter 
the conclusion of Officers that this site would not result in settlement coalescence, 
rather it would be located in a gap between two edges of the defined ‘Limited 
Development Location’ of Hurst. The ‘green gap’ referred to in this historic decision is 
not designated as such in the present day; it should be noted that this previous historic 
decision pre-dates the Council’s adopted development plan. Within the previous 
development plan, terms such as ‘green gap’/ ‘green wedge’ were used; but these are 
not transferred to the currently adopted local plan. As such, based on the current 
adopted local plan, it is CP11 which is the key driving policy for countryside 
development, along with its overarching aims, as discussed. As such, this proposal will 
not result in the loss of a spatially designated ‘green gap’. The loss of the gap in visual 
terms will be discussed elsewhere in the report. 



As such, taking all the above into account, Officers are of the view that this development 
would not conflict with the overarching aim of policy CP11 which is to maintain the 
separate identity of settlements. 



Turning to the second overarching aim of policy CP11, which is to maintain the quality 
of the environment, this is a multi-faceted assessment that will incorporate other 
material considerations (those discussed in this report). As such, a judgement as to 
whether the scheme complies or conflicts with this second overarching aim will be 
made in the planning balance section at the end of this report. However, it should be 
noted that when judging whether a proposal maintains the quality of the environment, 
it is acknowledged that most, if not all development, will have an impact on the 
environment it sits in. As such, ‘maintaining’ the quality of the environment is not 
considered to be a zero-impact test but rather a planning judgement test about effect 
and acceptability, not absolute preservation.



ii) Locational sustainability
Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy states that development should provide for sustainable 
forms of transport to allow choice and are located where there are or will be at the time 
of development choices in the mode of transport available and which minimise the 
distance people need to travel. 
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Within the previous decision (260353) for larger development, which was in part on this 
application site, it was not concluded by WBC Highways that the site would be an 
unsustainable location for residential development. This conclusion followed on from 
the Inspector’s conclusion on this matter for application 240583. As such, there is no 
reason to conclude a different view here for this smaller scheme. WBC Highways have 
raised no objection to this proposal in terms of site sustainability for residential 
development. 



iii) Minerals and waste
The Central and Eastern Berkshire Joint Minerals and Waste Plan (“Joint Plan”) was
adopted by Wokingham Borough Council on 19 January 2023. The Joint Plan identifies 
site allocations and extensions to help provide a future supply of sand and gravel 
extraction. However, despite these allocations, there remains a shortfall of supply 
during the plan period. The policy response to address the shortfall is the identification 
of a ‘Minerals Safeguarding Area’ (MSA), where Policy M2 of the plan applies, and also 
an ‘Area of Search’ where Policy M4 applies. This approach is to demonstrate the 
potential for, in effect, windfall provision within the Plan area.



The site is within the MSA and contains soft sand arising from historic river deposits.
Policy M2 aims to seek to protect mineral resources against unnecessary sterilization
by non-minerals development.



The application covers an area approximately 0.48 hectares in size and a 3 hectare
threshold is reflected in the supporting text under Policy M2, which states “A minimum
plot size of 3 hectares will apply in the safeguarding process to avoid repeated
consideration of prior extraction where this can be assumed to be uneconomic, due to
the small size of the parcels of land involved.”



Therefore, given the site’s relatively modest scale and below the threshold specified 
within Policy M2, it is unlikely to be a viable commercial operation or impact any other
commercial operations. 



b) Emerging Local Plan Update



The Local Plan Update (LPU), the plan which will supersede the adopted Core 
Strategy and MDD local plans, is at Regulation 24 stage as it has been submitted to 
the Planning Inspectorate for examination and Part 1 and 2 Hearings are complete, 
with the Inspector having now provided a letter outlining main modifications required. 
As per paragraph 49 of the NPPF:



Local planning authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans 
according to: 



a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, 
the greater the weight that may be given); 



b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and 
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c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this 
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given)



As a whole, the LPU is still given limited weight, despite its advance stage of 
preparation. As seen in High Court judgements, even when an emerging plan is at an 
advanced stage, it may still attract limited weight if further consultation and 
modifications are required, which is the case here. However, it is acknowledged that 
some individual policies are capable of being attributed moderate weight in the 
determination of the application; those are highlighted in yellow in the policy table 
earlier, as they did not have substantial unresolved objection. The policies that hold 
moderate weight will feed into/ be considered in their relevant sections in this report 
where necessary. 



The site (indicated in red) in addition to land across the wider site, equating to approx. 
4 ha, was submitted as part of the Local Plan Update to be allocated for residential 
development. The site reference was 5HU030 and the extent is shown below:



The site was removed from the HEELA at stage 2b/2c due to the site being 
inappropriate in terms of settlement form and pattern, landscape character and flood 
risk (which were identified through representations). 



It should be noted that the promoted site is much larger than this application site, and 
therefore conclusions made in the HEELA are not those made on this live application 
site alone. Furthermore, each application is required to be assessed on its own merits; 
a HEELA is high level with the purpose of informing options within plan-making. It is 
not comparable to a planning application. 



c) Housing Land supply
The borough currently does not have a 5 year housing land supply. The borough 
currently has a 2.5 year housing land supply however this is as a result of previous 
over-delivery, rather than current under-delivery. Nevertheless, as a result of the 











Page 19 of 43



Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



shortfall, the borough’s policies are ‘out of date’ in accordance with paragraph 11(d)(i) 
of the NPPF (2024). Therefore, permission for development should be granted “unless 
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole, 
having particular regard to key policies for directing development to sustainable 
locations, making effective use of land, securing well-designed places and providing 
affordable homes, individually or in combination”.



Comments from third parties have stated that the Council is not falling short when it 
comes to housing delivery and the adoption of the LPU will overcome this shortfall. 
However, as it stands, the Borough does not have the required housing land supply, 
as evidenced by the Council in their own 5 year Housing Land Supply Statement. 
Planning Officers have been given no other direction from the Council’s Planning Policy 
team on this matter. As such, the provision of housing is required, and the tilted balance 
is in play, as stated. 



d) Loss of existing land use
Core strategy policy CP1 states that development should “7) Avoid areas of best and
most versatile agricultural land”. BMV agricultural land is grades 1, 2 and 3a of the
agricultural land classification.



The site is located within an existing agricultural unit, and the Councill records show
site constitutes grade 3 (a or b not known) best most versatile agricultural land (“BMV”), 
therefore the proposal has potential to result in the loss of BMV land.



Given the modest size of the application site, it would mean the loss would likely have 
a negligible consequence for any crop growing enterprise. The site is understood to 
have been more recently used for grazing rather than arable farming. On this basis, it 
is not considered that this weighs significantly against the use of the site for any other 
purposes. Furthermore, neither of the recently refused applications were resisted on 
the loss of the existing land use. 



The loss of any BMV land conflicts with policy CP1 of the Core Strategy and Section
15 of the NPPF, but for the reasons identified above has limited weight in the overall
planning balance considering the relatively diminutive size of the plot land.



e) Summary on principle of development
The site is located outside of settlement limits in the countryside. It fails to meet any of 
the specified exceptions for development outside of settlement. When turning to the 
overall aim of the policy, it would not result in settlement coalescence. When assessing 
as to whether it would maintain the quality of the environment, this will be considered 
in light of other material considerations with a final assessment being made at the end 
of this report. The site is considered a location that is adequately sustainable for up to 
2 households and the loss of the existing land use is a policy conflict, albeit mitigated 
due to the relatively small size of the site. 



Officers acknowledge the tilted balance is engaged, as per paragraph 11(d)(ii) of the 
NPPF and the judgement regarding whether the adverse impacts of granting 
permission significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits will be returned to in 
the overall planning balance. 
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Location, land use and amount of development in relation to the impact on 
landscape and character and appearance of the area:
Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy sets out general principles for development and states 
that development should be of an appropriate scale, activity, mass, layout, built form, 
height, materials and character to the area together with a high quality of design. 



Policy TB21 of the MDD states that proposals shall retain or enhance the condition, 
character and features that contribute to the landscape.



RD1 of the Borough Design Guide states that new development and associated 
landscape should retain, incorporate and enhance features that contribute towards the 
landscape character. 



Landscape designations
The site is within the Haines Hill valued landscape according to the Wokingham 
Borough Council Valued Landscapes Assessment (September 2024) Topic Paper to 
support the preparation of the LPU. The Council has now received the Post Hearing 
letter with main modifications from the Inspectors for the LPU which seeks to remove 
all proposed mapped valued landscapes proposed in the borough, along with the 
associated valued landscape policy (NE6). As such, the Haines Hill Valued Landscape 
designation holds very limited weight in light of this letter, given eventually the mapped 
valued landscapes will be removed.



Despite this, a landscape does not have to be mapped to be valued. Rather, it must 
demonstrate certain characteristics ‘on the ground’. Box 5.1 of the GLVIA3 ‘Guidelines 
for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment ‘(2013) provides a range of factors that 
can help identify valued landscapes. These factors are in bold, with the WBC Tree & 
Landscape Officer providing commentary on how the site demonstrates these:



Landscape Condition - The landscape condition is moderate across the 
whole of the C2 Landscape Character Area however the physical landscape, 
rural settlement pattern and openness of the rural landscape is intact. The 
landscape around site is of a higher quality.



• Scenic Quality - There is scenic quality such as views of key landscape 
features from both Hogmoor Lane looking across towards the fields to the 
mature tree and Veteran tree boundaries.  Views from travelling on foot or in a 
vehicle east and west, Broadwater Lane and the backdrop of mature hedgerows 
of various native tree species. The land contributes to the setting of the Area of 
Special Character. The views from Hogmoor Lane through the gap between 
Long Barn and Apple Tree Cottage are important to the recreational routes from 
Hogmoor Lane such as PRoW STNH9. 



• Rarity - The site and wider area of pastoral fields to the west, are rare in that 
they have Veteran trees identified on the Ancient Tree Inventory and are located 
in the field boundary hedgerows which themselves are a rare feature within the 
LCA, which elevates the rarity and landscape value of the site and its wider 
setting. 
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• Representativeness - The site and immediate setting is representative of the 
Valuable Landscape Attributes described in the C2 Landscape Character Area. 



• Conservation Interest - The conservation interest is represented by the listed 
buildings to the south and east, as well as the veteran and mature trees around 
the site.



• Perceptual Qualities - The site and its immediate surroundings have a 
perceptual quality of timelessness and tranquillity. 



Based on the above, the site is considered to exhibit qualities of a valued landscape, 
despite the Haines Hill Valued Landscape designation being removed from the LPU. 



As such, paragraph 187 of the NPPF does apply, specifically parts (a) and (b) which 
state that development should contribute to and enhance the natural and environment 
by:



a) Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 
value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 
quality in the development plan);



b) Recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland



The site is also located in the mapped and currently adopted Wokingham Borough 
Landscape Character Assessment (WBLCA) Area C2 – ‘Hurst River Terrace’, a 
landscape of overall moderate quality and sensitivity, with a modest capacity for 
change. 



The Landscape Strategy for LCA C2 is: 



to maintain the landscape character of C2 LCA is to conserve and enhance 
the quiet rural and agricultural landscape with its scattered rural farmsteads and small 
red brick villages connected by narrow and rural lanes.  
 
The key aspects to be conserved and actively managed are; 



• the open views overlooking the adjoining floodplain of the Loddon. There are 
opportunities to enhance the landscape through restoration and management of 
the hedgerows. Opportunities also exist to restore lost wetland and grassland 
habitats and reinstate woodland planting, which may mitigate the influence of 
the M4/A329 (M). 



In terms of development, the aim of the Landscape Strategy is;



• to conserve the low-density pattern of settlement centred around Hurst 
and Whistley Green. 
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Each description of the character areas within the LCAs include ‘Valuable Landscape 
Attributes’ which for C2 are; 
 



• Peaceful and open character of the undeveloped arable and pastoral 
landscape when removed from the intrusion of major roads to the south, which 
provides an escape in close proximity to the urban population. 



• Rural settlement pattern of small villages with historic cores and farmsteads 
unified by the cohesive use of redbrick which provides a cultural record of the 
past and adds local distinctiveness. 



• A network of narrow rural lanes with characteristic roadside ditches which 
contribute to scenic quality. 



• Small wetland habitats, including drainage channels and numerous farm 
ponds which are valued for flora and fauna. 



• Gently undulating terrace landform provides open and clear views to the 
wooded backdrop of the adjacent Loddon Valley. 



Assessment:
As part of previous refusals/ appeals on this site, development has been resisted due 
to impact on the proposal would have on the character of the area and landscape. 



Application 260353 was refused due to failure to assimilate into the established 
character and appearance of the area. With regard to the part of the proposed 
development on Hogmoor Lane under that application, concern was raised that the 
dwellings would appear dense and their lack of access from Hogmoor Lane would fail 
to provide legible integration with the exisitng street scene. The following are sections 
are taken from the Officer report: 



The presence of 4 dwellings on Hogmoor Lane would represent a denser
development than found elsewhere on Hogmoor Lane, where properties are generally
set in spacious plots. For example, on the eastern side of Hogmoor Lane (opposite the
application site), density equates to approx 4 dph. To the west of Hogmoor Lane
(application site side), it is acknowledged dwelling density is higher towards the
northern end. However, the openness/ visual break in the landscape that the
application site provides helps alleviate the perception of this, and when looking at the
character and density of Hogmoor Lane as a whole. The proposal, with 4 dwellings on
the Hogmoor Lane side, would equate to a density of approx 13 dph. This, combined
with the higher density development already to the north (approx 10 dph), would
substantially imbalance the density and built form of east and west of Hogmoor Lane,
and would result in a stark change to the perception of overall low density and
spaciousness on Hogmoor Lane.



When viewed from Hogmoor Lane, these four dwellings would appear inaccessible and
alien in their setting along this rural road/track. There would be no obvious perception
of how pedestrian, or vehicle, access is provided to these units. This highlights that the
proposal is poorly designed in this respect as it would create a development that fails
to provide a legible integration within the context of the existing surrounding built form.



Application 981273 raised concern over the urbanising and dense effect of 
development. There would be limited visual gaps between the 5 dwellings owing to the 
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garages being located at the front of dwellings. The impression would be heightened 
due to the elevated position of the site in comparison to the Lane (by about 0.5m). The 
associated residential paraphernalia would also contribute to the urbanising effect. In 
summary, the overall ‘scale, size and massing of the proposal would be incongruous 
and out of character with the semi-rural setting of the Lane’. 



In this case, the proposal would see a minimum of 1 and maximum of 2 dwellings on 
site equating to a maximum density of 4.17 dwellings per hectare. This is substantially 
less than both of the previously refused decisions and the small level of development 
would mean that the arrangement closer aligns to the loose settlement arrangement as 
discussed in 3B 2.3 of the Borough Design Guide. Loose settlement arrangements are 
generally more spacious with the landscape penetrating through the village, and overall 
generally being dominated by landscape. With the spacious site, low density and  
limited number of dwellings, the landscape beyond would have the potential to 
penetrate through built form to a greater degree than those previous applications. 



The proposal would also be facilitated by an access that positioned on Hogmoor Lane 
which would overcome previous concerns about dwellings not being legibly accessed 
from Hogmoor Lane. Plot sizes would be generous, especially for 1 proposed dwelling. 
If the maximum of 2 dwellings were proposed, plot sizes would also be suitably 
comparable to those elsewhere on Hogmoor Lane which are also of good size. The 
extent of residential curtilage would also not go beyond that of properties to the north. 



It is acknowledged that any number of dwellings on this site would reduce the ‘gap’ 
and views across the landscape which is a primary concern raised in neighbouring 
objections and from the WBC Tree & Landscape Officer. The Tree & Landscape 
Officer states that as a result of development, the expanse of the scenic view across 
the site to fields and trees in the west will be lost and the sense of permeability and 
views of scenic quality removed. The site is also considered to represent an important 
visual breathing space from which to experience long views across the countryside 
and important and valuable features that contribute to it. By developing the site there 
will be a loss of permeability and restriction in valued views across the rural 
landscape of the Hurst hinterland. This will adversely affect pedestrians and walkers 
along recreational routes and lanes, as Hogmoor Lane connects to Public Right of 
Way footpaths STNH8 and STNH9 to the north of the site. 



Whilst it is undeniable that built form on this site would result in a degree of loss of the 
gap in the landscape that would be irreversible, the exact extent of the loss of the gap 
cannot be determined on this stage, as it is dependent on the final number of dwellings 
and their scale/ siting. However, given the modest number of units in relation to the 
size of the application site area, there would realistically be some views retained across 
the landscape between plots. The lack of intervisibility between Hogmoor Lane and the 
surrounding countryside to the rear of the site would therefore not be as great as the 
previous schemes. The exact scale, siting and design of the dwelling(s) would be 
robustly assessed at Technical Details Consent stage. 



The application site would need to be accessed via Hogmoor Lane; in character terms 
this would not be at odds with the surrounding area that have similar access 
arrangements. 
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In summary, it is acknowledged that this site and wider landscape is displays 
characteristics, which, in the view of the WBC Tree & Landscape Officer, means the 
site is a valued landscape. Built form, in any form, on a landscape, will have a degree 
of impact on surroundings. The overall landscape strategy for the C2 landscape 
character area is in part to conserve and enhance the agricultural landscape which 
would be in conflict with this proposal.



As such, particularly by reason of its location, this harm to the landscape is 
acknowledged and is a disbenefit of the scheme that will be factored into the overall 
planning balance. However, this harm, is, to a degree, tempered, due to the modest 
amount of development in relation to the plot size, means there will be a retained 
degree of intervisibility, unlike previous schemes. Furthermore, the low density of the 
development does accord with the specific landscape strategy for development to a 
degree as whilst it would introduce 1-2 dwellings (which adds to the overall density of 
development in the area), it would be a low density scheme in itself and to the 
surrounding area of Hurst and Whistley Green. 



Location, land use and amount of development in relation to the impact on 
heritage assets:



Policy TB24 of the MDD states that “The Borough Council will conserve and seek the 
enhancement of designated heritage assets in the Borough and their settings by:… a) 
Requiring works to or affecting heritage assets or their setting to demonstrate that the 
proposals would at least conserve and, where possible enhance the important 
character and special architectural or historic interest of the building, Conservation 
Area, monument or park and garden including its setting and views”



Policy TB26 of the MDD states “Planning permission will only be granted for proposals 
to or affecting Buildings of Traditional Local Character and Areas of Special Character 
where they demonstrate that they retain and enhance the traditional, historical, local 
and special character of the building or area and its setting”.



The following heritage assets have been identified in the vicinity of the site:



1. Designated Heritage Assets
• Ward Cross House– Grade II listed building
• Old Posting House – Grade II listed building
• Elder Cottage – Grade II listed building
• Parkers Cottage – Grade II listed building
• Bower Cottage – Grade II listed building 



2. Non- Designated Heritage Assets 
• Long Barn
• Munfin House (formerly Grappenhall House)
• Hurst Area of Special Character 



3. Potential Archaeology
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Third parties have noted that the Heritage Statement submitted by the applicant is the 
same as that submitted for the previous application which incorporated this site (ref. 
260353). This is noted, however does not prevent Officers from carrying out their own 
assessment. The WBC Built Heritage Officer has confirmed that the applicant’s 
submitted heritage statement, along with the heritage statement prepared by Ridgeway 
Heritage Consultancy, commissioned by a neighbour, has also been considered. More 
broadly, the planning officer notes the numerous objections on heritage grounds. 



The application site does not contain any designated heritage assets (Listed Buildings), 
and therefore the proposal will not have a physical direct impact on these assets. 
However, the development would have an impact to varying extents on the setting of 
nearby assets.  Historic England’s ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic 
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second Edition)’ advises: 



“Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced and may therefore be 
more extensive than its curtilage. All heritage assets have a setting, irrespective of the 
form in which they survive and whether they are designated or not.”



And that:



“The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual 
considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way 
in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental 
factors such as noise, dust and vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our 
understanding of the historic relationship between places.”



Below shows the application site in relation to designated and non-designated heritage 
assets:
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The application site (red) in the context of Listed Buildings (brown), Non-Designated 
heritage assets (buildings) (blue starred) and the Hurst Area of Special Character 



(purple)



Impact on Designated Heritage Assets (Bower Cottage, Parkers Cottage, Elder 
Cottage, Wards Cross House and The Old Posting House) 



Impact on Bower Cottage, Parkers Cottage & Wards Cross House
Whilst setting is not limited to intervisibility, due to the relative and increased distance 
(as compared to the previous application currently at appeal), development at the 
application site would not be considered to have a harmful impact upon the setting of 
Elder Cottage, Parkers Cottage, Bower Cottage and Buttercup (all Grade II listed). As 
such, no further assessment of these designated heritage assets is undertaken.



Impact on The Old Posting House
The Old Posting House (Grade II) is a 16th century timber framed building with a Queen 
post gabled roof form, infill brick noggin panels, altered and extended in the 17th, 18th, 
19th, 20th and 21st centuries. The current primary elevation faces south towards 
Broadwater Lane, however there is an appreciation of the building is from north-west, 
from Hogmoor Lane, of which the original structure – a two-bay late 16th century – 
faced. The (now attached) barn elevation ends on to the lane, immediately abutting the 
highway, and when appreciated in combination with Long Barn opposite provides a 
significant contribution to the rural character of the AoSC. The Old Posting House and 
associated barn positively contribute to the character and appearance of the of the 
AoSC and draw their significance not only form the architectural and historical interest 
but to their setting, notably the transition from the open landscape of Hogmoor Lane 
into the built historic cluster around Ward’s Cross. However, due to the set back nature 
of the building, as well as the lack of tangible evidence that the application site formed 
part of the functional holding of the building (as compared to Ward’s Cross House), 
whilst the wider rural setting of the listed building would be eroded, this would not reach 
the level of ‘less than substantial’ harm in NPPF terminology. This assessment is 
consistent with the LPA’s consideration for the previous applications. Accordingly, there 
the proposal would not result in quantifiable harm to this designated asset.



Impact on Wards Cross House
Wards Cross House (Grade II) is a 17th century timber framed farmhouse with cross 
wing, altered and extended in the 20th century, located on the junction of Broadwater 
Lane and Hogmoor Lane. The building is of two-stories, mainly with white painted 
render, with some exposed timber framing, under a hipped and half-hipped roof 
structure. The building was the farmhouse for the former farmstead, which includes the 
property now known as ‘Long Barn’ – which is part formed from a likely 18th century 
cartshed – as well as a number of other ancillary buildings which have been 
demolished. As a farmhouse, the building had a functional relationship with the land 
that surrounded it, specifically that land to the north-west and north-east (which forms 
the application site). Whilst no longer in the same ownership, nor farmed by the 
farmstead, the application site forms an important setting and element to the building’s 
significance, in that this was the associated agricultural land for which the purpose of 
the building was constructed. Further to this, the open field setting to the north-east 
provides contemporary contextual understanding of the former farmstead, allowing for 
greater appreciated of the historic significance of the listed building. To introduce built 
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form and thus remove the agricultural aspect of the setting to the north-east, would 
seek to erode this appreciation leading to harm to the listed building’s significance. The 
WBC Built Heritage Officer confirm this harm would be identified as less than 
substantial at a low level within this scale (due to the reduced development area (as 
compared to applications 240583 and 260353), as the proposed development would 
introduce a suburban character which directly conflicts with the historic setting. 



The increase in population as a result of the development will also result in more 
residential paraphernalia (which the Inspector of the 1999 appeal referred to as a 
shortcoming) and every day residential occurrences such as vehicle movements and 
general household noise. However, this is the case for all scales of residential 
development, and the provision of 1 or 2 dwellings is a modest amount for the historic 
surroundings, given the surrounding area is an established residential area.



The Council must perform its duty under section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as to have “special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting”. Taking this into account, there would be less than 
substantial harm (to the low end of the spectrum) to the setting of Grade II designated 
heritage asset Wards Cross House. Accordingly, paragraph 215 of the NPPF applies 
which sates: 



“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the 
public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum 
viable use”.



As such, a heritage balance, taking into account the harm and public benefits, is 
required and is below.



The proposal would result in a degree of less than substantial harm to the significance 
of the designated heritage asset through its impact on its setting. The harm identified 
is at the lower end of the less than substantial harm spectrum. In accordance with 
Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, 
considerable importance and weight has been given to the desirability of preserving 
the listed building and its setting. Great weight is also attached to the conservation of 
heritage assets in accordance with paragraph 212 of the NPPF. Applying the heritage 
balance required by paragraph 215 of the NPPF, the identified heritage harm has been 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. 



The proposal would provide one/two additional dwelling(s), contributing to the supply 
of housing and making an efficient use of land within a location that, despite the site’s 
designation in the countryside, is deemed to be suitably sustainable following 
assessments of recent nearby planning applications and appeals. Having regard to the 
limited nature of the heritage harm identified, it is considered that these public benefits 
outweigh the less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset. Whilst 
Policy TB24 of the MDD seeks to conserve and enhance of designated heritage assets 
including their setting, paragraph 215 of the NPPF is a material consideration. 
Accordingly, whilst there is a degree of conflict with TB24, the existence of the balance 
to be undertaken at paragraph 215 of the NPPF tolerates less than substantial harm 
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(no matter if that is low or high ends of the spectrum) if the public benefits outweigh this 
harm. Ultimately here, the harm is judged by Officers to outweigh by the public benefits.



Impact on Non-Designated Heritage Assets (Hurst Area of Special Character, 
Munfin House and Long Barn)



The Area of Special Character, Munfin House and Long Barn are in close proximity to 
the site and the site is deemed to form part of the setting of these assets. 



In light of these non-designated heritage assets, paragraph 216 of the NPPF is 
applicable which states that “The effect of an application on the significance of a non-
designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the 
application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated 
heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of 
any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.”



Establishing the significance of the non-designated heritage assets is therefore 
essential as it is the effect on this significance that needs to be taken into account in 
determining the resultant harm.  



Hurst Area of Special Character 
Areas of Special Character (AoSC) are areas or groups of buildings that are of a 
consistent period or character, but where a Conservation Area designation may not be 
justified. Such areas have local value and may be designated through local listing as 
Areas of Special Character. Areas of Special Character were initially identified through 
a built environment survey that informed the 1994 Wokingham District Plan. Since then, 
this local designation and the areas identified were reaffirmed through the adoption of 
the Managing Development Delivery Document (MDD) in 2014, in accordance with 
MDD Policy TB26 ‘Buildings of Traditional Local Character and Areas of Special 
Character’.



The Village Centre, Hurst Area of Special Character is one of a series of such areas, 
established in 1994, that gave recognition to historic settlement areas within the 
borough, which whilst not meeting conservation area quality however contained historic 
and traditional buildings and/or settlement layout such that these areas are 
acknowledged to be of local historic interest.



The Historic Environment Topic Paper (HETP) assessment states that: “The area has 
a largely linear layout, with the majority of built form concentrated on Broadwater Lane 
which links the settlements of Whistley Green and Hurst. The area is predominately 
residential, comprising two storey semi-detached and detached buildings of a variety 
of ages and designs, featuring a mix of brick and white render elevations. Broadwater 
Lane is heavily vegetated on the stretch of road between Hurst Village and Whistley 
Green, with many mature trees and open fields on the northern side of the street. The 
AoSC encompasses the Hurst Cricket Club to the south, as well as Hurst Lodge, a 
Grade II* listed building and its adjacent Locally Listed Historic Park and Garden. There 
are also a number of Grade II Listed Buildings within the area, dating from the 16th to 
late 18th century.”



Munfin House
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Munfin House (previously Grappenhall) is located outside the AoSC to the north-east, 
along Hogmoor Lane, and directly opposite to the application site. The building is 
identified as a non-designated heritage asset. The age of the building is uncertain, as 
whilst it presents as a 19th century ‘Tudorbeathan’ recreation, it may contain earlier 
fabric. Due to the historic form and materiality, the building positively contributes to the 
setting of the AoSC, and to the nearby listed buildings. 



Long Barn
Long Barn refers to a now residential dwelling, which is formed part from the ‘long barn’ 
which runs parallel to Hogmoor Lane. It is only the historic barn element of the property 
which is identified as a non-designated heritage asset. The barn was associated with 
the Wards Cross House farmstead and provides tangible evidence of the former 
farmstead’s character. The exact age of the barn is uncertain. The linear form is raised 
on a brick plinth of approximately 15 courses, primarily in a Header bond, (presumed) 
timber frame structure clad in weatherboard, under a hipped roof. From the presence 
of Queen Closers on the plinth it can be assumed the length of the building is unaltered, 
and thus taken with the other elements can conject that the building may have been a 
cartshed-cum-shelter dating from the 18th century (this is caveated as a full inspection 
has not been possible). In any rate the historic barn strongly contributes to the character 
and appearance of the AoSC and to the setting of the neighbouring listed buildings, 
notable Wards Cross House, its former host. This is particularly emphasised due to the 
historic relationship between the built form and the land in that the barn was built 
specifically in relation to the land, and the functional purpose of it, thus giving rise a 
tangible connection and resultant contribution to the asset’s significance. 



Assessment



Impact on AoSC
The rural setting of the AoSC can be particularly appreciated when travelling along 
Hogmoor Lane from the north-east. The lane is very rural and verdant in character with 
scattered historic dwellings – there is very much the feeling of being isolated and 
travelling along a historic route as it navigates field boundaries. Further to the south-
west more built-form arrives, but there is still a sense of that rural – to semi-rural 
character, this is, in part, informed by the appeal site to the north of the lane. From 
travelling from this direction, the end of the long barn of Wards Cross House (former) 
farmstead is prominent and reinforces the rural and agricultural character of the vicinity. 
It is only when you arrive at the Ward’s Cross itself as a junction does the character 
shift from semi-rural to village in nature. Taking the historic context and the 
contemporary appearance, the proposed development would seek to harm the 
significance of the AoSC through the erosion to its setting.



Impact on Long Barn
The application site forms and important setting and element to the Long Barn’s 
significance, in that it was associated agricultural land for which the purpose of the 
building was constructed. This would be, in part, lost as a result of development on this 
site. Ultimately, as the Long Barn forms part of the historic complex, it would see its 
significance harmed for the same reason as was concluded for designated heritage 
asset Wards Cross House. 



Impact on Munfin House 
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The development of the land opposite would seek to erode the setting, and thus the 
character of this vicinity, however, in purely heritage terms, the non-designated 
heritage asset draws some, but limited, significance, from this setting, being that it was 
not part of its holding, or at least there is no evidence to suggest so, although the land 
does form part of its contextual setting. Consistent with the LPA’s previous assessment, 
it would be considered no harm would arise to the significance of this non-designated 
heritage asset.  



Overall, the resultant harm to Long Barn and the AoSC non-designated heritage 
assets is the loss of the open land which provides visual and historic value to the 
setting of these assets. This was also the harm that the designated heritage asset 
(Wards Cross House) would also experience. 



Heritage Conclusion 
The proposal would alter the views and established context of the AoSC and Long Barn 
thus there is acknowledged conflict with policy TB26 of the MDD which states that 
proposals should… “retain and enhance the traditional, historical, local and special 
character of the building or area and its setting”. It is acknowledged that the level of 
harm could be reduced depending on the final number of dwellings (1 or 2) and their 
siting. For example, if only 1 dwelling were proposed to the north of the site, there could 
remain a sizable portion of the field left closest to Long Barn, which would help minimise 
impact on the significance of this asset. However, unlike landscape impacts which are 
more long reaching across the site, the impact on heritage assets are more directly 
related to the loss of the application site itself per se as a totally open field due to the 
historic link and formation. 



Despite the conflict with policy TB26, paragraph 216 of the NPPF requires a balanced 
judgement which means there is no automatic presumption against harm. Rather, a 
proportionate balancing exercise is required between the significance of the asset and 
the scale of any harm or loss. 



As identified above, the loss of the field in any form will result in adverse harm to the 
significance of both the non-designated heritage assets. Whilst the exact number of 
dwellings and the siting of the dwellings is a matter for Technical Details Consent stage 
(where Officers would seek the most appropriate siting in relation to heritage assets as 
possible), the PiP application site extends the entirety of the field, and therefore on that 
basis, Officers are working on the maximum case scenario that the proposal would 
result in the total loss of the field as an agricultural field which in itself is an important 
contribution to the setting and significance of the non-designated heritage assets.  



Whilst there is no formal weighting scale to measure harm to non-designated heritage 
assets, unlike when assessing harm to designated heritage assets, Officers prescribe 
moderate harm to the significance of the assets and therefore overall the weight against 
the proposal is also judged to be moderate, when taking into account paragraph 216 
of the NPPF. In the previous, larger application which incorporated this application site 
(ref. 260353), the harm attributed to the Area of Special Character was moderate to 
high. Given this scheme is reduced compared to the portion of this previous scheme 
on Hogmoor Lane, the harm, logically, is also reduced to moderate. 
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The moderate level of harm to 2 x non designated heritage assets, as a result of the 
location, land use and amount of development, will be factored into the overall planning 
balance as a disbenefit of the scheme. The balanced judgement, as required by 
paragraph 216 of the NPPF will also factor into the overall balance. 



Archaeology 
Policy TB25 of the MDD states that “Where development is likely to affect an area of 
high archaeological potential or an area which is likely to contain archaeological 
remains, the presumption is that appropriate measures shall be taken to protect 
remains by preservation in situ. Where this is not practical, applicants shall provide for 
excavation, recording and archiving of the remains.”



Upon consultation with Berkshire Archaeology it was identified that there are potential 
archaeological implications with this proposed development as demonstrated by 
Berkshire Archaeology’s Historic Environment Record. The site lies close to the village 
of Whistely Green, which has origins in the Medieval period, being mentioned within 
13th century documentary evidence as exiting in 968AD whilst an 11th century timber 
church is believed to have been established by 1090AD. Crop marks c.430m northwest 
of site, along with pottery finds, evidence it may be a shrunken Medieval village which 
extended over a wider area. A further complex of crop marks 360m north of the 
proposal may indicate a further area of settlement, and Prehistoric worked flints and 
Medieval pottery found near to these cropmarks during a field walking survey. At Valley 
Nurseries c.260m southwest of the site a series of undated ditches and gullies suggest 
further settlement activity in the area. Although this is a much-reduced proposal, it is 
likely the plot has never previously been developed and therefore any archaeology may 
remain undisturbed.



Whilst this is the case, Berkshire Archaeology have ultimately not raised objection to 
the principle of development on this site but have recommended a condition for a 
Written Scheme of Investigation to be submitted and approved which will seek to 
outline methodologies and recording of any archaeology found on site. Such a 
condition could only be applied at Technical Details Consent stage, and this would be 
done so if requested by Berkshire Archaeology at that stage. 



Location, land use and amount of development in relation to the impact on 
neighbouring amenity:



Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy states that development shall be without detriment to 
the amenities of adjoining land users. This is echoed by DH2 of the LPU. 



From the indicative layout there would be an approx. 33m and 43m separation distance 
between the proposed dwellings and those opposite. This is in excess of the Borough 
Design Guide SPD which states there should be minimum 10m front-front relationship 
across the street. 



The proposed dwellings would indicatively be relatively in line with adjacent 
neighbours, although noted that presently plot 1 would be set back further than the 
exisitng neighbour to the south-west (Long Barn). However, as mentioned, the layout 
as shown on the proposed site plan is indicative only. 
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Given the size relative to the number of dwellings proposed, in principle, Officers are 
confident that the location and amount of development could be accommodated in 
principle without detrimentally affecting neighbours in terms of loss of light, privacy or 
overbearing. Concerns have been raised regarding the topography of the site being on 
more elevated land than the highway (by 0.5m). The final layout would be provided at 
Technical Details Consent stage where a more in-depth assessment on neighbouring 
amenity would occur. However, due to the land not being so substantially elevated that 
it appears overly stark to the eye in relation to surroundings, this is not considered to 
prevent the site’s redevelopment in principle. Rather, the scale and massing of the 
dwelling(s) would need to be carefully and sensitively designed at the Technical Details 
Consent stage. 



Location, land use and amount of development in relation to flood risk:
Policy CC09 of the MDD states that all sources of flood risk, including historic flooding, 
must be taken into account at all stages and to the appropriate degree at all levels in 
the planning application process to avoid inappropriate development in areas at risk of 
flooding. Policy CC10 of the MDD states that all development proposals must ensure 
surface water arising from the proposed development including taking into account 
climate change is managed in a sustainable manner. 



A number of representations from third parties have objected on grounds of flooding 
and drainage, stating the site and surrounding area floods and this has failed to be 
acknowledged by the applicant’s flood risk consultant. Objections have also been 
received questioning the reliability of the FRA, noting that it contains a disclaimer 
limiting liability to third parties. However, the disclaimer is not cosndiered to render the 
report redundant for the purposes of planning. Rather, the relevant consideration for 
the LPA/ LLFA is whether the submitted FRA provides sufficient information to assess 
flood risk and whether its conclusions are accepted by the Council's technical 
consultees.



The LLFA have reviewed this application, and despite errors or omissions perceived 
by neighbours in the FRA, the LLFA as the expert specialist, has the ability to come to 
a view. 



According to the Environment Agency’s flood risk map for planning, the  application site 
is located in Flood Zone 1 which is defined as the areas of lowest risk of fluvial flooding. 



According to the PPG, Table 2: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone ‘incompatibility’ 
outlies that ‘More Vulnerable’ development (which buildings used for dwellinghouses 
are as per Annex 3 of the NPPF (2024), Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification) is 
compatible in Flood Zone 1 without the requirement of a sequential or exception test. 
Development should aim to be located in areas of low fluvial flood risk, and as such, 
sequentially there is not a lower or more suitable flood zone for this residential 
development to be situated in.



Notwithstanding that, WBC Drainage Officers/ LLFA have acknowledged that the area 
experiences very high groundwater levels. A mapped area of surface water flood risk 
is present, associated with the roadside ditch along the site's eastern/northern 
boundary, and is accepted as being substantively contained within this feature rather 
than posing a risk to the developable area. Whilst there is evidence of high groundwater 











Page 33 of 43



Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



and mapped surface water flood risk associated with the roadside ditch, these matters 
are technical considerations that will need to be addressed through an a flood risk 
assessment/ surface water drainage strategy at Technical Details Consent stage once 
the site layout is confirmed. 



Objections refer to the Wokingham Borough Council Section 19 Flood Investigation 
and contends that the submitted Flood Risk Assessment does not adequately address 
flooding issues identified within that report. However, the application has been 
assessed by the Council in its role as Lead Local Flood Authority and no objection has 
been raised on flood risk or drainage grounds in principle. The LLFA is the Council's 
statutory technical adviser in respect of local flood risk matters and is satisfied that the 
proposal would not result in an unacceptable increase in flood risk to prevent the PiP 
being granted. Consequently, whilst the comments are noted, they do not provide 
substantive evidence to demonstrate that the proposal would result in an unacceptable 
flood risk impact. 



As raised in third party comments, there are some inconsistencies in the applicant’s 
submitted planning statement and the submitted Flood Risk Assessment: 



• Red line boundary in the FRA includes the ditch which runs along Hogmoor Lane
• Planning statement mentions swales and attenuation basin but these are not 



shown on the submitted plan
• FRA mentions locating the access to the north, but plans show it located 



centrally



Council records show that the roadside ditch is in Council adopted land, and as such, 
separate consent from the Council as landowner will be required to culvert or discharge 
into the ditch. Obtaining separate consents are not a matter to resist this PiP 
application. If the landowner cannot obtain necessary consents then they would not be 
able to implement any approval. 



The LLFA have advised that if the final design requires a new crossing of the roadside 
ditch, this would be subject to separate consideration under the relevant consenting 
regime. Any works affecting the ordinary watercourse, including culverting, would 
require the appropriate consent where applicable, and would be assessed on their own 
merits at that time.



It is noted that the planning statement mentions the use of swales and an attenuation 
basin, but this is not reflected in the FRA. The proposed drainage scheme would be 
secured at Technical Details Consent stage. No drainage details are required, or can 
be approved, at PiP stage, as it is a matter for technical consideration that will ultimately 
depend on the final number of dwellings and the overall site layout. As such, the 
applicant’s potential proposal of using the ditch for drainage may also not come to 
fruition. A compliant drainage scheme would be required, and would be reviewed, at 
Technical Details Consent stage. 



There is also inconsistency amongst documentation regarding the location of the 
access. As part of the PiP application, the red line application site covers the proposed 
access, and so would be expected to be in this location at Technical Details Consent 
stage, although Officers do acknowledge this is a somewhat grey area given access is 











Page 34 of 43



Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



not an explicitly referenced matter for determination at PiP stage. However, there has 
not been in principle concern raised regarding this inconsistency from the LLFA or no 
explicit comment from them in their consultation response advising that this proposed 
access location as outlined on the site location plan raises concern or objection. 
Furthermore, no suggestion or request was made to move the access to an alternative 
location on the grounds of flood risk. Ultimately, should the access need to be 
repositioned upon the final design of the site layout, or to satisfy the LLFA at Technical 
Details Consent stage, the applicant will not be able to progress this PiP. However, it 
is considered that suitable drainage scheme at Technical Details Consent is a plausible 
solution to prevent surface water flooding on the proposed central access point. 



Therefore, the site is located in an area of low risk fluvial flooding and as such, there is 
not a sequentially preferable location for residential development in principle. Matters 
of drainage are for Technical Details Consent, where if the off-site ditch were proposed 
to be used for drainage, confirmation of landowner consent/ Ordinary Water Course 
consent would be needed, as would it be to culvert the ditch. Overall, the LLFA/ WBC 
Drainage have raised no objection to this permission in principle application or raised 
concern over flooding that would a constraint to the principle of development. It should 
also be noted that the Environment Agency were also consulted on this application, but 
stated they did not wish to comment. 



Location, land use and amount of development in relation to the highway 
network:



Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy states that development should not lead to highway 
problems, along with providing for sustainable forms of transport.  



Policy CC07 states that sufficient parking shall be provided as part of development 
proposals, as does policy C5 of the LPU.



The applicant’s transport note (prepared by itransport) as well as the note 
commissioned by a neighbour, prepared by Entran Ltd, have been reviewed, along with 
other neighbour comments. 



The traffic generated from up to two new dwellings are unlikely to have significant 
impacts on the wider highway network. Parking provision would also be assessed 
and secured at TDC, however the size of the site relative to the number of dwellings 
would not indicate concern that adequate parking could not be achieved on site. 



The proposed dwellings would be accessed via a new vehicular access onto Hogmoor 
Lane. At PiP stage, the requirement is to ensure the site does have the capability of 
being accessed in principle (but with all technical matters and detailing being 
considered at TDC stage). 



The Inspector of application ref. 981273 was concerned with the potential conflict 
between vehicles and other road users along Hogmoor Lane and the intensification of 
substandard junction onto the A321. It is relevant to note that Hogmoor Lane provides 
access to another 13 no. dwellings, which remain unchanged since the application 
981273, but the speed limit of the A321 Broadwater Lane is reduced from 40mph (in 
the late-90s) to 30mph (latest).
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As stated in the Inspector’s decision, Hogmoor Lane is a single-track road about 3m-
3.5m wide in the vicinity of the appeal site and narrowing to 2.8m wide about 20m-
30m to the north, which can accommodate one-way traffic with limited informal 
passing places provided at the access to other residential dwellings. 



The applicant will be expected to provide proportionated improvements to minimise 
conflicts between vehicles and other road users and sufficient intervisibility from the 
proposed site access onto Hogmoor Lane will need to be demonstrated; both at 
Technical Details Consent stage. 



The applicant has presented 3 options to upgrade the Hogmoor Lane/ Broadwater 
Lane junction. The Local Highways Authority would also expect improvements to the 
substandard junction. On that basis, Junction Option 1 would not likely be accepted. 
For the remaining two options that require works on classified A-road, the acceptance 
of proposed junction arrangement will have to be supported by a Stage 1 Road 
Safety Audit at Technical Details Consent stage. Any works to the junction will also 
have to be assessed from a character/ heritage perspective at that stage, particularly 
in light of the WBC Tree & Landscape Officer’s comments that highlight that the 
works could result in the loss of a central grass verge which is a historic feature of the 
village network of lanes and footpaths. 



Overall, the proposed development on this site may require off-site highway 
improvements (especially if 2 dwellings are proposed). However, a proportionate view 
would be required at Technical Details Consent stage based on the current context. 



Any off-site highway works cannot be secured at PiP stage (ie. through a legal 
agreement, as legal agreements cannot be attached to PiPs) and furthermore the site 
layout is indicative (the LPA are unsure if the minimum 1 or maximum 2 dwellings 
would ultimately come forward) which may affect the extent of off-site works needed. 



Therefore, for a PiP application proposing development that will require off-site 
highway improvements, the below are the extent to which Officers consider can 
reasonably consider/ ensure at this PiP stage:



• Seek highway authority advice on whether the principle of mitigation is 
acceptable



• Confirm that land/control issues do not prevent delivery
• Note that the detailed design and delivery mechanism (condition, s106 and/or 



s278) will be addressed through the subsequent Technical Details Consent 
application



In this instance, the principle of mitigation is acceptable, subject to final design and 
assessment of consequential impacts on the surrounding area (ie. in terms of 
design). WBC Highways have also not raised any concerns regarding deliverability 
given the present 3 options are all contained within the adopted highway (and should 
the design of junction improvements evolve in the future, these will need to remain in 
the adopted highway if they wish to actually be able to be delivered, unless 
agreement is made with private third parties). The detailed design and mechanism of 
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delivery would be secured at Technical Details Consent stage via planning conditions 
and legal obligations; these are beyond the scope of a PiP.  



Furthermore, visibility splays and all other highway technical documentation will be 
required to demonstrate the detailing of the access would be safe. However, in 
principle, WBC Highways do not object to the application for redevelopment of the site 
for a maximum of two dwellings. As such, in terms of location, land use and amount, 
the site is suitable for permission in principle in terms of highway considerations. 



Location, land use and amount of development in relation to the impact on the 
natural environment (trees and ecology) 



Policy CC03 of the MDD states that development shall protect exisitng trees and 
hedges and incorporate high quality landscaping. 



Policies CP7 and TB23 of the MDD state that biodiversity and protected species should 
be protected. 



Trees
An Arboricultural Implications Report has been submitted. This is the report that was 
submitted for the previous application which included this application site (ref. 260353). 
As noted by the WBC Tree & Landscape Officer and third parties, the report has not 
been updated to reflect this current scheme. This was raised as a concern by both.



The report includes the site within its survey, although it is not showing the site layout
for this particular application. As the proposed design includes access to the
dwellings from Hogmoor Lane there will be a requirement to remove some of the
boundary hedgerow and potentially trees. An updated Arboricultural Implications
Assessment to BS5837:2012 is required as part of the required. However, this can be 
submitted at Technical Details Consent stage when the proposed layout would be 
finalised.



The site contains no protected trees and so there is not ground to conclude that the 
site is unsuitable for development in principle. Trees/ vegetation is also located on the 
boundaries as opposed to centrally in the site, and as such trees are not a constraint 
to development to conclude it is unsuitable in principle for development, despite an 
absence of an arboricultural report.



One tree that is just outside the site is a veteran, within the rear north-west corner of 
the garden of Long Barn. The tree surveyed as T1 Oak in the tree survey is protected 
by TPO 1788-2021. The site boundary follows the line of the Veteran tree Buffer Zone 
which is measured at 15 x girth diameter at 1.5m from the ground. This is intended to 
protect the tree from development however there is no information on how the 
transition to the buffer zone may be dealt with. However, this would be considered 
and explored further at Technical Details Consent stage one the final layout is known.  



Any loss of vegetation identified at Technical Details Consent stage should be replaced 
elsewhere on site to ensure there would be no net loss of landscaping, as per policy 
CC03 of the MDD. 
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Ecology 
The WBC Ecologist has reviewed the proposal. Previous surveys undertaken on this 
site, in relation to outline planning application: 240583, identified the site supports a 
population of bats of county-level importance, with nine species recorded and two 
offsite trees (T014 and T016) containing features with potential to support a maternity 
roost. However, the current PiP proposal does not provide any ecological surveys to 
indicate bat potential for the onsite off-site veteran oak tree (Tree no.1). However, the 
oak tree is proposed to be retained and the development to fall outside the root 
protection zone. 



Artificial lighting from the development could impact this tree however it is possible this 
can be mitigated for and therefore details can be addressed at Technical Details Stage. 
Although the site lies within an SSSI Impact Risk Zone, the scale and nature of the
proposed development do not trigger consultation with Natural England. 



Ensuring the proposed culverting will not result in ecological harm is also a matter that 
can be assessed at Technical Details Consent stage, as confirmed by the Ecologist. 



In terms of Great Crested Newts specifically, NatureSpace have been consulted and 
advise that the site falls within the amber impact zone for great crested newts and there 
are records of the species within 500m. Their presence on site, therefore, cannot be 
ruled out.  However, NatureSapce have advised this matter can be investigated further 
dealt with at Technical Details Consent Stage where a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 
will be required to be carried out. 



On this basis, the WBC Ecologist and NatureSpace have not identified any constraints 
that would prevent the site being considered suitable for development in principle. 



Other Matters: 
WBC Environmental Health have also confirmed that given the nature and limited scale 
of the proposal, Environmental Health is satisfied that the principle of residential 
development for up to two dwellings is acceptable from an environmental health 
perspective and that matters such as noise or land contamination do not pose a 
constraint to the principle of development. Any detailed matters relating to the layout 
and design of the development, construction activities, lighting, noise or other amenity 
considerations can be assessed, where necessary, at the Technical Details Consent 
stage.



Planning Balance/ Conclusion:
The most important policies for determining the application are out of date by virtue of
The absence of a 5 year housing land supply. Paragraph 11 of the Framework 
therefore states that permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 



Paragraph 9 of the NPPF outlines that achieving sustainable development means that 
planning system has three overarching objectives: economic, social and 
environmental. The benefits and disbenefits of the scheme are therefore considered 
against these three objectives below.











Page 38 of 43



Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



The proposal would provide several material benefits that weigh in favour of the 
application. The provision of new housing weighs substantially in favour of the scheme 
and there would be associated economic benefits as a result of the new population 
and during the construction phase, albeit the latter would be a short-term benefit. The 
social benefit of up to two new dwellings is therefore afforded substantial positive 
weight in light of the borough’s identified shortfall and the economic benefits are 
afforded moderate positive weight.



In terms of environmental benefits, these are limited due to the nature of the application 
type where the number of dwellings and siting of development is not finalised. 
However, the site would be located in a suitable sustainable location which could 
provide some realistic opportunities for residents to travel to local facilities and 
amenities via sustainable transport methods, and consequently this has environmental 
benefits. However, this is considered to feed into the substantial positive benefit of 
housing as identified above. Whilst not a benefit, no natural environment constraints 
have been identified for development in principle (in relation to trees and ecology) and 
accordingly these are not given weight.  



Against these benefits, harms have been identified to the natural and historic 
environment. The harm to the landscape is considered to be afforded moderate 
negative weight. Any built form here would reduce this ‘gap’ in the landscape, and the 
views across the landscape for those on/ travelling along Hogmoor Lane. It would also 
conflict with the landscape strategy for the C2 Landscape Character Area which is to 
‘conserve and enhance the quiet rural and agricultural landscape’ and so there would 
be conflict with policy TB21 of the MDD. The site is also considered to be a valued 
landscape (due to the WBC Tree & Landscape Officers assessment as opposed to its 
designation in the Hill Haines Valued Landscape – as discussed earlier in the report). 
Paragraph 180 of the NPPF requires protection and enhancement of valued 
landscapes. This proposal, through introducing built form, would inevitably conflict with 
this due to the presence of built form on a presently greenfield site. However, there are 
considered to be factors that have resulted in a tempering of this harm to reach an 
overall moderate level. Most notably, this is the very low density of development, and 
the quantity of development in relation to the application site there would be some 
intervisibility across the site and wider fields due to the limited number of dwellings 
proposed. The presence of 1 or 2 dwellings would also be considered a suitable 
number to satisfactorily assimilate into the loose village character found on Hogmoor 
Lane. This is a distinct contrast with the previous scheme that is currently at appeal.



Low level less than substantial harm has been identified in respect of designated 
heritage assets (Ward Cross House) which is a disbenefit of the scheme per se, 
however the heritage balance assessment, as required by paragraph 215 of the NPPF 
concluded that public benefits of the provision of housing would outweigh this harm. 



Moderate negative weight is given to the harm identified to the setting of non-
designated heritage asset Long Barn and the Hurst Village Area of Special Character. 
The harm identified to the setting was due to the erosion of the rural landscape which 
informs its character, two-fold: as an unchanged post-medieval agricultural landscape 
associated with the manorial development and the interrelated setting of the historic 
buildings in the vicinity, and that it provides a contemporary verdant rural backdrop to 
the village character defined as an important quality of the area. 











Page 39 of 43



Public: Information that can be seen and used by everyone inside and outside the Council.



As a result of the proposal exhibiting a moderate level of harm to the natural and historic 
environment, the proposal is also judged as not according with the overarching aim of 
policy CP11 which is to maintain the quality of the environment. Accordingly, conflict 
with the countryside and spatial strategy policies of the development plan, including 
CP11, is afforded moderate negative weight in the planning balance. However, in light 
of the borough’s housing land supply shortfall (absence of a required 5 year housing 
land supply), the conflict with policies associated with the spatial strategy hold 
moderate negative weight.  



As the above identified benefits and harms then carry across into the final planning 
balance. 



Whilst the proposal would result in low-end less than substantial harm to the setting of 
Wards Cross House, the identified heritage harm does not amount to a robust reason 
for refusal under paragraph 11(d)(i) of the NPPF and has therefore been weighed within 
the overall planning balance.



As mentioned, the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply and 
paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF therefore states that permission should be granted 
unless: 



(i) The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas of assets of particular 
importance provides a strong reason for refusing the development proposed; or 



(ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole, 
having particular regard to key policies for directing development to sustainable 
locations, making effective use of land, securing well-designed places and providing 
affordable homes, individually or in combination  



Footnote 9 of the NPPF confirms that the relevant ‘key policies’ referred to are those 
in paragraphs 66 and 84 of chapter 5; 91 of chapter 7; 110 and 115 of chapter 9; 129 
of chapter 11; and 135 and 139 of chapter 12 of the NPPF. Considering each of these 
in turn: 



• Paragraph 66 – Affordable Housing – There will not be a requirement for this 
small site to provide affordable housing.  The Council's affordable housing 
policy is contained within Core Strategy Policy CP5 and the Affordable 
Housing SPD (2013). However, these documents pre-date subsequent 
changes to the NPPF (Para 65), which established that the provision of 
affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are 
not major developments, other than in designated rural areas (where policies 
may set out a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer). In addition, the Council 
can only currently demonstrate a 2.5-year housing land supply, significantly 
below the required five years, meaning that Policy CP5 is afforded reduced 
weight as an out-of-date policy. This position has been reinforced through the 
examination of the emerging Local Plan Update, where the Inspectors 
concluded that the proposed five-dwelling threshold in Policy H3 is inconsistent 
with national policy and should be amended to reflect the national 10-dwelling 
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threshold, finding no evidence to justify a local departure. In light of these 
considerations, significant weight is afforded to the national policy position and 
the Council does not seek affordable housing contributions from residential 
developments of fewer than 10 dwellings. Accordingly, the absence of 
affordable housing provision in this case is not considered to weigh against the 
proposal in the planning balance. 



• Paragraph 84 – Rural housing – The development would not result in isolated 
homes in the countryside.



• Paragraph 91 – Main town centre uses which are neither in an existing centre 
nor in accordance with an up-to-date plan – Not applicable to this scheme.



• Paragraph 110 and 115 – Sustainable transport – The proposed site is located 
in the countryside which is not, by definition a sustainable location. However, 
based upon previous decisions on the site and in the immediate vicinity have 
not concluded that the site is not a sustainable location, and those schemes 
were for larger dwelling numbers. Furthermore, the LHA have not objected to 
this application on sustainability grounds (or any other highway grounds). 



• Paragraph 129 – Achieving appropriate densities – As discussed in the report, 
the maximum proposed density is considered appropriate given the  
surrounding context.  



• Paragraphs 135 and 139 – Achieving well-designed places – Given this is an 
PiP application, the full design of the residential scheme is subject to further 
approval. However, there will be landscape harm as a result of the proposed 
residential development which will affect the appearance of the surrounding 
area to a degree, but the harm is judged to be tempered by the low density 
and intervisibility between Hogmoor Lane and the wider landscape beyond the 
site.  



On the whole, the proposal is deemed acceptable in relation with the vast majority of 
the key policies that para 11(d)(ii) refers the decision maker to consider, despite the 
moderate harms in relation to the spatial strategy and the natural and historical 
environment that have been identified. 



As such, taking into account the benefits and disbenefits (harms) discussed and when
assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole, with particular regard to
those as discussed above, it is not considered that this harm is to such an extent, that
it would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the identified benefits of
the scheme. Therefore, the application is, on balance, recommended for approval.



NB. It should be noted that the larger scheme which incorporates the application site, 
which is currently under appeal, is still judged to be an unacceptable proposal, where 
the benefits were judged to be outweighed by the identified, larger harms (in 
comparison to this proposal). However, each application has to be assessed on its 
merits at the time it is submitted. Hence a different planning balance is reached here 
when taking all matters into consideration. However, this decision is not considered 
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to, or seeks to undermine, the Council’s case put forward for the appeal scheme 
which it urges the Planning Inspector to dismiss. 



Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL): When planning permission is granted for a 
development that is CIL liable, the Council will issue a liability notice as soon as 
practicable after the day on which the planning permission first permits development. 
Completing the assumption of liability notice is a statutory requirement to be 
completed for all CIL liable applications. 



The Public Sector Equality Duty (Equality Act 2010): In determining this application 
the Council is required to have due regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 
2010. The key equalities protected characteristics include age, disability, gender 
reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion 
or belief, sex or sexual orientation. There is no indication or evidence (including from 
consultation on the application) that persons with protected characteristics as identified 
by the Act have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in 
relation to this particular planning application and there would be no significant adverse 
impacts as a result of the development.



RECOMMENDATION



Conditions agreed: Not required – conditions cannot be attached to PiP 
applications



Recommendation: Approve



Date: 13 August 2026 



Earliest date for 
decision:



31 July 2026



Recommendation 
agreed by:
(Authorised Officer)



Date: 13/08/26



PLANNING CONSTRAINTS/STATUS



# NAME
1 Outside Development Locations
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2 Within Modest or Limited Development Locations



3 Within Modest or Limited Development Locations



4 Within All Development Locations
Scale and Location of Development Proposals | Total count: 1
# FEATURE_TYPE NAME
1 Countryside Countryside



Areas of Search for Sand and Gravel | Total count: 1
# OBJECTID OBJECTID_1
1 108 108



Mineral Safeguarding Areas | Total count: 3
# Type SubType



1 Soft Sand Construction sand: Palaeogene: Thanet Sand Formation, Lambeth Group, Harwich 
Formation, London Clay Formation



2 Sharp Sand and 
Gravel River Terrace deposits



3 Soft Sand Construction sand: Palaeogene: Thanet Sand Formation, Lambeth Group, Harwich 
Formation, London Clay Formation



Major Nuclear Sites Consultation Zone | Total count: 1
# FEATURE_TYPE FEATURE_NAME PLANNING_NOTE



1 Consultation Zone - 
Major Nuclear Site



AWE: Special Case 
Zone



ONR also requests to be consulted on planning 
applications, irrespective of distance from nuclear sites, for 
special cases. Developments that either introduce a new 
hazard or change the existing external hazards posed to 
nuclear sites.



Aerodrome Safeguarding: Heathrow Consultation Zone | Total count: 1
# Height Band Wind Turbine Aviation
1 All works exceeding 150 metres (492.1 feet) YES YES



Submitted Sites Live | Total count: 1
# SITE_REF LUPP ADDRESS
1 5HU030 Housing (C3 Planning Use Class). Land north-west of Hogmoor Lane



EA Groundwater Zones | Total count: 1
# FEATURE_TYPE FEATURE_NAME CONSULT



1 Groundwater 
Consultation Zones



Groundwater 
Consultation Zone 3



Environment Agency (only if application involves 
contaminated land) – see separate sheet: When to 
consult the Environment Agency



Water Network Watercourse Consultation Zone | Total count: 1
# watercourseName form
1 No data inlandRiver



Annual likelihood of surface water flooding 1 in 1000 | Total count: 2
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# depth_band
1 300-600mm



2 <150mm
Bat Roost Habitat Suitability | Total count: 3
# FEATURE_TYPE FEATURE_NAME CONSULT



1 Bat survey required for planning applications that 
involve roof modification or demolition. VO598 Ecology Officer, Green 



Infrastructure Team



2 Bat survey required for planning applications that 
involve roof modification or demolition. VR593 Ecology Officer, Green 



Infrastructure Team



3 Bat survey required for planning applications that 
involve roof modification or demolition. VR595 Ecology Officer, Green 



Infrastructure Team
Badger Consultation Zones | Total count: 2
# FEATURE_TYPE FEATURE_NAME CONSULT



1 Badger Sett Consultation 
Zone



100 Metre Consultation 
Zone



Ecology Officer - Green Infrastrucutre 
Team



2 Badger Sett Consultation 
Zone



100 Metre Consultation 
Zone



Ecology Officer - Green Infrastrucutre 
Team



Great Crested Newt Impact Risk Zones | Total count: 2
# FEATURE_TYPE FEATURE_NAME CONSULT



1 Great Crested Newt 
Impact Risk Zone Green Consult NatureSpace for Major developments only



2 Great Crested Newt 
Impact Risk Zone Amber For Householder applications check HH Layer. Consult 



NatureSpace for all other types of development
SSSI Impact Risk Zones | Total count: 1
# IRZURL



1 https://irz.geodata.org.uk/IRZ/step2.html?irzcode=0101000322302&notes=&location=479921,172819 
%20(IRZ%20polygon%20centre)



Landscape Character Assessment 2019 | Total count: 1
# FEATURE_TYPE Name
1 Landscape Character Assessment 2019 Hurst River Terrace



Wards | Total count: 1
# Name of area Closest Approximate Distance
1 Twyford, Ruscombe & Hurst Ward 0 m



Parishes | Total count: 1
# Name of area Closest Approximate Distance
1 St. Nicholas, Hurst CP 0 m
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