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Appeal Decision  
Hearing held on 6 and 7 August 2025  

Site visits made on 6 and 7 August 2025  
by T Burnham BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 17 October 2025.  

 
Appeal Ref: APP/X0360/W/25/3359898 
Land north of Broadwater Lane, Hurst Easting 479531 Northing 174133 
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Stuart Garnett (Shorewood Homes) against the decision of Wokingham 
Borough Council. 

• The application Ref is 240583. 

• The development proposed is outline application for proposed erection of 9no. dwellings and 
associated access. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. Additional plans were submitted by the appellant at the appeal stage. The 
proposed site plan has been amended to be titled an illustrative site layout plan. 
An increased buffer zone is shown for T16, the plot 2 double garage is removed, 
plot 3 and 4 garages are changed to single garages and the plot 5 single garage is 
removed. The street scene has been re-labelled as illustrative whilst the site 
access arrangements have been re-labelled as proposed rather than potential. 

3. Whilst it is not the purpose of the appeal process to evolve a scheme, the 
amendments are effectively only minor changes in wording to clarify their intended 
purpose as well as effectively proposing reductions to the scheme. As such the 
acceptance of those plans would not represent procedural unfairness to those with 
an interest in the scheme and I have considered those plans as part of the appeal. 

4. The application is made in outline with all matters reserved except for access. 
Therefore, only the site location plan and plan detailing the access arrangements 
would form the approved plans. The other plans are illustrative. However, I was 
advised at the Hearing that those plans should be afforded substantial weight and 
much of the appellants case is made on the basis of the details of the scheme that 
are referenced within the illustrative plans. I have therefore considered the 
proposal on the basis of the scheme shown within the illustrative plans. The site 
plan shows that each dwelling would be served by one of three shared access 
points from Broadwater Lane. 

5. The Council confirmed at the Hearing that it does not consider that the proposal 
would adversely affect the setting of nearby listed buildings. This is not the view 
taken by interested parties. The effect of the proposal on the setting of nearby 
listed buildings has been considered as a main issue. 
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Main Issues 

6. The first main issue is whether Tree T14 can be considered veteran and the effect 
of the proposal on Trees T14 and T16. The second is the effect of the proposal on 
the setting of four nearby grade II listed buildings. These are known as Buttercups, 
Bower Cottage, Parkers Cottage and Elder Cottage. The third main issue is the 
effect of the proposal on the Village Centre (Hurst) Area of Special Character 
(AOSC). 

7. The fourth main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and 
appearance of the area with regard to the landscape. The fifth main issue is the 
suitability of the site for residential development having regard to the development 
strategy for the area including whether future occupants of the site would be reliant 
on private motor vehicles for access to day to day services and facilities. 

Reasons 

8. The site is located adjacent to Broadwater Lane from where Whistley Green can 
be located in one direction and Hurst in the other, the site being located outside of 
the Hurst/Whistley Green settlement boundary. The site is in agricultural use for 
the grazing of livestock. Two Oak Trees (T14 and T16) amongst other forms of 
planting are located close to the boundary of the site with Broadwater Lane. 
Residential properties are located opposite the site including the four listed 
buildings. Fields forming countryside interspersed with field boundary planting 
extend beyond the site to the rear.  

Trees  

9. The Council considers that the proposed northern and central accesses would 
significantly harm and lead to the degradation of trees T14 and T16. These are 
both English Oak Trees located between the appeal site and Broadwater Lane. It is 
common ground that the concerns of the Council with regard to trees relate to 
these trees only and that both trees are identified in the Wokingham District 
Veteran Tree Association Survey Map and the Woodland Trust Ancient Tree 
Inventory as veteran trees. The appellant considers only T16 as veteran. 

10. The Framework1 defines a veteran tree as a tree which, because of its age, size 
and condition, is of exceptional biodiversity, cultural or heritage value. T14 has an 
estimated age of 290 years with an estimated planting date of 1735. It has a girth of 
4.8m which when referenced against the extract from Lonsdale2 would see the tree 
fall within, albeit at the bottom of the light green shaded part of the chart labelled as 
veteran/notable. Therefore, T14 could be classed as veteran on account of its age 
and size. 

11. The principal difference between the parties in terms of whether T14 should be 
classed as veteran is with regard to its condition. The appellants statement3 
references that it is highly likely that there will be some decay at the base of the 
trunk albeit that this is not extensive or significant. It is further noted that T14 has 
vertical fluting of the trunk, one instance of delamination of wood high in the 
canopy and some minor deadwood. The deadwood was however at the time of the 

 
1 National Planning Policy Framework 2024. 
2 Detailed as figure 3 within SJA Trees Appeal Statement by Frank Spooner, April 2025. 
3 SJA Trees Appeal Statement by Frank Spooner, April 2025, 4.2.37, 4.2.38, 4.2.40. 
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Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Method Statement4 considered to be such an 
issue that the removal of deadwood over the road was considered a management 
recommendation. 

12. My attention is further drawn to the Lonsdale Book5 and in particular p. 26/27 
which is concerned with recognising ancient and veteran trees. Whilst it is clear 
that T14 does not have all the attributes listed, when I account for the above, I 
consider that there is nothing compelling within the evidence that excludes T14 
from being considered veteran. I consider that a precautionary approach should be 
taken, and I consider that T14 should be considered veteran. 

13. Regardless, the appellant indicates that a precautionary approach has been 
undertaken with veteran tree ‘buffer zones’ applied to both trees in any event and 
this is perhaps a reflection of the fine nature of the judgement with regard to the 
tree, a matter on which different experts in that field have not been able to agree. 

14. The appellant maintained at the Hearing that the buffer zones around T14 and T16 
do not need to be off set to account for the presence of Broadwater Lane which 
has the potential to have caused the growth of roots in an offset pattern.  

15. However, the evidence indicates that a sewer was installed beneath it in 1975 and 
suggests that at least a 3m deep trench is likely to have been laid to accommodate 
this. This, combined with the generally inhospitable environment to tree roots 
provided by a metalled road, leads me to conclude that the tree roots are likely to 
have preferred the appeal site over the years in spite of its agricultural use and as 
such an increased buffer zone including an off-set should be provided as a result 
of the particular local characteristics to account for the likely spread of roots 
fostered by the particular location of this site.  

16. Whilst I note the findings of the Tree Radar Root Investigations Report6, it was 
acknowledged at the Hearing that this survey method was unlikely to pick up on for 
example fine feeder roots. It is the case that upper levels of the soil often contain 
important roots for the health of a tree, and that mature trees are more at risk of 
decline and failure than young trees as a result of root damage.  

17. I note the appellants position that standing advice does not suggest that buffer 
zones seek to protect all the roots of a tree. However, I consider that a cautionary 
approach should be taken here with regard to the buffer zones and subsequent 
protection of potential fine feeder roots. 

18. The appellants evidence shows that if the buffer zones were to be off set, the 
central and western access would fall within these areas. The works associated 
with the construction of the accesses would subsequently be likely to result in the 
loss of roots within that area subsequently risking the health of T14 and T16, 
potentially leading to their deterioration. This potential harm would outweigh all of 
the suggested benefits put forward for the trees, relating to removal of the site from 
agricultural use, alleviation of soil compaction, habitat connectivity, management 
and succession planting. 

 
4 Arboricultural Impact Appraisal and Method Statement, Land to NE of Broadwater Lane, Hurst, Technical Arboriculture, Kevin 
Cloud, October 2024. 
5 Ancient Tree Forum/Woodland Trust - Ancient and other veteran trees: further guidance and management, David Lonsdale 2013. 
6 Tree Root Mapping Report, Peter Barton Associates. 
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19. There would subsequently be conflict with Policy CC03 of the Wokingham 
Borough Managing Development Delivery Local Plan (2014) (MDLP) which states 
amongst other things that Development proposals should protect and retain 
existing trees. There would also be conflict with the Framework which states at 
paragraph 193 amongst other things that development resulting in the 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats such as veteran trees should be refused, 
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy 
exists. Those are not before me. 

Listed buildings 

20. Buttercups is a grade II listed C17 timber framed dwelling, later altered. I accept 
that a substantial degree of its significance can be attributed to its early date and 
survival of early fabric. It has a slight degree of visual separation from the appeal 
site by reason of its set back from Broadwater Lane and the tall timber fence which 
forms its front boundary treatment. 

21. Bower Cottage is another grade II listed C17 timber framed house, later extended. 
A substantial degree of its significance can be attributed to its early date and fabric 
and the example it provides of a smaller vernacular box-framed cottage. As with 
Buttercups, it has a slight degree of visual separation from the appeal site by 
reason of a brick wall and hedging which forms its front boundary treatment. 

22. Parkers cottage is a C18 property, later extended. A substantial degree of its 
significance can be attributed to the earlier part of the building and its fabric 
including a thatched roof. It only has very limited visual separation from the site as 
it is set forward close to Broadwater Lane. The boundary treatment appeared to 
have been formed of low brick wall and railing at the time of the Heritage 
Statement7. 

23. Elder Cottage has C16 Origins, C17 fabric with further extensions dating from later 
periods. A substantial degree of its significance can be attributed to its early date 
and surviving fabric. It has more separation from the appeal site by reason of its 
position on Broadwater Lane which does not fully front the site. 

24. I note that the site is separated from these properties by Broadwater Lane and 
accept that the evidence does not indicate associative links between the listed 
buildings and the appeal site. I also note that the setting of the listed buildings has 
suffered some erosion through the introduction of more modern infill development 
on this side of Broadwater Lane.  

25. However, from Broadwater Lane, these buildings are currently experienced and 
perceived within a largely quiet, open and rural environment because of the 
character and appearance of the appeal site. There is nothing to indicate any 
history of development on the appeal site and it is likely that these buildings will 
have always been set against that backdrop. This relationship can be appreciated 
both from within the appeal site and from Broadwater Lane.  

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 

 
7 Asset Heritage Consulting, Heritage Statement, February 2024, p47. 
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the setting at the time the asset was constructed are likely to contribute particularly 
strongly to significance8. 

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.  

28. The proposal would cause harm to the setting of Buttercups, Bower Cottage, 
Parkers Cottage and Elder Cottage. The arising harm to the significance of the 
assets would be less than substantial.  

29. The harm would be towards the higher end within the less than substantial 
category for Bower Cottage & Parkers Cottage given they are fully opposite the 
appeal site and have a close relationship with it and because of the forward 
positioning of plots 6 and 7. The harm would be at the lower end within the less 
than substantial category for Buttercups given the development would be set 
further back at this end of the site and this would also be the case for Elder 
Cottage given its positioning slightly further along on Broadwater Lane not fully 
fronting the site. 

30. Overall, there would be conflict with Policy TB 24 of the MDLP which amongst 
other things states that the Council will conserve and seek the enhancement of 
designated heritage assets in the Borough and their settings by requiring works to 
or affecting the setting of heritage assets to demonstrate that the proposals would 
at least conserve the important character and special architectural or historic 
interest of the building including its setting. 

31. I must give considerable importance and weight to the desirability of preserving the 
setting of listed buildings. Harm should be weighed against the public benefits of 
the scheme. 

AOSC 

32. The AOSC, a non-designated heritage asset, encompasses part of Whistley Green 
and Hurst. Its significance in part sits with its buildings which are of a variety of 
ages, designs and materials including buildings and features that are designated 
and non-designated heritage assets in their own rights. 

33. However, the AOSC also includes the land immediately on the boundary of the site 
adjacent to Broadwater Lane. Whilst the appeal site is not referred to as a 
component of the AOSC setting, details within the Historic Environment Topic 
Paper, where referring to this particular AOSC summarise amongst other things 
that 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. It can therefore be reasonably concluded that the 
planting on the boundary of the site including T14 and T16 makes a positive 
contribution to the significance of the AOSC as a backdrop which frames the 
buildings within it. 

34. Whilst I note that the proposal would likely see the provision of substantial 
landscaping to the boundary as part of any approval, given the risk of deterioration 

 
8 Historic England, The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second Edition) 
p4. 
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associated with the proposal to T14 and T16 on that boundary and the importance 
of those trees within the boundary planting, the proposal would subsequently cause 
moderate harm to the significance of the AOSC. The proposal would therefore 
conflict with Policy TB26 of the MDLP which amongst other things states that 
planning permission will only be granted for proposals affecting Areas of Special 
Character where they demonstrate that they retain and enhance the traditional, 
historical, local and special character of the area.  

Landscape impact  

35. The appeal site and the wider countryside beyond make for a pleasant backdrop to 
Broadwater Lane. The residential development on the opposite side of Broadwater 
Lane is largely continuous, linking Hurst and Whistley Green. This makes it difficult 
to assess when on the ground on this part of Broadwater Lane where these 
respective settlements begin and end meaning that there is no obvious gap 
between the two settlements in this particular location. 

36. The Hurst River Terrace Landscape Character Area (HRTLCA) within which the 
site sits encompasses land from the A329 (M) to the south incorporating land a 
short distance to the north of Whistley Green.  

37. Its key characteristics amongst other things include being a simple agricultural 
landscape of mainly arable farmland with pasture enclosed in relatively large 
straight-sided fields as well as being a rural and tranquil area. Its valuable 
landscape attributes amongst other things include the peaceful and open character 
of the undeveloped pastoral landscape. Amongst the key issues is demand for 
residential development increasing linear development along rural lanes and 
continuing to push towards the amalgamation of close settlements Whistley Green 
and Hurst impacting rural character.  

38. The Landscape guidelines include amongst other things conserving the open and 
rural qualities of the landscape and maintaining the sparse settlement pattern of 
villages and dispersed farms through control of new development, avoiding further 
linear spread of development. 

39. Considering the key characteristics, valuable attributes, key issues and guidelines 
of the HRTLCA against the characteristics of the site as described above, I 
consider that the proposals could be integrated into the landscape setting without 
any significant adverse landscape effects.  

40. Whilst the appeal site is not currently within an area designated as a valued 
landscape, the Council has intentions to extend the Haines Hill valued landscape 
such that it would include the appeal site.  

41. However, when referring to the Haines Hill Valued Landscape Narrative and a map 
which includes the appeal site, the Councils Valued Landscapes Assessment9 
does not refer to the HRTLCA within which the appeal site sits despite referring to 
other landscape character areas. Whilst I note the site specific reassessment 
supplied by the Council10, on that basis, I am not confident that the appeal site 
should be considered as part of a valued landscape based on current evidence.  

 
9 Wokingham Borough Council, Valued Landscapes Assessment, September 2024. 
10 240583 Land north-west of Hogmoor Lane Hurst Brief reassessment of Valued Landscape 13th September 2024. 
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42. Overall, in conclusion on this main issue there would be no significant adverse 
impact on the landscape. There would subsequently be no conflict with Policy 
TB21 of the MDLP which states that proposals must demonstrate how they have 
addressed the requirements of the landscape character assessment and shall at a 
minimum retain the condition, character and features that contribute to the 
landscape. Given my conclusions with regard to valued landscapes there would be 
no conflict with paragraph 187 which requires that planning decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by amongst other 
things protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. 

Development strategy  

43. I noted that whilst the footpaths adjacent to the roads within Hurst are at some 
points narrow and require pedestrians to cross where only provided on one side it 
would nonetheless be entirely possible for future residents to access the primary 
school by walking to it. Further, I noted that the public house, the Elephant and 
Castle at Whistley Green was located close to the site. There is also a 
convenience store near to the site and although that is currently closed, 
confidence was expressed at the Hearing by various parties that this would be re-
opening shortly. 

44. Whilst bus services are somewhat limited, it was clarified at the Hearing that it 
would be entirely possible to, for example, catch a bus to Twyford, board a train, 
and arrive within central London in time for a day of work. 

45. Therefore, whilst services and public transport options are more limited than would 
be the case within a more urban area, the development would not be for a large 
number of houses and those limited number of residents would have access to 
some services and facilities, whilst also being afforded the option of using an 
alternative means of travel to the car to access services and facilities elsewhere.  

46. Nonetheless, there would be conflict with the development strategy for the area 
and with Policy CP9 of the Wokingham Borough Core Strategy (2010) (CS) along 
with Policy CCO2 of the MDLP which amongst other things seek to direct 
development to locations within settlement boundaries. The development is not of 
a type that is supported outside of development limits under Policy CP11 of the 
CS. The Council however could not articulate to me the harm that would arise from 
these policy conflicts at the Hearing and I afford limited weight to the conflict with 
these policies. 

Other Matters 

47. The proposal is accompanied by a planning obligation under S106 along with a 
unilateral undertaking. They include provision for an offsite affordable housing 
contribution of £250,000, Biodiversity net gain at 42.78% habitat units and 137.84% 
hedgerow units (minimum), pedestrian route, management company, SUDS and 
drainage. These address matters in the Councils refusal reasons 7-10 which 
related to the absence of a completed legal agreement to deal with these matters. 

48. The evidence indicates that the provisions within the planning obligations are 
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms. They are 
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directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and 
kind. They therefore meet the relevant tests11. 

49. The Councils Five Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) was originally agreed at 1.7 
years as common ground. At the Hearing, the Council revised its 5YRHLS supply 
position to 2.5 years. The 5YRHLS therefore falls within a range of between 1.7 
and 2.5 years. The Council cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS.  

50. I have considered the appeal decisions that have been brought to my attention 
where relevant to the main issues. However, I do not consider that any of those 
appeals relate to exactly the same circumstances as those which are very 
particular to this site before me which limits the weight that I afford to them. 

Planning Balance 

51. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 
planning applications are determined in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

52. There would be public benefits to the scheme. These would include the provision 
of 9 houses within a location that would not be unsustainable for a limited housing 
scheme. There would be an affordable housing contribution of £250,000. There 
would be a boost to housing supply within the context of a 5YHLS with a range 
between 1.7 and 2.5 years. This benefit is tempered given the limited number of 
houses proposed. Nonetheless, I afford these matters significant weight. 

53. The properties could incorporate more sustainable methods of heating and power, 
with reduced water consumption and would offer support to a small and medium 
housebuilder. There would be direct and indirect economic benefits of the type 
which would normally always be associated with a development of this scale. 
There would be biodiversity net gain of 42.79% in habitat units and 137.84% for 
hedgerow units. The development would provide a contribution towards CIL at a 
rate of £551.02 per m2. These benefits are afforded moderate weight. 

54. There would be the provision of a pedestrian route onto Hogmoor Lane to provide 
some increased accessibility in the area, although the real world benefits of this 
are likely to be limited given the simplicity of the existing route. I afford this matter 
limited weight. 

55. Set against the benefits, I have found that the construction of the accesses would 
risk the health of T14 and T16 which can be considered as veteran, potentially 
leading to their deterioration.  Even were I to take a less cautious approach and 
only consider T16 as veteran as is common ground between the main parties, the 
offset buffer zone for that tree would include both accesses in any event. The 
conflict with Paragraph 193 of the Framework would remain. 

56. I have found that the proposal would cause less than substantial harm to the 
significance of four grade II listed buildings. For Bower Cottage & Parkers Cottage 
the harm would be at the higher end of the spectrum within the less than 
substantial category and in respect of Buttercups and Elder Cottage the harm 
would be at the lower end of the spectrum within the less than substantial category. 
The harm would not be outweighed by the arising public benefits and there would 
be conflict with the Framework. 

 
11 Within Paragraph 58 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2024. 
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57. I have also found that the proposal would harm the significance of the AOSC and I 
have taken this into account.  

58. The benefits would not outweigh the harms even on the basis that I was to agree 
with the appellant that the 5YHLS of the Council is 1.7 years and subsequently 
recognise the boost to housing supply within that context. 

59. Given my findings with regard to irreplaceable habitats and designated heritage 
assets the application of Framework policies relating to those matters provide clear 
reasons for refusing the development proposed. The proposal does not therefore 
benefit from the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  

60. The proposal would conflict with policies CC03, TB24 and TB26 of the MDLP. I 
afford the conflict with these policies substantial weight given their broad alignment 
with the Framework. 

61. The proposal would conflict with the development plan and there are no material 
considerations which indicate a decision should be made otherwise than in 
accordance with it.  

Conclusion 

62. For the reasons given above the appeal should therefore be dismissed. 

 

T Burnham  

INSPECTOR 
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT HEARING: 
 

Appeal Decision Letter Ref: APP/C1435/W/24/3357954 
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Draft Planning Obligation  
 
Plan of 1998 application site for 5 houses 
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Viability Note 
 
Savills Financial Viability Assessment Report 
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Monaghans Review of Cost Appraisal Prepared for Shorewood Homes Dated April 
2025 
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Continuum Development Appraisal 1 Aug 2025 
 
Completed planning obligations 
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Appeal Decision  
Hearing opened on 18 June 2025  

Site visit made on 13 August 2025  
by David Prentis  BA  BPl  MRTPI 
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 24th September 2025 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/X0360/W/25/3359928 
Land at Heathlands Road, Wokingham  RG40 3AR  
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 
 The appeal is made by Maverick Properties Ltd against the decision of Wokingham Borough Council. 
 The application reference is 240831. 
 The development proposed is an outline application for the redevelopment of the site for 49 dwellings 

with associated access, infrastructure, open space and landscaping (All matters reserved except 
means of access into the site). 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Applications for costs 

2. An application for a partial award of costs was made by Maverick Properties Ltd 
against Wokingham Borough Council. An application for a partial award of costs 
was also made by Wokingham Borough Council against Maverick Properties Ltd. 
These applications are the subject of separate decisions. The applications were 
made at the Hearing. I arranged a procedure for responses and final comments to 
be made in writing at later dates. 

Preliminary matters 

3. The Hearing sat for 3 days on 18 and 19 June 2025 and on 12 August 2025. Due 
to the lack of a suitable venue, Day 3 was conducted as a virtual session. With the 
agreement of the parties, I carried out an unaccompanied site visit on 13 August 
2025. 

4. The application was submitted in outline with only the means of access to be 
determined at this stage. Appearance, landscaping, layout and scale would be 
reserved matters. The application was supported by an indicative masterplan which 
was updated during the appeal process, together with 3-D visualisations. I have 
had regard to this material, taking account of its illustrative status.  

5. On Day 1 the appellant sought to introduce a number of additional documents. 
Having had an opportunity to consider these before the Hearing resumed on Day 2, 
the Council indicated that it was content for some of them to be accepted.1 
However, I considered that documents relating to the calculation of buffer zones 
and root protection areas around an oak tree2 introduced new technical material 

 
1 HD8 to HD13 
2 HD14 to HD18 
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that the Council would need more time to consider and comment on. I therefore 
instituted a written procedure for comments on this material. As things turned out, 
the Hearing was not completed on Day 2 and the written procedure took place 
during the adjournment. 

6. When the Hearing resumed on Day 3, I pointed out that both the Council and the 
appellant had submitted further evidence on various matters that were not included 
in the written procedure that I had put in place. However, I considered that any 
potential procedural unfairness had been addressed by the fact that this had been 
a two stage process and also because, by then, common ground had been reached 
on what the buffer zone would be if either the Council’s or the appellant’s approach 
were preferred. The Council and the appellant agreed that, in all the circumstances, 
it would be appropriate for me to take account of the documents submitted during 
the adjournment on the basis that they did not change any written or oral evidence 
given on Day 1 and Day 2. They were to be read as additional information 
alongside that evidence. I have taken the adjournment documents into account on 
that basis. 

7. Discussions on a section 106 Agreement (the Agreement) continued during the 
Hearing. I allowed a period following the Hearing for the document to be signed. 
The completed version of the Agreement was the same as that discussed on      
Day 3. It includes financial contributions relating to: 

 allotments; 

 bus stop improvements; 

 bus service enhancements; and 

 off-site sports facilities. 

8. The Agreement also includes the following provisions: 

 40% of the dwellings would be delivered as affordable housing, of which 
70% would be social rented housing and 30% would be shared ownership 
housing; 

 an open space scheme would be submitted for the approval of the 
Council, together with arrangements for securing public access to the 
open space and for future management and maintenance. The 
Agreement would provide either for the delivery of a local equipped area 
for play on site or for a financial contribution to off-site play areas;  

 either an employment and skills plan would be submitted for the approval 
of the Council or there would be a financial contribution to employment 
and skills initiatives; 

 the estate roads would be constructed to adoptable standards, either 
subject to a highways agreement or for subsequent transfer to a 
management company; 

 arrangements for implementing and monitoring biodiversity enhancements 
associated with the Biodiversity Gain Plan, Habitat Monitoring and 
Management Plan and Compensation Habitat Scheme, including payment 
of a monitoring fee to the Council; 
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 arrangements for securing off-site suitable alternative natural greenspace 
to mitigate impacts on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 
(TBH SPA), together with a financial contribution to strategic access 
management and monitoring; and 

 submission of a travel plan, together with arrangements for implementing 
and monitoring the plan and a financial contribution to monitoring by the 
Council. 

9. The Council submitted a statement of compliance with Regulation 122 of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. This explained the policy basis 
for the various obligations and set out how the financial contributions had been 
calculated. The obligations were not controversial and no party at the Hearing 
suggested that any of them would not comply with Regulation 122. I comment 
below on the weight to be attached to the obligations relating to bus stops, bus 
service enhancements and the travel plan. Otherwise, I see no reason to take a 
different view in relation to the obligations and I have taken them into account 
accordingly. 

10. The Agreement resolved reasons for refusal (7) (affordable housing),                    
(8) (employment and skills training), (9) (public open space and estate roads) and 
(10) (TBH SPA). These reasons for refusal were not pursued at the Hearing. 
Reason for refusal (3) referred, in part, to the Gorrick Plantation Local Wildlife Site. 
This part of the reason for refusal was not pursued but the Council maintained its 
objection in relation to species of principal importance.    

Main issues 

11. The main issues are: 

a) whether the appeal site is an appropriate location for the proposed 
development, having regard to the spatial strategy of the development 
plan; 

b) the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the area; 

c) the effect of the proposal on trees; 

d) the effect of the proposal on biodiversity; 

e) whether the appeal site is in a location that is, or can be made 
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine 
choice of transport modes; and  

f) whether the proposal would provide satisfactory living conditions for future 
occupiers. 

Reasons 

Spatial strategy 

12. The development plan includes: 

 Wokingham Borough Council Core Strategy (adopted 2010) (CS); and 

 Wokingham Borough Managing Development Delivery Local Plan 
(adopted 2014) (MDD). 
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13. The Central and Eastern Berkshire Minerals and Waste Plan (adopted 2023) also 
forms part of the development plan, although it does not contain any policies 
relevant to the appeal. Saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan, which deals 
with the TBH SPA, is referred to below. The Local Plan Update: Proposed 
Submission Plan was published in September 2024 and the Regulation 19 
consultation was closed in  November 2024. At the time of the Hearing the plan had 
been submitted for examination but no hearing dates had been set. I consider that 
only limited weight can be attached to the policies of the Local Plan Update (LPU), 
given the stage that the examination has reached.  

14. CS Policy CP9 states that the scale and location of development proposals must 
reflect the level of services and facilities at the location. Development proposals 
within development limits will be acceptable in various major, modest and limited 
development locations which are identified in the policy. It was common ground that 
the application site is not within any of those locations and is located outside of the 
development limits, within the countryside. It would therefore be contrary to the 
spatial objectives of the development plan and in conflict with Policy CP9. 

15. CS Policy CP11 states that proposals outside development limits will not normally 
be permitted except where certain exceptions apply. It was common ground that 
the appeal scheme does not meet any of these exceptions. Nevertheless, the 
appellant argued that the use of the word “normally” would enable development to 
be permitted in accordance with CP11 where it would be consistent with the 
purposes of the policy. The purposes of the policy are to protect the separate 
identity of settlements and to maintain the quality of the environment. The Council 
accepted that the appeal scheme would not harm the separate identify of 
settlements and I share that view. However, the Council maintained that the 
proposal would be harmful to the environment. I agree, for reasons which are 
explained below. Looking at CP11 as a whole, I consider that the appeal scheme 
would be in conflict with this policy. 

16. MDD Policy CC02 states that development limits for each settlement are defined on 
the Policies Map. As noted above, it was agreed that the site is outside any such 
limits. The statement of common ground records the appellant’s acceptance that 
there would be conflict with Policy CC02. At the Hearing, the appellant suggested 
that the policy allows for some flexibility and that the proposal would respect the 
transition between the built up area and the countryside. Whilst this is a factor 
mentioned in part (2) of Policy CC02, it is mentioned in the context of proposals 
that are at the edge of settlements but within development limits. The proposal 
therefore gains no support from this part of the policy.  

17. Not only is the site outside any development limits, it is also not adjacent to any 
defined settlement. It is well separated from Crowthorne, which is the nearest 
settlement. The appellant drew attention to the LPU, which is seeking to extend the 
development limits to the south of Wokingham, around 1.6km to the north of the 
appeal site. I saw that development is in fact underway in parts of this area. 
However, the appeal site is physically separate from the urban area of Wokingham.  

18. The appellant also argued that the development limits of Crowthorne should be 
amended through the LPU process to include a site called Pine Copse, together 
with ribbon development along Nine Mile Ride to the south and south west of the 
appeal site. If that were done, the appeal site would be adjacent to the settlement 
limits of Crowthorne. I attach very little weight to this suggestion. The site is not 

17



Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/25/3359928
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          5 

within the settlement boundary as defined in the development plan, nor is there any 
such  proposal in the LPU. It is not for me to comment, in this appeal decision, on 
matters which may be considered through the LPU examination process. 

19. To my mind, the proposal would be poorly located in relation to the existing pattern 
of development, having no obvious relationship with existing settlements.  

20. A recent appeal decision relating to land adjacent to Blagrove Lane, Wokingham,3 
found that CS Policies CP9 and CP11 and MDD Policy CC02 are out-of-date 
because the CS was based on the housing requirements of the South East Plan, 
prior to the first publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework) in 2012. The CS has not yet been updated and the housing 
requirement has increased with the introduction of the standard method. The 
Council and the appellant agree that, taking account of the latest standard method 
(December 2024) and the latest supply position, the total deliverable housing 
supply demonstrated in the 2025 five year housing land supply position statement 
is 2.5 years4. I agree with the Blagrove Lane Inspector that Policies CP9, CP11 and 
CC02 are inconsistent with the delivery of the level of housing that is required by 
the Framework. I also agree that this does not mean that any conflict with these 
out-of-date policies should carry little or no weight. Weight is to be determined the 
light of the particular circumstances of this appeal.  

21. I conclude that this is not an appropriate location for the proposed development, 
having regard to the spatial strategy of the development plan. It would conflict with 
Policies CP9, CP11 and CC02. The proposal would be poorly located in relation to 
the existing pattern of development. 

Character and appearance 

22. The appeal site extends to around 2ha, mainly comprised of open grassland, 
located to the west of Heathlands Road. There are some trees along the boundary 
to Heathlands Road, together with the stools of two large oak trees (referred to as 
Oak 1 and Oak 2 at the Hearing). To the north east, there is a detached house and 
garden known as Sulby Croft. The rest of the northern boundary adjoins woodland 
forming part of Gorrick Plantation, a local wildlife site. There is a woodland belt to 
the west of the site, beyond which there are playing fields and tennis courts. To the 
south, there is a block of woodland, a cemetery and St Sebastian’s School. The 
trees around the site boundaries, including Oak 1 and Oak 2, are covered by a 
Tree Preservation Order (TPO).5 There is some ornamental planting in the northern 
part of the site which is not covered by the TPO. 

23. To the east, on the opposite side of Heathlands Road, is a development of 16 
houses set in landscaped grounds (Heathlands Court). The wider surroundings 
include areas of woodland, to the north and south of Nine Mile Ride. There is 
ribbon development along the north side of Nine Mile Ride, to the west of its 
junction with Heathlands Road. There is also a loose cluster of houses along Hatch 
Ride, to the north east of the appeal site, and some individual detached houses 
accessed from Heathlands Road. 

  

 
3 APP/X0360/W/24/3354667 – Appendix 42 to the Council’s Statement of Case 
4 For the period 1 April 2025 to 31 March 2030 
5 Tree Preservation Order 1961/2024 was made on 21 March 2024 and confirmed on 16 September 2024 
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Whether the appeal site forms part of a valued landscape 

24. The Framework states that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes. 
Whilst this is to be done in a manner commensurate with their identified quality in a 
development plan, the appellant accepted that it is not necessary for a valued 
landscape to be designated in a development plan for it to be treated as such for 
development management purposes.6 The appellant considers that the site has a 
medium-high level of landscape value, which is below the level of a valued 
landscape. 

25. The Council has produced a Valued Landscape Assessment (2022) (VLA) which 
assesses landscapes across the borough with a view to identifying areas that may 
be designated as valued landscapes in the LPU. The appeal site is within the 
Forest and Rides Valued Landscape, as proposed in the LPU. For the reasons 
given above, I attach limited weight to the proposed designation. Moreover, it is not 
for me to comment on whether this area ought to be designated as that will be a 
matter for the LPU examination. However, it is necessary for me to form a view on 
whether the attributes on the ground indicate that this should be regarded as a 
valued landscape for the purposes of this appeal. In making that assessment,         
I have taken the VLA into account, together with the other evidence before the 
Hearing.     

26. The site is within the M1: Finchampstead Forested and Settled Sands Landscape 
Character Area (LCA) of the Wokingham Borough Landscape Character 
Assessment (2019). The character is described as that of an elevated plateau 
characterised by its densely wooded context, which creates a strong sense of 
enclosure. The assessment notes that low density settlement is arranged along 
linear rides or in the settlements of Finchampstead and part of Crowthorne. The 
key characteristics are said to include large swathes of interconnected forestry and 
woodland which dominate the area, long straight roads such as Nine Mile Ride 
(which originated as historic rides through the then open landscape of the Royal 
Forest of Windsor), a strong settlement character, with a low density pattern of 
detached houses lining the historic rides, good public accessibility and localised 
areas of remoteness within woodlands which provide a sense of tranquillity.  

27. This assessment of the LCA was not disputed by the appellant and it is consistent 
with what I saw on my visit to the area. However, the appellant sought to 
distinguish the character of the immediate surroundings of the appeal site from that 
of the wider LCA, drawing attention to various developments that have taken place. 
I have noted above the residential development at Heathlands Court. That 
development is enclosed within extensive well-treed grounds, such that it has very 
little impact on the character and appearance of the locality. I saw that there is a 
block of apartments at St Sebastian’s Court, facing Nine Mile Ride, which replaced 
a former public house. There is also a cul-de-sac of semi-detached houses at 
Grove Close, a little further along Nine Mile Ride. Those dwellings are sited well 
back from Nine Mile Ride and are set within generous plots.  

28. To my mind, the existence of some different development typologies in the locality 
does not significantly alter the predominant settlement pattern, which is a low 
density pattern of detached houses lining the historic rides. The detached houses 

 
6 Inspector’s note – this was confirmed by Mr Kirkpatrick in answer to my question. It is consistent with the approach of Inspectors 
in various appeal decisions set out in Appendix CH10 to the Council’s Landscape Statement of Case 
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closest to the appeal site are contained within large and well-treed plots, set back 
from the road frontages. As one moves through the locality, the defining 
characteristics are the dominance of forestry and woodland and the distinctive 
character of the straight rides. These provide long views, framed by trees, through 
a generally enclosed landscape. In my view the appeal site and its surroundings 
are characteristic of the LCA of which they form a part. 

29. The Council considers that Heathlands Road is a historic ride, which is 
representative of the more open hunting landscape that preceded the forestry 
plantations of the 19th and 20th centuries. The appellant disagrees, relying on the 
Ordnance Survey Old Series Map 1816 – 1830 which does not show a road or 
track here. However, the more detailed Berkshire Inclosures Map of 1817 does 
show a road or track where Heathlands Road is today. Moreover, a similar road is 
shown in earlier maps such as Roques map of 1761 and Prides map of 1790. It is 
also shown on the later Henry Walter map of 1823. On the balance of the evidence, 
I consider that Heathlands Road should be regarded as being a historic ride. In any 
event, even if it is not, it has the landscape character of historic rides such as Nine 
Mile Ride. 

30. The Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessment include a range of factors 
that can help in the identification of valued landscapes. I have made my own 
assessment of the site and its surrounding landscape having regard to those 
factors. The LCA notes that the condition of the landscape in area M1 is good, due 
to the well-managed nature of the woodlands. The area has undoubted scenic 
quality, with its swathes of interconnected forestry and woodland, interspersed with 
more open areas (such as the appeal site), together with the long, straight roads 
such as Nine Mile Ride and Heathlands Road. These roads form strong and 
distinctive elements in the landscape. They are representative, in that they recall 
the historic use of the area as a royal hunting ground. Moreover, they are also 
representative of the landscape as it has evolved since the early 19th century. 

31. Features of conservation importance in the locality include the Heath Lake Site of 
Special Scientific Interest and the Gorrick Plantation Local Wildlife Site. There are 
ancient and veteran trees at Ravenswood Park, which is also of cultural importance 
as a historic park and garden. The LCA notes that the area has good public 
accessibility for informal recreation via a network of footpaths and bridleways. 
Perceptually, footpaths, bridleways and access land enable people to experience 
localised areas of remoteness. In terms of historical associations, the landscape is 
particularly associated with Queen Anne and King George III, who used the 
carriage rides to watch hunting. 

32. Drawing all this together, I consider that the attributes I have identified are such 
that, for the purposes of this appeal decision, the landscape around the appeal site 
should be regarded as a valued landscape in the terms of paragraph 187(a) of the 
Framework. Not all of the attributes are found within the appeal site itself. For 
example, there are no nature conservation designations within the site, nor is there 
any public access to it. Nevertheless, the site is an integral part of the surrounding 
landscape that does contain those attributes. Moreover, the open grassland of the 
site, which contrasts with the fine trees adjoining it, is characteristic of that 
landscape and makes a positive contribution to it. 
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The effect of the appeal proposal 

33. The appellant has provided an updated indicative masterplan (UIM), together with  
3-D visualisations, which help to show the effect of accommodating the amount of 
development proposed on the appeal site. I appreciate that the UIM shows only 
one way in which the site could be laid out. Nevertheless, it is a detailed plan, 
which has no doubt been produced with due professional care to show a realistic 
scenario. The site would be transformed from open grassland to a medium density 
residential estate in which most of the land would be taken up with buildings, roads, 
driveways, footways, verges and private gardens. This would be an essentially 
urban form of development, incorporating terraced housing and some apartment 
blocks, arranged to front the estate roads. 

34. The surroundings are rural in character, albeit that some settlement is readily 
apparent with a low density pattern of detached houses lining the historic rides. The 
scale, form and character of the proposed development, which would include 
development in depth extending far back from Heathlands Road, would stand in 
stark contrast to the predominant settlement pattern. It would appear out of keeping 
and would cause significant harm to the character and appearance of the area.  

35. The appellant submitted a landscape and visual assessment which concluded that 
there would be a low magnitude of adverse landscape impact on LCA M1 in year 
one, reducing to neutral by year fifteen. The assessment found that there would be 
medium visual impacts in year one for users of Heathlands Road, visitors to the 
cemetery and for houses to the south of the site. These effects would reduce to low 
by year fifteen. However, I consider that the appellant’s assessment has 
understated both landscape and visual impacts in year one and has overstated the 
extent to which these impacts would reduce over time. This is partly because, on 
the appellant’s assessment, this is not thought to be a valued landscape. However, 
I consider that the appellant has also placed too much reliance on the effects of 
existing trees and on new tree planting. 

36. Although there are large trees adjoining the site to the north, west and along part of 
the southern boundary, there are few large trees within the site. Following the 
felling of Oak 1 and Oak 2, which is discussed below, the remaining trees along the 
road frontage provide only a thin screen. This would be breached by the 
construction of the proposed access road which, together with its footways and 
junction radii, would open up views into the site. The extent of development in 
depth would be readily apparent in such views. The trees along the northern 
boundary of the cemetery are relatively small, with gaps between them. There are 
clear views through in summer and this boundary would be quite open in winter. 

37. The UIM does not show extensive new planting along either the southern boundary 
or the eastern boundary. This is unsurprising because there is a lack of space for 
such planting. Amended layouts were submitted during the Hearing, which showed 
how the UIM might be amended to allow for buffer zones around Oak 1 and Oak 2. 
Whilst such buffer zones would provide green space on the site frontage, it seems 
unlikely that trees would be planted here due to the need to allow Oak 1 to 
regenerate. 

38. Planting within private gardens cannot be relied on because future occupiers would 
have control over what, if anything, is grown there. Therefore, the main scope for 
tree planting would be street trees and planting within any public open spaces. 
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Whilst planting street trees is to be welcomed, the species selected would need to 
be compatible with a location in the public realm close to housing. Such trees would 
need to be clear stemmed with relatively compact crowns. It may be that public 
open space would provide scope for a few larger trees but this is unlikely to be 
sufficient to alter my conclusion, which is that the amount of development proposed 
would not leave sufficient space for significant tree planting, other than street trees. 
Consequently, I do not think that either the landscape or the visual impacts would 
change much over time. Moreover, even if there was more screening, hiding the 
scheme would not change my finding that the scale, form and character of the 
proposal would be out of keeping with its surroundings and would result in the loss 
of an area which makes a positive contribution to a valued landscape. 

39. The Council and the appellant submitted various calculations of housing density on 
individual sites or areas. However, such calculations are dependent on the precise 
area chosen. I have attached greater weight to my assessment of the character 
and appearance of the relevant sites and areas on the ground.  

40. I acknowledge that views of the scheme would be limited to the area around the 
site by adjoining woodland. However, landscape is experienced in a kinetic way by 
those living in and moving through the locality. The scale, form and character of the 
proposed development would be apparent to those living close to the site and to 
those passing by.  

41. My conclusions on these matters stem from the amount of development proposed 
rather than the particulars of the UIM. I see no reason to think that an alternative 
layout for the same amount of development would have any less impact. 

Conclusions on character and appearance 

42. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the proposal would cause significant 
harm to the character and appearance of the area. It would fail to protect or 
enhance the valued landscape which it would be located within. This would be 
contrary to paragraph 187(a) of the Framework. 

43. The appeal scheme would conflict with CS Policy CP3, which states that proposals 
should contribute to a sense of place in the way they integrate with their 
surroundings, and with Policy CP11 which seeks to protect the quality of the 
environment. It would also be contrary to MDD Policy TB21, which seeks to retain 
or enhance the character of the landscape, and with Policy CC03 which promotes 
the integration of development proposals with adjoining countryside.   

Trees 

Oak 1 and Oak 2 – background 

44. Oak 1 and Oak 2 were large oak trees standing within the appeal site close to the 
boundary with Heathlands Road. Both trees were felled7 on or around 2 March 
2024. The trees were cut at a height of around 0.9m above ground level. The 
Council made a TPO on 21 March 2024. There is no dispute that, as the stools 
were still alive at the time the TPO was made, they are subject to it. The planning 
application which is the subject of this appeal was submitted on 28 March 2024. 

 
7 Inspector’s note – the Council and the appellant disagree over whether the term “felled” or “coppiced” should be used. To my 
mind it does not matter which term is used. There is no dispute that most of each tree was cut down but the stool remains and is 
alive. 
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The stools remained in place at the time of my site visit and new shoots were 
growing from them.  

45. The Council considers that Oak 1 is a veteran tree which was felled in order to 
facilitate the proposed development. On that basis, the Council argued that the 
proposal is contrary to paragraph 193(c) of the Framework which states that: 

“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats 
(such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, 
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation 
strategy exists.” 

46. The appellant stated that both trees were removed due to concerns for the safety of 
persons using Heathlands Road, because they had been shedding deadwood onto 
the highway. This was unrelated to the application so paragraph 193(c) was not 
engaged. The appellant also argued that Oak 1 was not a veteran tree, a matter 
that I shall return to below.  

47. Whilst I appreciate that the trees were removed shortly before the planning 
application was submitted, the appellant gave evidence in person to explain the 
sequence of events leading up to the tree works on or around 2 March 2024. The 
appellant also submitted a statement from Pineridge Tree Care, who carried out the 
works, which set out their involvement from October 2023 onwards. Having regard 
to that evidence, I conclude that the works were carried out because of safety 
concerns. It follows that paragraph 193(c) was not engaged at that time. The 
Council argues that it was not necessary to fell the trees and that any safety 
concerns could have been addressed in a less drastic way. However, as the tree 
works were not a result of the proposal that is before me, it is not necessary for me 
to comment on that matter. 

Is Oak 1 a veteran tree? 

48. There is no dispute that, if Oak 1 was a veteran tree at the time it was felled, then it 
is still a veteran tree now because the stool is alive. The Framework defines 
ancient or veteran trees as those which are of exceptional biodiversity, cultural or 
heritage value because of their age, size and condition. The first point to note is 
that Oak 1 was identified as a veteran tree in the national Ancient Tree Inventory at 
the time it was felled. At the Hearing, the appellant sought to downplay the 
significance of the inventory. I appreciate that survey information may be estimated 
where surveyors do not have access to the land. Nevertheless, Government 
standing advice on veteran trees and development advises developers to use the 
inventory to help decide whether a proposal will affect ancient or veteran trees. To 
my mind identification of a tree in the inventory is an important starting point, 
although not necessarily determinative where there is clear evidence to the 
contrary. 

49. Age and size are closely related. Guidance published by the Woodland Trust 
includes a chart which relates the girth of a tree to age and classification.8  Girth is 
normally measured at 1.5m above ground level. This presents a practical problem 
when a tree has been felled. On 22 May 2025, the Council measured the stool and 
found the diameter to be 1.8m. On 10 June 2025, the Council made a further site 
visit and measured the girth of the stool to be 5.78m. At the Hearing, the Council 

 
8 Figure 1.3 - Ancient and other veteran trees: further guidance on management (Appendix CH05 to the Council’s Statement) 
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pointed out that the measurements were taken at 0.9m above ground level, above 
the root flare. Therefore, it was suggested, these measurements were unlikely to be 
much different from what they would have been at 1.5m. In addition, the Council 
produced a photograph from before the tree was felled which indicates that the tree 
did not taper much, if at all, above the root flare.9  

50. The appellant’s Compensatory Strategy for the Loss of Irreplaceable Habitat states 
that their tree consultant measured the diameter of the stool to be 1.5m and, on this 
basis, estimated that the diameter at 1.5m above ground level would have been 
1.4m. This would equate to a girth of 4.3m. However, at the Hearing, the 
appellant’s tree consultant stated that he had not measured the stump but had 
measured the actual diameter at 1.5m above ground to be 1.4m.10 Apart from the 
obvious inconsistency in the appellant’s evidence, there is a further difficulty in that 
the only survey information before the Hearing from before the tree was felled was 
an arboricultural report dated 29 February 2024. However, the plan attached to that 
report is dated 19 March 2024 and does not appear to show Oak 1. The appellant 
was unable to provide any explanation for this discrepancy. I attach very little 
weight to the measurements contained in the schedule to the arboricultural report 
of 29 February 2024 because there is no corresponding plan to relate those 
measurements to any particular tree. 

51. I saw the stool of Oak 1 on my site visit. Whilst it is not for me to make independent 
measurements, from what I saw the Council’s measurements seem reasonable. 

52. The appellant’s evidence included an email from a second consultant (Mr Muir). 
However, there is no indication that Mr Muir ever saw the tree in question, either 
before it was felled or afterwards. Mr Muir bases his comments on the estimate of 
the girth of the tree made by the appellant’s tree consultant, which I have 
commented on above. I therefore attach very little weight to this email.  

53. Overall, I attach greater weight to the Council’s evidence on this matter. With the 
trunk having been removed, it is not possible to achieve certainty. Nevertheless,      
I consider that the Council’s figures are the best evidence before the Hearing, with 
the proviso that they may be a slight over-estimate as the tree may have tapered a 
little between 0.9m and 1.5m above ground level. Applying those figures to the 
chart referred to above, taking account of the fact that they may be a slight over-
estimate, indicates to me that the girth of Oak 1 is consistent with it being a veteran 
tree. 

54. With regard to the condition of the tree, the statement from Pineridge Tree Care 
referred to above notes the owner’s concern about branches falling into the road in 
October of 2023. The appellant’s arboricultural statement of fact refers to the 
situation in late February 2024, recording that Oak 1 and Oak 2 had shed 
significant diameter branches into the road. The appellant’s tree consultant noted 
that they had significant decay in their major scaffolds. After the trees had been 
felled, the Council’s landscape officer noted the presence of brown rot in the stool, 
although the trunk was not hollowed out. 

55. Drawing all this together, I conclude that Oak 1 was a veteran tree when it was 
felled and that the stool is a veteran tree now.  

 
9 Appendix 44 to the Council’s statement – Image 5 
10 Inspector’s note – in answer to my question, Mr Harper stated that he would not measure a stump and that he had measured the 
tree at the correct height  
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The effect of the proposal on Oak 1 

56. Although the application is in outline, access is not a reserved matter. The 
proposed site access design includes a 2m footway along the site frontage. I saw 
on my visit that such a footway would come very close to the stool of the tree. 
There would be a need to excavate into the rooting area in order to construct the 
footway. However carefully that were done, there would be further impact on a tree 
that has already been impacted by the felling that has taken place.  

57. As discussed below, the presence of Heathlands Road is likely to have affected the 
way the tree roots have grown. Nevertheless, I saw that the footway would impact 
ground that is not currently hard surfaced. Even allowing for the possibility of 
localised narrowing of the footway to 1.5m, in my view this would cause significant 
further harm. Moreover, it would be necessary to cut back any shoots on the road-
facing side of the stool in order to allow pedestrians to use the footway. This would 
hinder the restoration of the stool, as proposed in the appellant’s Compensatory 
Strategy for the Loss of Irreplaceable Habitat. 

58. The stool is irreplaceable habitat in the terms of paragraph 193(c) of the 
Framework. Construction of the footway would result in deterioration of that habitat 
which should only be permitted if there are wholly exceptional reasons and a 
suitable compensation strategy exists. The appellant advanced the argument that 
the need to protect users of Heathlands Road from falling branches amounted to a 
wholly exceptional reason. That may or may not have been a sound argument in 
relation to the felling of Oak 1. However, as explained above, the felling took place 
before the planning application that is before me was submitted. This argument 
cannot apply in circumstances where the tree has already been removed so there 
is no threat to road users. The deterioration that would flow from the appeal 
scheme would facilitate the construction of a footway to serve proposed housing. 
To my mind that is a commonplace reason, far from the wholly exceptional reasons 
contemplated in the Framework.  

59. The appellant’s Compensatory Strategy for the Loss of Irreplaceable Habitat seeks 
to address the felling of Oak 1. The evidence does not address compensation for 
the deterioration of habitat that would arise from construction of the proposed 
footway. If it had been necessary, I could have sought further information on that 
point. However, the Framework makes clear that suitable compensation is required 
in addition to wholly exceptional reasons. As there are no wholly exceptional 
reasons here, further information on compensation would not alter the outcome. 
The proposal would result in deterioration of irreplaceable habitat and, in the 
absence of wholly exceptional reasons, the Framework indicates that permission 
should be refused. 

Buffer zones 

60. The Council and the appellant disagreed on the extent of the buffer zone that 
should be created around Oak 1 to avoid further deterioration to irreplaceable 
habitat. The differences arose from differing assumptions about the diameter of the 
tree, which is used to calculate the buffer zone, and a disagreement as to whether 
an offset should be applied to account for the proportion of a circular zone that 
would be underneath Heathlands Road. For reasons given above, I give greater 
weight to the Council’s estimate of the diameter of the tree.  
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61. Offsets are commonly applied when calculating root protection areas, to account for 
parts of a theoretical circular root protection area that may be beneath roads or 
other hard surfaces. This is to reflect an expectation that roots will have extended 
further in directions that are not affected by hard surfaces. The guidance on buffer 
zones for veteran trees does not comment on offsets. However, given that one of 
the important purposes of a buffer zone is to protect tree roots, it seems logical to 
apply the same approach and to apply an offset to account for the proportion of a 
circular zone that would be under Heathlands Road. The Council’s approach 
includes such an offset, resulting in a 37m buffer zone within the site.  

62. An update to the statement of common ground includes a plan (HD28) showing 
where a 37m buffer zone would extend to, superimposed on the UIM. For the 
reasons given above, the Council’s estimate of the diameter may be a slight 
overestimate. I have taken into account that this would have the effect of reducing 
the extent of the buffer zone. The plan shows that a 37m buffer zone (or something 
of that order) would require the relocation of four of the houses shown on the UIM. 

Effect on other trees 

63. On the southern boundary there is a large oak (T102) which spreads over the site. 
The UIM showed a building within the spread of this tree. HD28 shows the 
buildings relocated, with a three storey block of apartments at this point. Even so,    
I saw that there would be a risk of the tree coming into conflict with the building, 
resulting in pressure to reduce the tree at a later date.  

64. On the northern boundary, I saw that T37 is a tall and dense tree with several major 
limbs spreading deep into the appeal site. Other trees, including T36, extend well 
into the site. On the UIM, the gardens of the houses backing on to the northern 
boundary are largely within the spread of these trees. HD28 shows the houses 
moved away a little but this would not resolve the difficulties of placing houses 
close to very large trees. The siting shown (on either plan) would result in problems 
of overshadowing gardens, safety concerns, leaf and branch litter and damage to 
garages and garden structures. It is very likely that there would be pressure to 
reduce the trees, either immediately or over time, which would be hard to resist 
given the impact that they would have on the new occupants. 

Conclusion on trees 

65. The trees around the site, including Oak 1 and Oak 2, are covered by a TPO. 
Neither the UIM, nor HD28, demonstrate that the scale of the trees around the site 
has been adequately taken into account. The juxtaposition of dwellings and large 
trees as shown would not be sustainable over time and would be likely to result in 
harm to the TPO trees.  

66. The appellant suggests that these are matters of detail which could be resolved at 
the reserved matters stage and/or through the imposition of conditions. The 
appellant relies on advice in the PPG relating to Grampian conditions which states 
that such conditions should not be used where there are no prospects at all of the 
action in question being performed.11 However, this advice does not assist the 
appellant. First, the advice relates to a specific type of condition, known as a 
Grampian condition, which requires works on land that is not controlled by the 
applicant or that requires the consent or authorisation of another body. Tree 

 
11 PPG – Reference ID: 21a-009-20140306 
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protection conditions relating to the appeal site would not be Grampian conditions. 
In any event, the PPG says when a Grampian condition should not be used. It does 
not follow that such a condition should be used in every case where there is some 
prospect of the action being taken. That will be a matter of planning judgement for 
the decision maker in all the circumstances of the case. 

67. In this case, I have to take an overall view on the merits of the proposal. In order to 
achieve a satisfactory relationship with the TPO trees to the north and south, and 
Oak 1 and Oak 2 to the east, it would be necessary to make very significant 
changes to the illustrative layouts that have been submitted. To my mind the 
appellant has failed to demonstrate that this amount of development could be 
accommodated on this site in a satisfactory manner without harm to protected 
trees. Granting permission in the terms sought would pose an unacceptable risk of 
harm to trees that are protected by a TPO. That risk would not be avoided by 
imposing conditions. The proposal would be contrary to MDD Policy CC03 which 
seeks to protect existing trees. 

68. The proposal would be contrary to paragraph 193(c) of the Framework in that it 
would result in the deterioration of irreplaceable habitat, namely Oak 1 which is a 
veteran tree. 

Biodiversity 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

69. A revised biodiversity net gain (BNG) matrix was submitted during the appeal 
process. The Council agreed with the revised baseline. The matrix showed that, 
post development, there would be a 39% net loss of area-based habitat units and a 
net gain of linear-based habitat units. However, as part of the BNG plan required 
under the Environment Act, it would be open to the appellant to purchase off-site 
habitat units. On this basis, the Council did not object to the fact that BNG would 
not be achieved on site. 

Reptiles 

70. The preliminary ecological appraisal identified that habitats recorded on and 
adjacent to the site would provide suitable shelter, commuting and hibernation 
opportunities for reptiles. The presence of common reptiles on site could not 
therefore be discounted. At the Hearing, the appellant’s ecologist commented that it 
would have been disproportionate to carry out presence/absence surveys because 
the grassland that would be developed was not of high value to reptiles. It was 
suggested that there are standard approaches to mitigation that could be secured 
by condition. The Council pointed out that four species of reptiles have been 
recorded locally, namely adder, grass snake, common lizard and slow worm. The 
Council considered that a strategy for mitigating impacts on reptiles should have 
been submitted with the application. 

71. Whilst a Strategy for Compensating Protected Species was submitted during the 
appeal process (HD9), this was a high level and generic document. It did not refer 
specifically to the appeal site, the species in question or any particular mitigation 
measures. I attach little weight to this document.  

72. The preliminary ecological appraisal identified habitat creation measures that could 
be incorporated into the development. The measures identified were creation of 
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refugia and hibernacula and planting native scrub and grassland to increase 
foraging opportunities. However, I have commented above that the UIM shows that 
most of the land would be taken up with buildings, roads, driveways, footways, 
verges and private gardens. There would be limited space within the site in which 
to implement habitat creation. 

73. I conclude that the proposal has not adequately considered how the impact on 
reptiles could be mitigated. There is an unacceptable risk that the proposal would 
be harmful to reptiles. The means of mitigation, and its likely effectiveness, are 
unclear. In these circumstances it would not be appropriate to rely on a condition to 
secure such mitigation. The proposal would be contrary to CS Policy CP7 and MDD 
Policy TB23, which together seek to ensure that development which may harm 
species of principal importance will only be permitted where mitigation measures 
can be put in place or appropriate compensation measures are provided. 

Bats 

74. The preliminary ecological appraisal noted that the site provides abundant foraging 
and commuting opportunities for bats including grassland, hedgerows, scrub, and 
adjacent woodland. It also noted that the hedgerows and adjacent woodland will 
provide significant linear features providing optimal commuting opportunities, such 
that it is likely that bats will forage and commute in the area. Moreover, a separate 
survey at Sulby Croft, which immediately adjoins the appeal site, identified six bat 
species at or over that property, with a maximum of 48 bats emerging from the side 
of the house during a dusk survey in the summer of 2024.12 The survey report 
concluded that there was an active maternity roost at the property. 

75. At the Hearing, the appellant’s ecology consultant confirmed that no site-specific 
bat survey had been undertaken. Given the acknowledged suitability of the site for 
foraging and commuting bats and the presence of an active maternity roost on 
adjoining land, in my view that was a significant omission. In the absence of survey 
information, I can only conclude that it is probable that there is an active 
commuting/foraging route across the site, most likely adjacent to the adjoining 
woodland to the north. 

76. The appellant argued that the linear features present adjacent to the site would 
remain and that mitigation could be provided by way of a sensitive lighting strategy, 
secured by a condition. However, although the linear features would remain, they 
would be affected by the proximity of housing. The condition seeks to control 
“external lighting.” I can appreciate that such a condition could require sensitive 
street lighting and, potentially, external lighting installed on new houses by the 
developer. However, in practical terms, it could not control light spill from inside 
dwellings. Nor could it prevent householders from installing their own amenity 
and/or security lighting in the future. This is particularly significant given that there 
are likely to be many plots with houses backing on to woodland edges which are 
likely to be commuting routes for bats. 

77. The appellant suggested that it would be possible to create dark corridors along the 
woodland edge. However, in my judgement that would be unachievable due to a 
lack of space, given the amount of development proposed. 

 
12 Inspector’s note – the Sulby Croft survey was carried out by different consultants although for the same client. In answer to my 
questions, Ms Reid said she had not been aware of the Sulby Croft survey before the Hearing although she was aware that there is 
a maternity roost there. 
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78. I conclude that the proposal does not provide an adequate understanding of the 
way bats are currently using the site. However, there is clear evidence that the site 
is likely to be actively used for commuting and foraging. There would be an 
unacceptable risk of significant harm to bats. I do not consider that the suggested 
lighting strategy and dark corridors would provide effective mitigation due to light 
spill from domestic properties and because there would be insufficient space for 
dark corridors. My conclusions on these matters stem from the amount of 
development proposed rather than the particulars of the UIM. I see no reason to 
think that an alternative layout for the same amount of development would enable 
effective dark corridors to be created. 

79. The proposal would be contrary to CS Policy CP7 and MDD Policy TB23. It would 
also be contrary to the Framework, which states that if significant harm to 
biodiversity cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.  

Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 

80. The proposal would create new housing within 5km of the Thames Basin Heaths 
Special Protection Area (TBH SPA). It is therefore necessary to consider whether 
the new residents would have an adverse impact on the TBH SPA, through the 
potential for additional recreational pressure. A number of local planning authorities 
have formed the Thames Basin Heaths Joint Strategic Partnership with a view to 
enabling a strategic approach to avoiding such impacts. The TBH SPA Delivery 
Framework provides a way in which individual development proposals can 
contribute proportionately to the delivery of suitable alternative natural greenspace 
(SANG). 

81. The Agreement would make provision for part of a nearby strategic SANG to be 
allocated to the appeal scheme. In addition, there would be a financial contribution 
to strategic access management and monitoring. The Council is satisfied that these 
measures would provide suitable avoidance and mitigation measures, consistent 
with the Delivery Framework. As noted above, reason for refusal (10) relating to the 
TBH SPA was not pursued. I see no reason to take a different view. I consider that 
proposal would accord with South East Plan Policy NRM6 and CS Policy CP8, 
which together seek to protect the TBH SPA. 

Whether the site is a sustainable location 

Active travel 

82. The site is not within or adjoining any defined settlement although there is ribbon 
development along Nine Mile Ride. The only facilities close to the site are a church, 
a primary school and a tennis club. There is a garden centre which offers a form of 
food shopping and some other businesses around 0.8km to the north. However, the 
intervening section of Heathlands Road has no footways and limited scope for 
pedestrians to take refuge clear of the carriageway. It feels like an unsafe 
environment for walking and I consider that few would use it as a walking route. 

83. There are facilities in Crowthorne, including primary schools and a local shopping 
parade with a Tesco Express. The walking distance to the shops is 1.8km, which in 
itself would be a deterrent to some. Moreover, the route is not attractive for 
pedestrians, particularly along Nine Mile Ride where the combination of a narrow 
footway and busy traffic makes for an uncomfortable walking experience. The 
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combination of distance, unattractive walking environment and a relatively limited 
retail offer at the destination indicates to me that, in practice, very few residents at 
the appeal site would choose to walk to the Crowthorne shops. Similarly, very few 
would walk to the Crowthorne primary schools. 

84. Crowthorne, Wokingham, and Wokingham train stations are all within cycling 
distance. However, the roads are not attractive for cycling because of busy traffic 
and a lack of dedicated cycle facilities. Hatch Ride is a promoted cycle route which 
runs towards Wokingham from Heathlands Road. The route follows a track through 
Gorrick Plantation. No doubt this would be an attractive leisure route during fine 
weather. However, I doubt it would be attractive as a year round commuting route. 
Overall, I consider that only the most experienced and determined cyclists would 
make a significant number of trips from the appeal site by cycle. 

Public transport 

85. Bus route 125 runs along Nine Mile Ride, providing services to Crowthorne and 
Wokingham. The Council estimates that the walking distance to the stop from the 
appeal site is 0.8km. That distance would, in itself, deter some from choosing to 
use bus services. Moreover, the service level is not frequent. The first bus to 
Crowthorne is not until around 10:00 and thereafter the buses are around every two 
hours until early evening. The Council’s transport witness commented that this 
service provides an opportunity to make some shopping and leisure journeys by 
public transport but would not be suitable for most trips for work or education.          
I agree. 

86. National rail services can be accessed at Wokingham, Bracknell and Sandhurst, 
amongst other locations. There are therefore opportunities to make longer trips by 
rail although, for the reasons given above, it is likely that most trips to the stations 
would be by car. 

Transport measures 

87. The main transport measures proposed are a footway on the west side of 
Heathlands Road, from the site access to Nine Mile Ride, a bus service 
enhancement contribution, a contribution to enhance two bus stops and a travel 
plan. The footway would connect to the site to existing footways on Nine Mile Ride 
which would improve pedestrian accessibility to the appeal site. However, in my 
view this is unlikely to have much effect on the travel choices made by future 
residents because there are so few facilities nearby. 

88. The Agreement provides for a “bus service enhancement contribution.” However, 
the detailed wording of the Agreement makes clear that enhancing services is only 
one potential use of this contribution. It could be used simply to maintain the 
existing level of service, which is itself dependent on public subsidy. Although the 
Council has a Bus Service Improvement Plan, route 125 is only one of a number of 
services to be considered for enhancement. The operator of route 125 has advised 
that enhancing the service interval would cost £220,000 each year, whereas the 
contribution would amount to £44,800 for one year only. This could only be 
effective if pooled with other contributions. However, there was no evidence before 
the Hearing that significant further development is likely to come forward in relevant 
locations to generate such contributions. In my view it is more likely that the 
contribution would be used to maintain the existing level of public subsidy. This 
would not improve on the current situation and would be temporary.  
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89. Improving the nearest bus stops would no doubt be useful in itself. However, 
without any changes to the services on offer, it is unlikely to make a material 
difference to transport choices. 

90. The Framework Travel Plan submitted with the application is mainly directed to 
providing information to new residents that may encourage take up of sustainable 
travel options. The difficulty with that approach in this case is that the opportunities 
for sustainable transport options would be limited, so it is hard to see how merely 
providing information would have much practical effect on the transport choices 
made by future residents.  

91. Overall, I consider that the proposed transport measures would do little to improve 
the ability of new residents to choose sustainable transport modes. I attach only 
limited weight to the transport measures contained in the Agreement. 

Conclusions on transport options 

92. Drawing all this together, I consider that the proposal would be highly dependent on 
transport by car. In the terms of paragraph 110 of the Framework, I do not consider 
that this is a sustainable location. Nor would it be made sustainable through the 
proposed transport measures. The proposal would not limit the need to travel, 
because there are so few facilities nearby. Nor would it offer a genuine choice of 
transport modes, other than to a very limited extent. I note that the Framework 
states that opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary 
between urban and rural areas. Nevertheless, looking at this appeal scheme in the 
round, I consider that it is contrary to the policies of the Framework that promote 
sustainable transport.  

93. The proposal would be contrary to CS Policy CP1, which requires proposals to 
demonstrate how they would reduce the need to travel, particularly by private car. It 
would also be contrary to Policy CP6, which seeks to manage travel demand by 
locating development where there will be choices in the mode of travel and where 
the distance people need to travel will be minimised. 

Living conditions 

94. The Council was concerned that some plots shown on the UIM would not meet the 
minimum garden length of 11m which is set out in the Borough Design Guide 
(BDG) Supplementary Planning Document. An alternative version of the layout 
(HD28) showed how the scheme could be adjusted to meet that minimum. Given 
that this is an outline application, I consider that it has been shown that the 
Council’s objection in relation to the BDG (if that were the only matter of concern) 
could be resolved at reserved matters stage. 

95. I commented above that the garden depths shown on the UIM and HD28 would not 
create a sustainable relationship with protected trees, nor would they avoid harm to 
bats. Those are matters that I have taken into account elsewhere. I conclude that 
the Council’s concerns in relation to the BDG are not a matter that in itself weighs 
against the appeal. 

Other matters 

96. Interested parties raised a number of matters, most of which have been covered 
above. In addition, there were concerns about the safety of the proposed access. 
An access road would be created in the position of an existing field gate. I saw that 
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there is scope to create adequate visibility splays at this point. This could be 
secured by condition. The Council has not objected on grounds of highway safety.  
I share that view. 

97. The Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and Berkshire West Integrated Care Board 
sought a developer contribution to primary health care facilities if the appeal was to 
be allowed. However, as I have decided to dismiss the appeal on other grounds, it 
is not necessary for me to comment further on this matter. 

Conclusions 

The development plan 

98. MDD Policy CC01 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
which is in similar, though not identical, terms to that set out in the Framework. It 
states that where relevant policies are out-of-date at the time of making the 
decision then the Council will grant permission unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. I have concluded above that that Policies CP9, CP11 and CC02 
are inconsistent with the delivery of the level of housing that is required by the 
Framework. They are therefore out-of-date. These are important and relevant to the 
determination of the appeal because they relate to the spatial strategy of the plan. 
The balancing exercise set out at 2(a) and 2(b) of the policy is therefore engaged. 

99. Part 2(b) of the policy requires the decision maker to take account of whether 
specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. 
In this case I have found that the proposal would be contrary to policies of the 
Framework relating to the natural environment because it would result in the 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitat, namely the veteran tree Oak 1. The 
Framework says that such development should be refused unless there are wholly 
exceptional circumstances, which there are not. It follows that there are material 
considerations which indicate that development should be restricted, so the 
proposal would be contrary to Policy CC01. 

100. Even if Part 2(b) did not indicate that development should be restricted, it would be 
necessary to determine whether any adverse impacts of planning permission would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in the Framework taken as a whole. If that exercise were undertaken,          
I consider that the benefits would be: 

 delivery of 49 dwellings, to which I attach significant weight having regard 
to the current position on housing land supply; 

 delivery of 20 affordable housing units, to which I attach significant weight 
having regard to the need for such units; 

 economic benefits, to which I attach moderate weight because these 
would largely be during the construction phase; and 

 creation of public open space, to which I attach limited weight, first 
because the amount of such space is not yet known, and second because 
the site is relatively isolated and any open space within it would meet the 
needs of new residents rather than the wider community. 

101. The provision of a footway along Heathlands Road, as far as the site access, 
would provide pedestrian access for new residents but would have little benefit to 
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the wider community. There would be a net loss of BNG area-based habitat units 
on site. The requirement for 10% net gain would need to be met by off-site credits 
at an unknown location. I regard these as neutral factors. 

102.  The adverse impacts would be: 

 conflict with the spatial strategy, to which I attach moderate weight 
because, although the spatial strategy is out-of-date, the proposal would 
be poorly located in relation to the existing pattern of development; 

 harm to the character and appearance of the area, to which I attach 
significant weight because, although the impacts would be localised, this 
is a valued landscape, which the Framework seeks to protect and 
enhance, and because the proposal would result in a significant level of 
harm; 

 that the site is not a sustainable location, to which I attach significant 
weight because the Framework emphasises the important of promoting 
sustainable transport; 

 impacts on bats and reptiles, to which I attach very significant weight, in 
particular because there would be significant harm to bats, which are 
protected species, and the Framework states that planning permission 
should be refused if significant harm to biodiversity cannot be avoided, 
mitigated or compensated for; and 

 deterioration of irreplaceable habitat, to which I attach very significant 
weight because the Framework states that planning permission should be 
refused where development results in such deterioration unless there are 
wholly exceptional reasons. 

103. I consider that the adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits. It follows that the proposal would be contrary to Policy CC01. 

104. For the reasons given above, I consider that the proposal would also be contrary 
to the following development plan policies: 

 CP1 – sustainable development; 

 CP3 – general principles for development; 

 CP6 – managing travel demand; 

 CP7 – biodiversity; 

 CP9 – scale and location of development proposals; 

 CP11 – proposals outside development limits; 

 CC02 – development limits; 

 CC03 – green infrastructure, trees and landscape; and 

 TB23 – biodiversity and development. 

105. The proposal would accord with South East Plan Policy NRM6 and CS Policy CP8 
relating to the TBH SPA. The statement of common ground identifies other relevant 
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development plan polices, such as those relating to infrastructure, housing mix, 
sustainable design and other development management matters. No party 
suggested that these policies would be breached or that they could not be 
addressed at reserved matters stage. Nevertheless, the proposal would be contrary 
to a number of important policies, as set out above. I conclude that the proposal 
would be in conflict with the development plan as a whole. 

Other material considerations 

106. The Framework is a material consideration. The approach to decision making set 
out in paragraph 11(d) is engaged because of the housing land supply position. 
The policies most important for determining the application are therefore deemed to 
be out of date. However, irreplaceable habitats are assets of particular importance, 
as identified in footnote 7. In my view the deterioration of irreplaceable habitat, 
namely Oak 1, provides a strong reason for refusing the proposal. This is because  
I have found that there would be significant harm to Oak 1 and because the 
Framework states that planning permission should be refused where development 
results in deterioration of irreplaceable habitat unless there are wholly exceptional 
reasons. 

107. However, even if this did not provide a strong reason for refusal, it would then be 
necessary to carry out the balancing exercise set out in paragraph 11(d)(ii). The 
benefits and adverse effects would be as identified above. It would also be 
necessary to have particular regard to relevant key policies of the Framework, as 
detailed in that paragraph. I consider that the polices that seek to direct 
development to sustainable locations are particularly pertinent to the circumstances 
of this appeal, so this could only add weight to the adverse effects. The outcome of 
that exercise would be the same as for Policy CC01. The adverse impacts would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. It follows that the Framework 
does not indicate a decision other than in accordance with the development plan. 

Overall conclusion 

108. For the reasons given above, the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

David Prentis  

Inspector 
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“ 
The Planning inspectorate 
Reom 1404 . Direct Line 0117-987 8927 
Tollgate House Switchboard 0117-987 2000 
Houlton Street Fax No 0117 - 987 8139 
Bristol BS2 9DJ GTN 1374 - 8927- 

E-mail ENQUIPIES.PINS@GTNET.GOV.UK 

C A Lennon Associates Your ref: 
Oxford House RJH 
2a Oxford Road East OurreE 
WINDSOR THAPP/X0360/A/98/298932/P9 
Berks Date: 
SL4 IEF 12 SAN 19993 

Dear Sirs 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990, SECTION 78 AND SCHEDULE 6 APPEAL BY HICKS DEVELOPMENTS LTD 
APPLICATION NO: 98/67400/F 

1 The Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the Regions has appointed me to determine this appeal which concems the decision of Wokingham District Council to refuse planning permission for 5 detached dwellings and garages at Hogmoor Lane, Wards Cross, Hurst. I conducted a hearing on 12 November 1998, 

2 From all that I have seen, heard and read, L consider that the main issues in this appeal are the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the rural area, the effect of the proposal on hiphway safety in Hogmoor Lane and at its junction with the A321 and whether a shortfall in housing land supply warrants the release of this site, 

3. 
-2006 and the Loddon 
The policies detailed 

pass through a 2-stage expected for a considerable time. I will therefore afford a policies of the Deposit Local Plan which are not similar to those of the development j'tan. 

Policies C2 of the Structure Plan, LTV2 of the Loddon 
it Local Pian nim to restrict 

Policies C6 

icy WBEI of the Deposit 
1 Finally, Deposit Local 
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development plan are Policy WH6 which states that a variety of house sizes and types are required to meet the housing needs of the district, and WIC18 which aims to Protect watercourses, 

5. The appeal site is on the north west side of Hogmoor Lane, outside the settlement boundary of Hurst as defined in the Local Plan.’ You claim no agricultural or other policy justification. for the proposed development. National advice in Planning Policy Guidance 7, The Countryside .- Environmental Quality and Economic and Social Development (PPG °7), states that new houscbuilding in the countryside should be strictly controlled. The site lies also within the green gap between Hurst and Twyford: The aim of the green gap policy is to maintain physical and visual separation between settlements in order to retain their distinctiveness and their open rural setting. At my site inspection I noted that the built up area of Twyford lies about 1Km north of the appeal site, across an area of flat countrysid:: consisting of about 1 or 2 large open arable fields. The hedges which bound those fields include mature trees but are discontinuous, Particularly beside the A321 from which clear views of the appeal site can be obtained. The site would also be visible from parts of a byway which links the A321 with Hogntoor Lane, The appeal site has a frontage of about 80m- 90m to Hogmoor Lane, which I consider forms a substantial gap in the streetscene, greater than what would normally be termed an infill plot, and which makes a significant contribution to the semi-rural character of the Lane. Viewed from the Lane the appeal site appears as an integral part of the preen gap between the village and Twyford. It is separated from the field uf which it forms a part only by a recently-planted hedge of low and Sparse growth. Although you comment that the rear boundary of the site is in line with those of the adjacent dwellings, and that. the development would thus represent a logical rounding-off of the built form of the village, I- consider that: the proposed development would be widely visible as a sipnificant incursion into the relatively narrow belt of open land between Hurst and Twyford. You state that Hogmoor Lane has other examples of infill development, in the form of Willow Croft and April Cottage, near to the appeal site on the north side of the Lane, and Badgers Lodge opposite. However, f find that all those examples are within the settlement boundary of Hurst and outside the Green gap, and are therefore subject to difterent policies, 

the like, not all of which 
urbanising effect, . 

7 _ Theve are deep, wide ditches at the front and north cast sides of the site. -The area is not - within a floodplain but the watercourses provide a wildlife corridor and help to relieve the flooding 
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to which Hogmoor Lane is susceptible. The proposed dwelling on plot 5, and the proposed garages 

at the front of the site, would be located from 0.5m-2.0m from the top of the bank. The Environment 

Ageucy suggested a condition that a 4m planting zone be left at the tops of the banks, in order to 

protect the. wildlife corridor and to safeguard the stnictural integrity of the banks. You state that you 

are unsure whether the site boundary passes along the centreline of the watercourses or along the tops 

of the-banks; but that you have no objection in principle to such a condition. However, I consider 
that the amendments to the scheme which would be necessary to accommedafe such a planting zone 

would represent a substantial change to the proposed layout of the development. The garages would 

be set further back on the site but I consider that would be outweighed by the fact that the dwellings 
would be likely to be iocnted closer together, thus adding to the urban’ ing effect identified above. I 
consider therefore that ir. view of all the above the scale, size and massing of the proposal would be 
incongruous. and out of character with the semi-rural setting of the Lane, and that the proposed 
development would conflict with the Council's aims to restrict. development in the,countryside and,te 
maintain the sépardte identity of neighbouring settlements. I conclude therefore that the proposed 
development would coaflict with Policies C2 and C6 of the Structure Plan, with Policies LTV2, LCL 
and LBE2 of the Loddon Area Local Plan, aud with Policies WCC1, WCC2 and WBEI of the 
emergitig Wokingham District Local Plan. , 

3. I now turn to consider the second issue, that of the effect of the proposed development on. 
highway safety. Hogmoor Lane is a single-track road about 3m-3.5m wide in the vicinity of the 
appeal site, narrowing to 2.8m wide xbout 20m-30m to the north There are no footways, and 
vehicles appear to use the private drives of houses on the line as informal passing places... The Lane 
is used for recreation by pedestrians, cyclists and riders a8 part of a loval network of footpaths and 
byways. As there is no. footway: pedestrians have to step onto the verge by the appeal site, or take 
refuge in driveways to allow: vehicles to pass. It was stated by residents iin representations that the 
Lane is used as part ofa commuter “rat-run”’ in the moming and evening yush hours, but no evidence 
of this was presented, Although you comment that the addition of 5 new driveways would increase 
the number of passing spaces for pedestrians and vehicles, [ consider that there would still be 
considerable potential for conflict between vehicles and other road. users in the Lane. At present 
Hogmoor Lane in the vicinity of the appeal site serves 13 dwellings, together with a small number of 
scattered. dwellings and farms in the rural area beyond the settlement boundary. I noted at my site 
inspection that the volume of traffic in ths Lane is low. This observation is supported by a limited 
survey of traffic movements which yout carried out at the Junction of Hogmoor Lane and the A321. 
There is likely. to-be considerable reliance on the cat by existing and proposed rusidents for journeys 
to work, school and shop in view cf the infrequéncy of the local bus service and the fact that a car is 
needed to reach the nearest railway station at Twyfor.. I consider therefore that the traffic generated 
by 5 additional dwellings would represent. a significant proportional increase in the number of 
vehicles likely to use the Lane, even it ‘hrough-traffic would be likely to be reduced by the erection 
of the approved Access Only signs at its entrance. 

9. The junction of Hogmoor Lane and the A321 is in the form of a Y, with a small informal 
istand between the armis of the junction. There is a 40mph speed limit on the main road, and the 
volume of traffic appeared to me to be moderate, although considerably greater than on Hogmeor 
Lane. Visibility for emerging traffic is restricted at the junction, particularly when looking towards 
the right or north west, in the direction of vehicles approaching the village from Twyford. Vehicles 

42



approaching from that direction appeared to me to travel faster than those approaching the junction 

from the centre of the village, where cats parked on'the road outside the shops have something of a 

traffic calming effect. Planning Policy Guidarice 13, Traaszort (PPG 13), contains recommendations 

on minimum visibility distances at road. junctions. For the #wiction as a whole maximum visibility is 

38m at a minor road distance of 4.5m and S8niat24m. 7. Yistances are considerably less than 

the 120m visibility distance recommended in FPG 13. Visi oma is zero when looking to the 

left in the left hand arm of the junction, or to the sight in the... - utd arm. No accidents involving 

personal injury have been recorded in the vicinity of the junctiay in the last 3 years. It would be 

difficult to improve the visibility at the junction because the main obstruction to view is the 

traditional stone wall at the boundary with Wards Cross House, the listed building on the northern 

corner of the Lane, To sm up on this issue, there-ore, I consider that the volume of traffic likely to 

be generated by the proposed dwellings would resuh in a significant increase in the use of this rather 

hazardous fuiiction, and in the potential for conflicz between vehicles and other road users oa the 

Lane itself I conclude that the proposed development would be likely to lead to an unacceptable 

reduction in highway safety on Hogmoor Lane and.at its junction with the A321. 

10. [now tum to the third issue,conceming housing land availability. Planning Policy Guidance 

3, Housing (PPG 3), states that the planning system must provid an adequate and continuous supply 

of land for housing, with a choice of sites which are both suitable and available, The Council has for 

many years experienced problems in establishing a 5 year supply of land for residential development, 

and has recently carried out an exercise tn identify new sites. You point out that the appeal site 

formed part of 2 larger proposcis for housing development land put forward for consideration in the 

Council’s recent consultation exercise to find new sites for residential development, and was 

_ .mtified a§ being suitable for 5 dwellings. However, the proposals which included the appeal site 

were eliminated at an carly stage of the sifting process. The development strategy aims to 

concentrate housing growth on a new settlement at Gitzely, and on 2 other large sites elsewhere, 

which together with other measures would appear to meet the required targets, according to the very 

recent repuc »n the situation supplied by the Council. You expressed doubts that, for a number of 

reasons, the sites would be ‘unlikely to be developed in time ‘to fulfil eithier the 5 year requirement or 

indeed the Structure Plan programme. The appropriate way to test that is through the process leading 

to the adoption of the emerging Local Plan. However, in my view the Council appear to be making 

strenuous efforts to overcome the problem. On balance I do not consider that the possibility of 

slippage in the programme of housing provision would bs sufficient to outweigh the other 

fundamental objections to the scheme identified above, I conclude on this issue that a potential 

shortfall in housing land supply would not warrant the release of this small site, : 

11. I note that there is a badger sett on land adjacent {o the appeal site. Planning Policy Guidance 

9, Nature Coriservation (PPG 9), confirms that the presence of a protected spécies is a material 

consideration when proposed development might harm the species or its f Sitat. The sett is about 

20m from the northern comer of the land. The proposed development would therefore be unlikely to 

affect the sett directly, but would alter the character of part of the badgers’ range. However, gardens 

can be veluatle foraging areas, A license would be required under the 1992 Protection of Badgers 

Act to ciiry out development within a certain distance of the sett, which would include the 

specification of measures to pratect the bauigers. The Council has proposed a condition which would 
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Tequire a badger survey aud a mitigation scheme. I consider therefore that measures could be agreed to ensure that the badgers would not be adversely affected by the Proposed development. 

13. For the above reasons and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I hereby dismiss this appeal. 

Yours faithfully 

FSP hea Chinrers 

Stephanie Chivers BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

Inspector 
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FOR THE APPELLANTS 

Mr MH Carter 

FOR THE COUNCIL 
> 

Mrs B Polnik BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

Mr T Callaghan 

Mr D Webb 

INTERESTED PERSONS 

Mr H Larkin 

MrJ Lemon 

Mrs A Lade 

Dr J V.ade 

Mrs A Leigh 

Mrs J Spiller 

-ivirs A Drake 

MrF Whittaker 

Mr A Hitt: 

Ref'No: ‘T/APP/X0360/A/98/298932/P9 

Lennon Assuciates 

Senior Planning Officer 
Wokingham District Council 

Highways Development Control Officer 
Wokingham District Council 

Environment Agency 

St Nicholas Hurst Parish Council 
Quest Cottage, Hinton Rosd, Hurst 

Chairman, Hurst Village Society 

Friends of Hogmoor Lane 
Wards Cross House, Hopmoor Lane, Hurst 

” Wards Cross House, Hogmoot Lane, Hurst 

Resident, Hogmoor Lane, Hutst 

3 Hogmoor Lane, Hurst 

Waldon Acres, Wokingham Road, Hurst 

Appletree Cottage, Hozmoor Lane, Hurst 

The Old Posting House, Hogmoor Lane, Hurst 
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RefNo: T/APP/X0360/4/98/298922/P9 

MrT Pope Grappenhali House, Hogmoor Lane, Hurst 

Mrs BL Robinson : White Rose Cottage, Poplar Lane, Hurst 

Mr and Mrs D King Long Barn, Heemoor Lane, Hurst 

DOCUMENTS 

Document I List of persons present at the hearing 

Document 2 . Note on situation re, 5-year housing fand supply 
requirement, as at 9 November 1993 

Document 3 . Proof of evidence of MrC A /.ennon re, Proposed new 
village at Grazeley 

Document 4 Suggested condition re. barger survey and protection 

Document 5 Agenda of Environmental Services Committee Meeting, 
9 November 1998 

Document 6 Advice note Badgers on Site - A Guide for De. elopers 
: and Planners 

Document 7 Inspector's Decision Letter ve. Appeal at land south of 
352 Finchampstread Road, Wokingham 98/292611 

Document 8 Suggested Highways conditions 

Document 9 Results of traffic survey on Hogmnor Lane and A321 
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Ref Wo. TAAPP/X0360/A/98/298932/P9 

Extract from Wokingaam District Local Plan Deposit 
Draft shuwing Hurst anc Tevyford 

Extract fiom ‘Wokingham District Local Plan Deposit 
Draft showing Shinfield area 

PHOTOGRAPHS 

Photographs t Set of photogrephs of the area near to the appeal site 

Photographs 2 Photocopies of sume set of pho‘ogtaphs, numbered with 
key plan showing location of sites from which the 
photos wens taken : 
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Ridgeway Heritage Consultant 

Appeal Statement for Heritage: Summary and Conclusions 
Dr Richard Massey 

Dated: 30th June 2026 
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 LAND NORTH-WEST OF BROADWATER LANE AND WEST OF 
HOGMOOR LANE, HURST, BERKSHIRE RG10 0DS  
 

Local Authority Planning Reference: 260353, PINS Reference:  PP/X0360/W/26/6011047 
 
A Permission in Principle application was submitted by Shorewood Homes on February 9th, 2025, 

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’. This application represented a revision 

of the 2024 Application and 2025 Appeal Sites, and proposed a partial redistribution of built form 

from the Broadwater Lane frontage to that of Hogmoor Lane. The revised proposals have sought 

to address the reasons given by the Planning Inspector for dismissing the 2025 Appeal, although 

this revised application was refused by Wokingham Borough Council on March 30th, 2026. 

 
APPEAL STATEMENT FOR HERITAGE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
  
The following comments are made in conclusion to the Appeal Statement for Heritage, which was 

submitted in June, 2026, in support of objections to the Appeal Scheme. They represent a response 

to the claims made in the Appeal Statement submitted by the appellant in support of the latest 

scheme proposals.  

 
1. The Appeal Site is bounded on its south-western and south-eastern sides by residential 

properties, and by Broadwater Lane, the A321 Twyford Road. To the south-east, it is partly 

bounded by Hogmoor Lane, and to the east and north-east it is surrounded by open 

farmland. It currently comprises an irregular plot of undeveloped land of 0.96ha in extent, 

which remains in agricultural use, and is managed as permanent pasture. The Appeal Site 

comprises two distinct, but internally connected, elements. Of these, the western (Plots 1-

3) would occupy the eastern section of the road frontage of Broadwater Lane, immediately 

to the north-west of Ward’s Cross House, with the eastern (Plots 4-7) on the frontage of 

Hogmoor Lane, immediately to the north-east of Long Barn. On Broadwater Lane, the 

proposed development would continue to affect the settings of a number of Grade II-

listed properties, including Wards Cross House, with two non-designated buildings of 

historic interest affected on the Hogmoor Lane side.  
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2. The Appeal Site would have no effect on the more distant Hurst Conservation Area, but 

would directly adjoin the Hurst Area of Special Character (AOSC). The Appeal Site itself 

contains no heritage assets, but has visual linkage with a number of Grade II-listed 

buildings, and two non-listed buildings of historic interest. The two elements of the Appeal 

Site would be linked by an internal access roadway leading off Broadwater Lane, with a 

prominent bellmouth opening on this thoroughfare. The proposed dwellings on the 

northern side of Broadwater Lane would be partly set back from the road frontage, behind 

a landscaped strip. The elevation design, including scale, massing, material palette and 

detail, of the proposed dwellings would be a reserved matter, although it is assumed that 

this would broadly conform to local built character. However, the Appellant’s case is 

unsupported by any proposals for the scale, massing and design of the proposed units.  

 
3. An earlier application, for nine detached dwellings to occupy the currently open frontage 

on the northern side of Broadwater Lane, was dismissed at Appeal, in October, 2025. In 

relation to heritage and landscape matters, the Planning Inspector established the following 

points, which remain wholly relevant to this Appeal Statement :  

• The attributes of the Site contribute positively to the settings of surrounding listed 
buildings;  

• This contribution would be significantly undermined by the proposed development, and 
would cause harm to the settings of surrounding listed buildings;  

• The level of resulting harm would be towards the higher end of less than substantial, 
which would be contrary to Policy TB26 of the MDLP, which requires that considerable 
weight be given to the preservation of the settings of listed buildings;  

• The landscape attributes of the Site include the peaceful and undeveloped character of a 
pastoral landscape. While not an intrinsically valuable or designated landscape, this 
contributes positively to the settings of listed building and the AOSC; and  

• Policy TB26 of the MDLP states that planning permission should only be granted for 
proposals affecting AOSCs when they demonstrably enhance the traditional, historical, 
local and special character of the Area.  

 

4. The proposed reduction in development on the Broadwater Lane frontage would partly, 

but not entirely, reduce the level of setting impact on Grade II-listed Buttercups and Bower 

Cottage, although any completed development would remain highly visible from these two  
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properties, and views of the reduced open landscape setting to their north would be 

narrowed and compromised. Notwithstanding the proposed offsetting of dwellings behind 

a roadside strip along Broadwater Lane, there would be no change in the high degree of 

impact to the settings of Grade II-listed Elder Cottage, Parker’s Cottage and Wards Cross  

House. The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has considerably underestimated the effect of 

the reduced level of development in this location on both heritage settings and the AOSC 

 

5. Adverse impacts to the settings of designated heritage assets on Broadwater Lane would 

be exacerbated by the proposed bellmouth opening onto Broadwater Lane, and by 

resulting additional traffic movements and activity. It is therefore confidently asserted that 

a high level of less than substantial harm to the setting and significance of Parker’s and 

Elder Cottages, and of Wards Cross House, would apply to the Appeal scheme, and that, 

in terms of heritage impacts, this would offer no substantive advantage over the originally 

proposed 2024 scheme.  

 

6. The proposed four dwellings within the eastern element of the Appeal Site would face 

onto Hogmoor Lane, and would considerably detract from the quiet rural aspect of this 

road and the direct views of open countryside from its north-western side. These views, 

and open rural surroundings on the western margins of the village, contribute importantly 

to the settings and significance of non-listed Long Barn and Munfin House, both of which 

are of historic interest. Such development would also have a more limited effect on the 

wider rural setting of adjacent Grade II-listed The Old Posting House, on the south-eastern 

side of Hogmoor Lane.  

 

7. The Appeal Site directly abuts the AOSC, and would be included within an important part 

of its open rural setting which is closely related to the historic development and character 

of Hurst village. The Appeal scheme would therefore fail to comply with the special 

character and historic landscape context of the AOSC, and would conflict with Policies 

TB21 and TB26 of the MDLP. The proposed development, and its essentially suburban 

character, would be directly visible from neighbouring parts of the AOSC and its  
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component historic buildings, and would greatly detract from the quality of such views 

and from perceptions of the historic landscape setting and context of the wider village.  

 
8. The Appellant has wholly failed to acknowledge the importance of the unaltered landscape 

setting and context of the AOSC, and its importance as an aspect of historic setting and a  

strategic gap between settlements. The Appeal scheme would introduce a linear form of 

development along the northern side of Broadwater Lane and the western side of Hogmoor 

Lane, which would result in harm to the historic context, setting and significance of the 

AOSC. The proposed internal road within the Appeal Site would result in an inappropriate 

and overly urban contrast with the surrounding area, which would result in harm to 

landscape character and the setting of the AOSC. The level of attributed harm to this non-

designated heritage asset would be in the moderate to high range of less than substantial. 

While the proposed development is claimed by the Appellant to reflect the linear pattern 

of development along Broadwater Lane, such development applies only to the southern side 

of the Lane, and not to the open northern side.  

 

9. Wokingham Borough Council has assessed the Appeal Site and surrounding landscape 

against the relevant criteria of the GLVIA 3: Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (2013). Within this, the open area north of Broadwater Lane has been found to 

demonstrate all relevant landscape values, including those of scenic quality, rarity, 

conservation interest and associations. The Local Planning Authority has therefore 

established that the Appeal Site and surrounding landscape contain numerous and 

significant visual landscape attributes. The Appellant has failed to recognise the significant 

landscape values associated with the Site and its surroundings.  

 

10. Far from ameliorating adverse effects on heritage settings and the AOSC, the Appeal 

scheme would simply displace an element of proposed development footprint to the 

Hogmoor Lane frontage.  The unaltered area of open farmland to the north of Broadwater 

Lane comprises a significant historic settlement gap, which identifies Hurst as a spatially 

distinct village settlement. Any erosion of this existing gap would diminish the distinction 

between Hurst village and Whistley Green to the north, and would render the balance of  
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undeveloped land vulnerable to future infill. The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has failed 

to recognise the strategic spatial values of the Appeal Site and surrounding open area, or 

the contribution made by these values to the wider setting and historic context of this part 

of the village.  

 

11. While the proposed internal access road linking Broadwater Lane with Hogmoor Lane 

would not be readily perceptible from Broadwater Lane, other than a glimpsed transient 

view, the Appellant has failed to recognise the wider visibility of substantial detached 

dwellings from both Broadwater and Hogmoor Lanes. The Appellant’s case is not 

supported by any proposed elevation designs or visual impact assessments for the 

completed development. This case is therefore reliant on perceived visual relationships 

between heritage assets and the Appeal Site in its undeveloped state, and has not considered 

the visual impact of completed dwellings of  an estimated 8-9m roof-ridge height, which 

would have far wider visibility.  

 
12. Contrary to the views expressed within the Appellant’s Appeal Statement, the currently 

proposed scheme would result in unacceptable adverse effects to the wider landscape 

settings of a number of designated and non-designated historic buildings, and of the Hurst 

Area of Special Character. It has also failed to acknowledge the role of the Appeal Site in 

the historic development of the village, and its importance as an aspect of historic 

landscape. The Appeal scheme would also erode the area of open farmland on the margins 

of Hurst village which is integral to its historic landscape context, and which forms an 

important settlement gap between Hurst and an adjoining village. The overall level of harm 

to heritage assets and unaltered historic landscape resulting from the Appeal Scheme is 

therefore assessed as being towards the higher end of less than substantial. This Appeal 

Statement for heritage, and resulting Summary, therefore strongly endorse the assessments 

and opinions expressed in earlier assessments (RHC 2024 and 2026), and the comments 

and observations made in the Inspector’s report of October, 2025. The revised scheme 

would also conflict with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

with Policies TB21, TB24 and TB26 of the Wokingham Borough MDLP.  

 

54



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Dr Richard Massey MCIfA FSA                                                                      June 30th, 2026.  
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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1. This Appeal Statement has been prepared by Dr Richard Massey, in his capacity as Director of 

Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy. The Statement has been commissioned by Dr and Mrs J. Lade, as 

objectors to the proposed scheme. 

1.1 Dr Richard Massey has over 28 years’ experience as a heritage consultant, working in both the 

curatorial and commercial sectors, and advising on archaeological and heritage management for a 

wide range of  commercial and residential developments. He has widespread experience of  

providing heritage advice and advising on planning and consent applications for clients, in both 

private and public sectors, both as a commercial consultant, and as a former Inspector of  Ancient 

Monuments at English Heritage (now Historic England). This has included high-level planning 

advice on all aspects of  the management of  the historic environment, and the mitigation of  

impacts to urban areas and heritage settings.    

 

1.2 I was a local resident for the last 40 years, until 2024, and have a detailed knowledge of, and interest 

in, the historic environment of  the Wokingham area. My work as former project manager at 

Cotswold Archaeology has included work for local authorities and private clients regarding a wide 

range of  heritage assets across southern England, including both rural and Conservation Area 

settings. Since establishing an independent consultancy practice in 2020, I have undertaken project 

work within a wide variety of  planning contexts, including at Southampton, Gosport, Portsmouth, 

Reading, Oxford, Cheltenham, Richmond, London SW1, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Milton Keynes, 

Windsor, Henley on Thames, Bristol, Whitchurch, Christchurch, Frome and Pewsey. A current CV 

is submitted as an appendix to this Written Representation.  

 

 1.3 I have extensive experience of  planning appeals, at both Written Representation and Public Inquiry 

level. Amongst others, this has included appearance as expert witness at Inquiry for Fort Gilkicker, 

Gosport (2009), Llanvapley, Monmouthshire (2014), Saxonvale, Frome (2016) Wisley, Surrey MDA 

(2017), and the Minchens Lane, Bramley Solar Scheme (2023). Recent Appeals by Written 

Representation have included those at Pinks Hill, Fareham, Reading and Great Bedwyn, Wiltshire. 

1.4 The evidence I have prepared and provided in this Written Representation is true, and has been 

prepared and given in accordance with the guidance of  my professional institutions, the Chartered 

Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA), of  which I am a full member, and the Society of  Antiquaries, 

of  which I was elected a fellow in 2020.  
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2. THE STRUCTURE OF THIS APPEAL STATEMENT 

 

2.1 I am instructed to present an Appeal Statement in respect of  heritage matters in relation to this 

Planning Appeal. My evidence will deal with the nature of  the Appeal Site to the north of  

Broadwater Lane and west of  Hogmoor Lane, the proposed development, the built and landscape 

context of  the Appeal Site and its visual relationship with heritage assets, and the conformity of  

the proposed development with local and national planning policies. My Appeal Statement is 

structured as follows: 

• Section 3: a description of  the Appeal Site, and its heritage context; 

• Section 4: provides a description of  the currently proposed Appeal Scheme; 

• Section 5 summarises the planning history of  the Appeal site; 

• Section 6: summarises the Planning Policy context for heritage in relation to the Appeal 

Site; 

• Section 6: summarises the key planning issues to be considered by this Appeal Statement; 

• Section 7: addresses the key planning issues for heritage to be considered by this Appeal 

Statement;  

• Section 8 assesses the heritage impacts of  the Appeal Scheme; 

• Section 9 addresses the Appellant’s case for heritage; 

• Section 10: provides a summary and conclusion to this Appeal Statement, and a rebuttal of  

the claims made on heritage grounds by the Appellant; and 

• Section 11: provides a list of  references used in the compilation of  this Appeal Statement. 
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3. A DESCRIPTION OF THE APPEAL SITE 

 

3.1 The Appeal Site comprises an irregularly shaped parcel of land, of 0.96ha in area, which is bordered 

by mature vegetation, agricultural land to the north and north-east, and by residential properties 

along Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane (Fig. 1 and report front cover). That part of Hurst 

village represented by Wards Cross mostly comprises modern residential dwellings located along a 

network of minor roads leading off Broadwater Lane, School Road and Orchard Road, which are 

interspersed with a number of historic buildings. The plan and extent of the Appeal Site is partly 

determined by existing land boundaries and properties, which form the backdrop to views from 

Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane. The wider surrounding landscape to the north and north-

east of the Appeal Site comprises a mix of arable and pastoral fields of irregular size and plan, 

incorporating a number of historic hedgerow boundaries (report front cover and Figs. 11, 12 and 

13).   

 

Fig. 1: Proposed site plan for the revised scheme with field boundary outlined in blue (Radley 
House Partnership).  

 

3.2 The Appeal Site, of  0.96ha, consists of  two distinct development areas, with that to the west, 

comprising Plots 1-3, facing onto Broadwater Lane, and that to the east, comprising Plots 4-7, 

facing onto Hogmoor Lane (Figs. 1 and 7). The two development areas would each be linked by 

an internal access roadway, with an access-points off  Broadwater Lane. The western development 
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area would effectively represent the eastern third of  the 2025 Appeal Site. The land comprising the 

current Appeal Site is largely level, and managed as pasture (Figs. 11, 12 and 13). On its south-

western side, bordering Broadwater Lane, the Site is bounded by a tree-lined grass verge. The 

eastern boundary of  the western part of  the Site is formed by the rear boundaries of  Grade II-

listed Wards Cross House and adjoining, and locally-listed, Long Barn, with the northern boundary 

largely following an existing field boundary with mature trees and hedgerows (Figs. 1 and 3). This 

boundary continues eastward, unmarked by any visible features, to enclose the larger, eastern 

element of  the Appeal Site. This element is bounded on the eastern side by Hogmoor Lane, with 

the southern boundary formed by the plot containing Long Barn (Figs. 1 and 8). The western 

boundary at this point is formed by the plot boundary of  Apple Tree Cottage, on Hogmoor Lane.  

 

Historic Landscape Character 

3.3 The area surrounding Hurst village is broadly characterised as one of reorganised fields of post-

medieval date, with hedged boundaries. These include fields created from Enclosure in the 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. All of these were registered as agricultural land in c. 1761, 

the date of Rocque’s map (Fig. 4). While the East Berkshire Historic Landscape Character study 

(Lödöen and MacDonald 2019) claims limited evidence for early field systems in this area, the 

evidence of aerial photography and Lidar (not illustrated) provides clear indications of 

neighbouring ridge and furrow cultivation and historic land boundaries, demonstrating that a 

number of medieval open fields were enclosed and amalgamated in the post-medieval period. 

There is also a high incidence of later parkland and designed landscapes, including those of 

Whistley Park, located 600m to the south-west, and Haines Hill to the north.  

 

3.4 Rural settlement in this area is dispersed, and historically has comprised scattered farmsteads and 

small village settlements. In the eighteenth century, Whistley Green was dominated by dispersed 

farms and dwellings, many of which were of medieval origin. Formerly extensive areas of 

unimproved land, principally marshland, but including smaller areas of open heath, were converted 

to farmland in the early modern period (Lödöen and MacDonald 2019, 215). Woodland is 

dispersed, and mostly comprises small, isolated areas of broadleaf copse. Areas of woodland to the 

north and east of the Appeal Site include planted woodland belts surrounding Haines Hill Farm. 

There are no neighbouring areas of ancient or ancient replanted woodland (Lödöen and 

MacDonald 2019, 274).  
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Heritage Constraints of  the Appeal Site 

3.5 The Appeal Site is located at a distance of 1.2km from the Hurst Conservation Area, but is adjacent 

to a part of the village designated as an Area of Special Character (AOSC) (Fig. 2). The Application 

Site therefore has no visual or other associations with the Conservation Area, which is centred on 

St Nicholas’ Church and adjacent buildings, which form a localised historic core within a wider 

area of dispersed settlement. The Appeal Site itself contains no known heritage assets, but is partly 

included with an area associated with recorded archaeological remains of several periods. The 

Appeal Site is closely adjacent to, and within the settings of, four Grade II-listed buildings on the 

south-western side of Broadwater Lane, and two Grade II-listed buildings located on Hogmoor 

Lane, together with two non-designated buildings of historic interest. The Appeal Site is also 

situated within a part of the open rural hinterland of Hurst village, which historically has comprised 

part of its associated farmland, and which comprises an important aspect of its historic context and 

setting.  

 

 The Hurst Area of Special Character 

3.6 The Appeal Site is located directly adjacent to the Hurst Area of Special Character (AOSC), as 

identified by Policy TB26 of the adopted Wokingham Borough Core Strategy (Fig. 2). All parts of 

the Appeal Site are located outside the AOSC, with the exception of the proposed vehicle access 

bellmouth on Broadwater Lane. This designation covers those settlement areas which, while not 

meriting formal designation as Conservation Areas, retain aspects of historical or traditional 

character. The designated Area of Special Character runs along Broadwater Lane, and includes 

historic buildings, both listed and non-listed, on both the south-eastern and south-western sides of 

the revised Appeal Site. These include the plot boundaries of Wards Cross House and Long Barn 

to the south-east (Fig. 2), with the south-eastern course of the AOSC boundary including Grade 

II-listed The Old Post House on the south-eastern side of Hogmoor Lane (Figs. 1, 2 and 7).  

 

3.7 The primary heritage interest of  the AOSC derives from its component listed and non-listed 

historic buildings, which comprise a significant and coherent group, and are importantly illustrative 

of  the post-medieval development of  the village. In addition, some integral elements of  nineteenth 

and twentieth-century infill development are not without merit, and are illustrative of  later 

historical development. Collectively, the form, layout and historic character of  these buildings 

contribute importantly to local character and sense of  place. A previous heritage statement report 

submitted by the appellant stated that the AOSC has ‘some’, but not ‘special’ architectural and/or 
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historic interest, which has been disputed. Notwithstanding the elements of  nineteenth and 

twentieth-century infill development, the individual component historic buildings would 

intrinsically be of  sufficient interest to merit inclusion in a Conservation Area.  

 

Fig. 2: Plan of  the Hurst Area of  Special Character (AOSC). The locations of  listed 
buildings are indicated by red dots (Wokingham Borough   Council). 

 

3.8 While the Appeal Site does not actually lie within the AOSC, it directly abuts it, together with the 

plots of some of its most significant heritage assets. As part of a surrounding area of undeveloped 

farmland which has retained much of its historic character, the Appeal Site is located within the 

immediate setting of the AOSC, and within an aspect of setting which both complements, and 

contributes importantly to, the significance of the AOSC and its component historic buildings. The 

Inspector at the previous Appeal observed that the Appeal Site and surrounding fields formed a 
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backdrop to the AOSC and, by implication, comprised a significant element of the historic setting 

of the AOSC and a number of the heritage assets within it.  

 

3.9 Direct westward and north-westward views are possible across the Appeal Site from Hogmoor 

Lane, where overgrown borders on the north-western side of the Lane have since been cleared, 

thus offering unrestricted views (Figs. 9 and 11). The Appeal Site forms an immediate backdrop to 

both Grade II-listed Wards Cross House and the locally-listed buildings of Long Barn and Munfin 

House, and is located within the wider settings of Grade II-listed The Old Posting House and the 

group of buildings along Broadwater Lane (Figs. 2 and 3). Proposed development along the 

frontage of Hogmoor Lane would wholly alter its rural character, and affect the setting of the 

AOSC. Existing westward views from Hogmoor Lane incorporate the open fieldscape which forms 

the historic setting of surrounding heritage assets, and emphasises its rural character (Figs. 9, 10 11 

and 12).  

 
Listed Buildings 

3.10 The Area of Special Character includes the listed buildings associated with Broadwater and 

Hogmoor Lanes, together with parts of Whistley Green, to the north-west (Figs. 2 and 3). The 

majority of the listed buildings within the environs of the Appeal Site, on Broadwater Lane and 

Hogmoor Lane, are attested on earlier historic mapping (Figs. 4-6). These include Elder Cottage, 

Parker’s Cottage, Bower Cottage, Buttercups, Ward’s Cross House and The Old Posting House. 

With the exception of Parker’s Cottage (1979), these buildings were all added to the National List 

in October, 1983 (Fig. 3). In addition to these designated heritage assets, the eastern element of the 

revised Application Site directly borders two non-listed buildings of historic interest, namely Long 

Barn (Fig. 3, No. 6) and Munfin House (Fig. 3, No. 8). The significance of these listed and non-

listed buildings derives principally from their built form and historic fabric, as surviving vernacular 

buildings of post-medieval and later date. Their largely extensive plots, which comprise aspects of 

primary setting, have been subject to a number of historic changes, although their wider setting 

and rural context remains largely unchanged, and contributes importantly to their significance. In 

addition to individual significances, the historic buildings within the AOSC and along Broadwater 

and Hogmoor Lanes display a degree of contemporaneity and, collectively, have important group 

value.     
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Fig. 3: Plan of the Appeal Site, with locations (Nos. 1-8) of historic buildings assessed for setting 
impact. Munfin House is located at the right-had edge of the plan. 

 The Historical Development of the Appeal Site 

3.11 Recorded medieval evidence within areas surrounding the Appeal Site indicates that these were 

integral to the development of Hurst village, with scattered settlements, including elements of a 

shrunken village, and a wide agricultural hinterland. Continuing clearance of the neighbouring 

Windsor Forest in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries enabled the formation of a number of 

new manors, including that of Broad Hinton which included much of the land to the north and 

east of Hurst.  

3.12 Historic mapping from the mid-eighteenth century onwards provides evidence of long-term 

continuity of land use and settlement around the Appeal Site, which appears to have remained 

broadly unchanged from the early post-medieval period. Rocque’s map of 1761 depicts buildings 

along Hogmoor Lane, including the present Wards Cross House and Old Posting House, together 

with buildings along the southern side of Broadwater Lane, most if not all of which represent the 

existing structures on this side (Fig. 4).  
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       Fig 4: Extract from John Rocque’s Map of Berkshire, of 1761 (Royal Collections Trust).  

 

Fig. 5: Extract from Thomas Pride’s Map of Ten Miles Around Reading, of 1790 (Reading Library). 
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3.13 Rocque’s map, and that of Thomas Pride, of 1790 (Fig. 5), confirm a basic rural layout which has 

remained largely unchanged since that time. Greater detail is provided by the larger-scale Hurst 

Tithe Map, of 1842 (Fig. 6). This continues to depict the Appeal Site as open agricultural land, with 

hedged boundaries which conform to those of the present. This distinctly-shaped field has clearly 

survived in the modern landscape and confirms this field boundary, along with the paddock on the 

north-western side of Wards Cross House, as historic features. Both maps depict Wards Cross 

House, together with properties on the southern side of Broadwater Lane, which must at least 

include Elder Cottage, Parker’s Cottage and Buttercups, with Huntsman’s Cottage on the northern 

side of the Lane, to the west of the Appeal Site. Both maps therefore represent a detailed record 

of the layout of properties and farmland divisions on this side of the village from the post-medieval 

period onwards. Many of the principal landscape features depicted on this historic mapping record, 

including individual dwellings, boundaries, roadways and patterns of land use, have remained 

largely unchanged since the time of their creation, despite the presence of later infill developments.   

 

Fig. 6: Extract from the Hurst Tithe Map, of 1842 (Berkshire Record Office). 

 

3.14 Tithing records (Berkshire Records Office) indicate that, in 1842, neighbouring landholdings (ie. 

Plots 289-293; Fig. 6) had remained in the same ownership as shown on the earlier enclosure map 
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(not illustrated). This included the house and gardens at Wards Cross House and the Long Barn, 

on Hogmoor Lane. Plots 289 and 292 respectively comprised an orchard and pasture, while Plots 

197, 311 and 312, to the north and north-west, were owned by John Leveson and Lady Eyre since 

1812. These Plots and Plot 293 were apparently all under arable cultivation at this time. The larger-

scale Ordnance Survey maps of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries depict few 

subsequent changes in the layout of buildings and land boundaries.  
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4. THE APPEAL SCHEME 

 
 
4.1 A Permission in Principle application was submitted by Shorewood Homes on February 9th, 2025, 

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’ (ref. 260353) (Fig. 7). This application 

represented a revision of the 2024 Application and 2025 Appeal sites, with a partial redistribution 

of built form from the Broadwater Lane frontage to Hogmoor Lane. The revised proposals sought 

to address the reasons given by the planning inspector for dismissing the earlier Appeal, and 

concluded that the earlier proposed scheme would result in less than substantial harm to the 

settings of the Grade II-listed buildings on the south side of Broadwater Lane. However, this 

application was refused by Wokingham Borough Council on March 30th, 2026.  

 
 
 Fig. 7: Proposed Appeal Site Plan (Radley House Partnership).  

 
4.2 The Appeal Site occupies an area of 0.96ha, and comprises two distinct development areas, to be 

linked by an internal access road (Fig. 19). The western area, on Broadwater Lane, would comprise 

Plots 1-3, and the eastern, facing onto Hogmoor Lane, would comprise Plots 4-7. The western area 

on Broadwater Lane would represent approximately one third of the footprint of the 2025 Appeal 
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Site, with an undeveloped roadside area to the north-west remaining as open land. On its southern 

side, the western part of the Appeal Site is proposed to be bounded by a tree-lined grass verge and 

the carriageway of Broadwater Lane. The eastern boundary of this development area is formed by 

the fenced rear plot boundaries of Grade II-listed Wards Cross House, and non-listed Long Barn 

(Figs. 1, 3 and 7). The northern boundary of the Appeal Site partly follows an existing field 

boundary, before continuing to enclose its larger eastern element. This eastern area is bounded on 

the eastern side by Hogmoor Lane, with its southern extent delimited by the plot boundary of 

locally-listed Long Barn. The northern boundary is formed by the plot of Apple Tree Cottage, on 

Hogmoor Lane.  

 

4.3 The revised application included no specifications for building form, scale or design detail, which 

in the circumstances would have comprised reserved matters. However, it may be assumed from 

the supplied block plan (Fig. 7) that Plots 1-3 on Broadwater Lane would contain substantial 

detached dwellings of two-storey height, with conventional gabled roof-forms. These would each 

be associated with single or double garages, and recessed from the Broadwater Lane frontage by a 

four-metre strip containing hedgerow and tree plantings. A wide bellmouth opening on the 

Broadwater Lane frontage would provide an entrance for the internal access road, which would 

curve round to the east, to connect with the eastern development area. This internal road would 

open onto the distribution road leading to the four houses on the Hogmoor Lane frontage, but 

would offer no direct access to the Lane (Fig. 7). Plots 4-7, would include detached dwellings and 

plots closely comparable with those of Plots 1-3, which would face more directly onto Hogmoor 

Lane, although the existing roadside verge and ditch would be retained. All individual plots would 

include spacious gardens, with separate garages, which would over time accumulate ancillary 

structures and domestic paraphernalia. Proposed dwellings would be assumed to feature a mix of 

hipped and gabled roof forms, with contrasting detailing and material palettes.  
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5.      THE PLANNING HISTORY OF THE APPEAL SITE 

 
5.1 Since February 2024, the current Appeal Site has had a complex planning history, which has 

included two separate planning applications. The current Appeal, in respect of  the revised, and  

refused, 2026 application, is the second to be made for this site.  

 

The 2024 Outline Planning Application 

5.2 An original outline application submitted by Shorewood Homes in 2024 (ref. 240583) was for: 

 ‘The Construction of  nine detached dwellings of  Broadwater Lane, with three access points off  

the Lane.’ 

 This 0.92ha Application Site was located within designated countryside adjacent to both 

Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane, and situated outside, but bordering, the settlement limits of  

Hurst village. The Application Site was bounded on the southern, north-western and south-eastern 

sides by the Hurst Area of  Special Character (AOSC).   

 

5.3 The application was refused under delated powers on 29th November, 2024. Refusal Reason 5 of  

the Decision Notice (CD 3.1) stated that: 

          ‘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 setting of  the Special Character Area. This 

is contrary to TB26 of  the Managing Delivery Document (2014) and the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2023).’ 

 

5.4 The Delegated Officer’s Report of  November 29th, 2024 stated the position of  the Local Planning 

Authority with regard to a number of  relevant planning policies and criteria expressed within them:  

Built Heritage:  

‘The site is located on the border of  (but affecting) Hurst’s Village Centre Area of  Special 

Character, and near to Buttercups, a Grade II-listed building, Bower Cottage, a Grade II-listed 

building, Parkers Cottage, a Grade II-listed building, Elder Cottage, a Grade II-listed building, Ward 

Cross House, a grade II listed building and Long Barn, a non-designated heritage asset. Therefore, 

the proposals are subject to assessment under policies TB24 and TB26 of  the MDD Local Plan. 

From historic Ordnance Survey mapping of  1873 it appears the application site has been 

unchanged over all that time.  
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Designated heritage assets:  

5.5 ‘Policy TB24 of  the MDD Local Plan seeks to conserve and enhance 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.  

b. Supporting development proposals or other initiatives that will conserve and, where possible, 

enhance the local character, setting, management and historic significance of  designated heritage 

assets, with particular support for initiatives that would improve any assets that are recognised as 

being in poor condition or at risk. 

 

Area of  Special Character (non-designated Heritage assets):  

5.6 Policy TB26 of  the MDD Local Plan seeks to protect and enhance Areas of  Special Character. 

The policy states:  

1. 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. 

Paragraph 209 of  the NPPF (now Paragraph 216) 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.” Paragraph 214 of  the NPPF (now Paragraph 221) states that 

“Local planning authorities should assess whether the benefits of  a proposal for enabling 

development, which would otherwise conflict with planning policies but which would secure the 

future conservation of  a heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of  departing from those policies.” 

The southern boundary of  the application site falls within Hurst’s Area of  Special Character 

(“AOSC”), and strongly correlates to its northern limit in providing a valuable setting for the wider 

AOSC. The site is also bound by the AOSC to the east and west.  

 

5.7 ‘While settlement limits often combine historic settlements to acknowledge existing built form, this 

does not detract away from retained historic separate identity. The site represents an area of  open 

land that provides both a historic and visual sense of  separation between the historic community 
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of  Whistley Green and the part of  Hurst that initially developed around the historic Hurst Lodge 

and the former farmhouse of  Ward’s Cross, at the junction with Hogmoor Lane. Historically, the 

green gap on the southside of  Broadwater Lane between Whistley Green and Hurst Village has 

been subject to incremental infill development, with the dwellings directly adjacent to the 

application site (to the south) being constructed as late as the later 20th century. These two 

communities have been identified by the Council as an area of  special character, in part due to the 

listed buildings and on the merits of  those late nineteenth /early twentieth-century developments, 

including infill development, which in part define the character of  the area. 

 

Landscape Character and Valued Landscape:  

5.8 Policy TB21 of  the MDD Local Plan states that “Proposals shall retain or enhance the condition, 

character and features that contribute to the landscape.” The Wokingham Borough Landscape 

Character Assessment 2019 (WDLCA) shows the site sits within the C2 Hurst River Terrace 

Landscape Character Area. The WDLCA lists the following Valuable Landscape Attributes for the 

C2 Hurst River Terrace LCA:  

• 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. T 

 

5.9 The built edge of  Broadwater Lane is characterised by gaps in the settlement pattern to the 

northern edge. This is a special feature of  the Area of  Special Character. The same is true of  the 

east side of  Hogmoor Lane which is characterised by a gap between the few dwellings, and provides 

a clear view of  the eastern edge of  the site and the mature hedgerow field boundary that extends 

south across the field toward the southern edge of  the Appeal Site. The landscape attributes 

applicable to the proposal is the need to retain the settlement pattern (which the site as an existing, 

undeveloped, greenfield site contribute towards), peaceful character of  the undeveloped arable and 
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pastoral landscape, roadside ditches and small wetland habitats. Therefore, residential development 

within this location would result in the inevitable loss of  these features, contrary to the established 

character of  the Hurst River Terrace C2 Landscape Character Area (LCA), and TB21 of  the MDD 

Local Plan. 

 

5.10 This application was refused under delegated powers on 29th November, 2024, and was 

subsequently appealed in August 2025. 

 
The outcome of the 2025 Appeal 

5.11 The comments of the Inspector’s report, of October 17th, 2025 (ref. APP/X0360/W/25/ 3359898) 

with respect to heritage and landscape matters are reproduced below: 

 
 The Listed Buildings 
24. ‘I note that the site is separated from these properties by Broadwater Lane, and accept 

that the evidence does not indicate associative links between the listed buildings and the 

Appeal Site. I also note that the setting of the listed buildings has suffered some erosion 

through the introduction of more modern infill development on this side of Broadwater 

Lane’. 

 
25.  ‘However, from Broadwater Lane, these buildings are currently experienced and 

perceived within a largely quiet, open and rural environment because of the character and 

appearance of the appeal site. There is nothing to indicate any history of development on 

the appeal site and it is likely that these buildings will have always been set against that 

backdrop. This relationship can be appreciated both from within the appeal site and from 

Broadwater Lane’. 

 
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’. 

 
28.  ‘The proposal would cause harm to the setting of Buttercups, Bower Cottage, Parkers 

Cottage and Elder Cottage. The arising harm to the significance of the assets would be 
less than substantial’. 

 
29. ‘The harm would be towards the higher end within the less than substantial category for 

Bower Cottage and Parkers Cottage, given they are fully opposite the Appeal Site, and 
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have a close relationship with it and because of the forward positioning of Plots 6 and 7. 

The harm would be at the lower end within the less than substantial category for 

Buttercups, given the development would be set further back at this end of the Site, and 

this would also be the case for Elder Cottage given its positioning slightly further along 

on Broadwater Lane not fully fronting the site’. 

 
30.  ‘Overall, there would be conflict with Policy TB24 of the MDLP which amongst other 

things states that the Council will conserve and seek the enhancement of designated 
heritage assets in the Borough and their settings by requiring works to or affecting the 
setting of heritage assets to demonstrate that the proposals would at least conserve the 
important character and special architectural or historic interest of the building, including 
its setting’. 

 
 

31.  ‘I must give considerable importance and weight to the desirability of preserving the 

setting of listed buildings. Harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

scheme’. 

 
The Hurst Area of Special Character (AOSC) 

5.12      32. The AOSC, a non-designated heritage asset, encompasses part of Whistley Green and  
Hurst. Its significance in part sits with its buildings which are of a variety of ages, designs 
and materials including buildings and features that are designated and non-designated 
heritage assets in their own rights. 

 
33.  However, the AOSC also includes the land immediately on the boundary of the site 

adjacent to Broadwater Lane. Whilst the Appeal Site is not referred to as a component of 

the AOSC setting, details within the Historic Environment Topic Paper, where referring 

to this particular AOSC summarise amongst other things that 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. It can therefore be 

reasonably concluded that the planting on the boundary of the site including T14 and 

T16 makes a positive contribution to the significance of the AOSC as a backdrop which 

frames the buildings within it. 

 
34.  Whilst I note that the proposal would likely see the provision of substantial landscaping 

to the boundary as part of any approval, given the risk of deterioration associated with 

the proposal to T14 and T16 on that boundary, and the importance of those trees within 

the boundary planting, the proposal would subsequently cause moderate harm to the 

significance of the AOSC. The proposal would therefore conflict with Policy TB26 of the 

MDLP which amongst other things states that planning permission will only be granted 

for proposals affecting Areas of Special Character where they demonstrate that they retain 

and enhance the traditional, historical, local and special character of the area. 

 
Landscape Impact 

5.13    35.   The Appeal Site and the wider countryside beyond make for a pleasant backdrop to 

Broadwater Lane. The residential development on the opposite side of Broadwater Lane is 
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largely continuous, linking Hurst and Whistley Green. This makes it difficult to assess when 

on the ground on this part of Broadwater Lane where these respective settlements begin 

and end, meaning that there is no obvious gap between the two settlements in this particular 

location. The importance of maintaining this ‘green gap’ was emphasised in the Planning 

Inspector’s comments in relation to the 1999 Appeal. 

 

36.  The Hurst River Terrace Landscape Character Area (HRTLCA) within which the site sits 

encompasses land from the A329 (M) to the south incorporating land a short distance to 

the north of Whistley Green. 

 
37.  Its key characteristics amongst other things include being a simple agricultural landscape of 

mainly arable farmland, with pasture enclosed in relatively large straight-sided fields as well 

as being a rural and tranquil area. Its valuable landscape attributes amongst other things 

include the peaceful and open character of the undeveloped pastoral landscape. Amongst 

the key issues is demand for residential development increasing linear development along 

rural lanes and continuing to push towards the amalgamation of close settlements Whistley 

Green and Hurst, impacting rural character.  

 
38.  The Landscape guidelines include amongst other things conserving the open and rural 

qualities of the landscape and maintaining the sparse settlement pattern of villages and 

dispersed farms through control of new development, avoiding further linear spread of 

development. 

 
39.  Considering the key characteristics, valuable attributes, key issues and guidelines of the 

HRTLCA against the characteristics of the site as described above, I consider that the 

proposals could be integrated into the landscape setting without any significant adverse 

landscape effects. 

 
40.  Whilst the Appeal Site is not currently within an area designated as a valued landscape, the 

Council has intentions to extend the Haines Hill valued landscape such that it would include 

the Appeal Site. 

 
41.  However, when referring to the Haines Hill Valued Landscape Narrative and a map which 

includes the appeal site, the Councils Valued Landscapes Assessment does not refer to the 

HRTLCA within which the Appeal Site sits despite referring to other landscape character 

areas. Whilst I note the site-specific reassessment supplied by the Council, on that basis, I 

am not confident that the appeal site should be considered as part of a valued landscape 

based on current evidence. 

 

42.  Overall, in conclusion on this main issue there would be no significant adverse impact on 

the landscape. There would subsequently be no conflict with Policy TB21 of the MDLP 

which states that proposals must demonstrate how they have addressed the requirements 

of the landscape character assessment and shall at a minimum retain the condition, 

character and features that contribute to the landscape. Given my conclusions with regard 
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to valued landscapes there would be no conflict with paragraph 187 which requires that 

planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 

amongst other things protecting and enhancing valued landscapes.  

 

 

5.14 A Permission in Principle application was submitted by Shorewood Homes on February 9th, 2026, 

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’ (ref. 260353). The current application 

represents a revision of the 2024 Application and 2025 Appeal sites, with a partial redistribution of 

built form from the Broadwater Lane frontage to Hogmoor Lane. The revised proposals have 

sought to address the reasons given by the planning inspector for dismissing the Appeal. The 

application for Permission in Principle was refused on March 30th, 2026, with the following reasons 

given for refusal: 

 

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. 
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6. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT FOR HERITAGE IN RELATION TO THE APPEAL 

SITE 

 

6.1  The relevant adopted National and Local Planning Documents for the purposes of this Appeal 

Statement comprise the following: 

 

• The Wokingham Borough Council MDD Local Plan, 2016-2036, adopted in 2014;  

• The Wokingham Borough Council Core Strategy Policy CP3; 

• Berkshire Structure Plan: Policy EN4: Historic Environment; 

• The Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990;  

• National Planning Policy and Planning Policy Guidance; and 

• Wokingham Borough Council Supplementary Planning Documents. 

 

6.2  For the determination of this Appeal, the following policies of the Wokingham Borough Council 

Local Plan and the Berkshire Structure Plan are relevant to this Appeal Statement:  

• WBC Policy TB21: Relating to Landscape Character; 

• WBC Policy TB24: Relating to Designated Heritage Assets;  

• WBC Policy TB 26: Relating to Buildings of  Traditional Character and Areas of  Special 

Character; 

• WBC Policy CP3: Relating to General Principles of  Development; and 

• BSP Policy EN4: Historic Environment.  

 

6.3  Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (rev. December, 2024, 

amended February 2025) comprise: 

• Section 16 - Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. 

 

6.4 Attention is drawn to the most recent amendments, of  February, 2025, to NPPF, which include 

provision for increased protection for non-designated heritage assets (footnotes 7 and 8; Paras. 

2002, 203 and 207). Further provision is contained in PPG (Historic Environment) (2019), 

Paragraph 039. These enhanced policy provisions have significantly strengthened the status of  non-

designated heritage assets (NDHAs) by giving them clearer policy footing, requiring earlier 

identification through Local Plans, and elevating the weight given to their conservation in decision-

making. These amendments represent a material increase in protection, compared with those stated 

in the 2021/2023 NPPF, and have important implications for the settings of  affected non-

designated heritage assets in this case, which include the buildings of  Long Barn and Munfin 
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House, and the wider Area of  Special Character (AOSC) which directly adjoins the Appeal Site. 

  

 

6.5 Relevant sections of The Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990 comprise: 

• Sections 66 and 72. 

 

Wokingham Borough Council Local Plan 

6.6 Policy TB24 of the Wokingham Local Plan (adopted 2014) relates to Designated Heritage Assets: 

 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 settings, 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; 

(b) Support development proposals or other initiatives which will conserve, and where possible 

enhance, the local character, setting, management and historic significance of  designated 

heritage assets.  

• Development proposals shall include sufficient information to convey the exact nature of  the 

proposals and their impacts on the significance of  the existing buildings, including plans, 

elevations and sections.  

 

 Wokingham Borough Council Core Strategy Policy CP3: General Principles for Development 

6.7 Planning permission will be granted for proposals that: 

• are of  appropriate scale, mass, layout, built form, height, materials and character to the 

area, together with a high quality of  design; 

• have no detrimental impact on important ecological, heritage, landscape or geological 

features or water courses; and 

• contribute to a sense of  place in the buildings and spaces themselves, and the way in 

which they integrate with their surroundings. 

 

Berkshire Structure Plan: Policy EN4: Historic Environment (2001-2016) 

6.8 Relevant sections of Berkshire Structure Plan Policy EN4 include the following:  

1. Historic features and areas of  historic importance and their settings will be conserved and, 

where appropriate, enhanced. [The Councils] will only permit development if  it has no 

adverse impact on features or areas of  historic importance. 
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2. Proposals will be expected to have regard for the wider historic environment, and will only 

be permitted when they would conserve or enhance the character or setting of  Berkshire’s 

historic landscape and built environment.  

 

Supplementary Planning Guidance 

Wokingham Borough Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (2012) 

6.9 This guidance “seeks to ensure that development is of a high standard of design that can integrate 

with the character of the area, and is important in achieving sustainable development within the 

Borough”. The Design Guide extends previous guidance, in accordance with the Adopted Core 

Strategy for the Borough. The overall aim of the Guide is to enhance the quality of development, 

and ensure that proposal embody the highest standards of design. The following objectives stated 

within the Guide are considered to be relevant in this case:  

• RD1: New development and associated landscape should retain, incorporate and enhance 

features that contribute towards the landscape character and biodiversity of  the area. 

• RD5: New development in the rural area should respond to the typical forms of  buildings 

in the village or locality. 

• RD6: The elevations of  new buildings must be well composed, well-proportioned and well 

detailed. 

• RD7: New buildings should respond to the materials, details and colours that may be 

distinctive to a locality. 

• RD11: The form, or massing of  a replacement dwelling should relate well to its context 

and to local character. The relationship between the form of  the building, the topography 

and landscape, will be of  particular importance. 
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7. KEY PLANNING ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED BY THIS APPEAL STATEMENT  

 

7.1 The Permission in Principle application submitted by Shorewood Homes (ref. 260353) was for: 

 ‘The proposed erection of  7 No. dwellings (or a maximum of  5 No. dwellings, including the 

formation of  access from Broadwater Lane.  

 The 0.96ha Appeal Site is located within designated countryside adjacent to both Broadwater Lane 

and Hogmoor Lane, and is situated outside, but immediately adjacent to, the settlement limits of  

Hurst village (Figs. 1 and 7). The Application Site is bounded on the southern, north-western and 

south-eastern sides by the Hurst Area of  Special Character (AOSC) (Fig. 2.   

 

7.2 This application was refused on 30th March, 2026, for the reasons cited above in para 5.14, namely 

that the proposed scheme would be contrary to the spatial objectives of  the Development Plan, 

would fail to retain and enhance the Hurst AOSC, and would harm the setting and significance of  

surrounding heritage assets. The Delegated Officer’s Report of  November 29, 2024, in respect of  

the original 2024 planning application,  has articulated the Local Planning Authority’s position with 

regard to a number of  relevant planning policies and criteria expressed within them:  

 

Built Heritage:  

7.3 ‘The Appeal Site is located on the border of  (but affecting) the Hurst’s Village Centre Area of  

Special Character (AOSC), and near to the Grade II-listed buildings of  Bower Cottage, Parkers 

Cottage, Elder Cottage, and Wards Cross House. The locally-listed heritage assets of  Munfin 

House and Long Barn are also located in close proximity, while the Grade II-listed buildings of  

Buttercups and Hunters Cottage are located at greater distance, to the west of  the Appeal Site. 

Therefore, the current proposals are subject to assessment under policies TB24 and TB26 of  the 

MDD Local Plan, and National Planning Policy. The evidence of  historic mapping indicates that 

the Appeal Site and its rural surroundings have remained unchanged since at least the mid-

eighteenth century, and no doubt much earlier.  

 

Designated heritage assets:  

7.4 ‘Policy TB24 of  the MDD Local Plan seeks to conserve and enhance 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 
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architectural or historic interest of  the building, Conservation Area, monument or park and garden 

including its setting and views.  

b. Supporting development proposals or other initiatives that will conserve and, where possible, 

enhance the local character, setting, management and historic significance of  designated heritage 

assets, with particular support for initiatives that would improve any assets that are recognised as 

being in poor condition or at risk. 

 

Area of  Special Character (non-designated Heritage assets):  

7.5 Policy TB26 of  the MDD Local Plan seeks to protect and enhance Areas of  Special Character. 

The policy states:  

1. 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. 

Paragraph 209 of  the NPPF (now Paragraph 216) 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.” Paragraph 214 of  the NPPF (now Paragraph 221) states that 

“Local planning authorities should assess whether the benefits of  a proposal for enabling 

development, which would otherwise conflict with planning policies but which would secure the 

future conservation of  a heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of  departing from those policies.” 

The southern boundary of  the Appeal Site falls within Hurst’s Area of  Special Character (“AOSC”), 

and strongly correlates to its northern limit in providing a valuable setting for the wider AOSC. 

The site is also bound by the AOSC to the east and west.  

 

7.6 While settlement limits often combine historic settlements to acknowledge existing built form, this 

does not detract from retained historic separate identity. The site represents an area of  open land 

that provides both a historic and visual sense of  separation between the historic community of  

Whistley Green and that part of  Hurst which initially developed around the historic Hurst Lodge 

and the former farmhouse of  Ward’s Cross, at the junction with Hogmoor Lane. Historically, the 

green gap on the southside of  Broadwater Lane between Whistley Green and Hurst Village has 

been subject to some incremental infill development, with the dwellings directly adjacent to the 

application site (to the south) being constructed as late as the later 20th century. These two 
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communities have been identified by the Council as an Area of  Special Character, in part due to 

the listed buildings and on the merits of  those late nineteenth/early twentieth-century infill 

developments, which in part define the character of  the area. 

 

Landscape Character and Valued Landscape:  

7.7 Policy TB21 of  the MDD Local Plan states that “Proposals shall retain or enhance the condition, 

character and features that contribute to the landscape.” The Wokingham Borough Landscape 

Character Assessment 2019 (WDLCA) shows the Appeal Site sits within the C2 Hurst River 

Terrace Landscape Character Area. The WDLCA lists the following Valuable Landscape Attributes 

for the C2 Hurst River Terrace LCA as:  

• Peaceful and open character of  the undeveloped arable and pastoral landscape;  

• Rural settlement pattern of  small villages and farmsteads; 

• A network of  narrow rural lanes;  

• Small wetland habitats, including drainage channels and farm ponds;  

• Gently undulating, terraced landforms, with open views and wooded backdrops;  

• Gaps in the settlement pattern on the northern edge of  Broadwater Lane, and on the western 

edge of  Hogmoor Lane.  

 

7.8 The landscape attributes applicable to the Appeal Site and its surroundings indicate the need to 

retain an existing, undeveloped, greenfield site which contributes to the peaceful character of  the 

pastoral traditional landscape and to the settings of  surrounding heritage assets and the AOSC., 

Residential development within the Appeal Site would result in the inevitable loss of  this rural 

character, and would be contrary to the established character of  the Hurst River Terrace C2 

Landscape Character Area (LCA), and TB21 of  the MDD Local Plan. 

 

7.9 On the basis of the reasons for dismissal of the previous Appeal, and the reasons for refusal of the 

2026 Permission in Principle application, the following matters in respect of heritage are in dispute: 

• whether the proposed development would have a harmful effect on the settings of  

heritage assets, both designated and non-designated;  

• whether the proposed development would have a harmful effect on the adjacent Area of  

Special Interest;  
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• whether the proposed development would have a harmful effect on the historic rural 

landscape setting of  Hurst village, and its spatial distinction from neighbouring 

settlements;  

• whether the proposed development would be contrary to the spatial objectives of  the 

WBC Development Plan in maintaining a clear historic distinction between village 

settlements; 

• whether the proposed development would accord with the requirements of  national 

planning policy and with Policies TB21, TB24 and TB26 of  the MDD Local Plan; and 

• whether the harm resulting from the proposed development would be outweighed by 

public, or other benefit. 

 

7.10 This Appeal Statement for heritage therefore addresses the Matters in Dispute described above. 

This will consider the character and historic development of the Appeal Site to the north of 

Broadwater Lane and west of Hogmoor Lane, and will assess its built and landscape context, 

together with its visual and spatial relationship with the Area of Special Interest and a number of 

individual heritage assets.   

 

7.11 This Appeal Statement follows our submission, in March, 2024, of a Heritage Statement report 

(Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy 2024), which considered the potential heritage and landscape 

impacts of the refused 2024 scheme North of Broadwater Lane. The Heritage Statement included 

detailed supporting information regarding the archaeological and historical evidence for landscape 

development around this part of Hurst village. It also provided a detailed assessment of the visual 

and contextual relationship between the proposed Site and neighbouring heritage assets, and of the 

potential effect of the scheme on those assets through change to their settings and historic 

landscape context. An Appeal Statement was subsequently prepared in June, 2025, to support 

objections to the appealed 2024 scheme (Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy 2025), and a further 

planning rebuttal document was prepared in February, 2026, in response to the revised, 2026 

application.  This current Appeal Statement does not repeat or duplicate the contents of the earlier 

documents, but will reference these, as necessary. In view of the character and location of the 

Appeal Site, it is accepted that there exists a close correspondence between heritage and landscape 

issues in this case.  
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7.12 The initial planning application submitted by the Appellant was supported by a heritage statement 

report prepared by Asset Heritage Consulting (2024). This report formed the basis of a supporting 

Appeal Statement prepared by the same consultant (2025), although the current Appeal is 

supported by a new Statement, produced by Forum Heritage Services (2026). The points expressed 

below in Section 9 of this Appeal Statement are intended as a response to, and rebuttal of, the 

Appellant’s position in respect of heritage matters. 
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8.       ASSESSING THE HERITAGE IMPACTS OF THE APPEAL SCHEME 

 

8.1 A justification of the proposed Appeal scheme, and of its effect on the historic environment, is 

contained within the supporting Appeal Statement produced by Forum Heritage Services (2026). 

This section of the objectors’ Appeal Statement will assess the potential heritage impacts arising 

from the proposed scheme, and the resulting levels of harm. Section 9 of this Statement will critique 

the claims and justifications made in the appellant’s supporting Appeal Statement.  

 

 Heritage Settings 

8.2 The Appeal scheme would entail an overall reduction in built form and massing on Broadwater 

Lane, where it would represent approximately one third of the road frontage occupied by the 2024 

application, with a reduction in the proposed number of dwellings from nine to three (Fig. 7). The 

three dwellings in Plots 1-3 would be set further back from the road frontage than those previously 

proposed. While this reduction in proposed built form on Broadwater Lane is acknowledged, and 

the resulting level of impact on some heritage settings reduced to a limited degree, the earlier 

heritage statement (Asset Heritage Consulting 2025) produced in support of the revised 2025 

scheme considerably underestimated the effect of the reduced level of development in this location 

on both heritage settings and the AOSC.  

 

8.3 While the layout of the Appeal scheme would include a substantial landscape buffer on the 

northern side of Broadwater Lane, the important spatial division between settlements, and its role 

as historic landscape context, would be substantially reduced by the substantial dwellings in Plots 

1-3. Perceptions of the spatial importance and historic significance of the open spaces to the north 

of Broadwater Lane would be irrevocably altered (Figs. 9, 10, 11 and 14). The existing northward 

views across open land from Broadwater Lane would be confined to an altogether narrower 

compass, with the quality of such views compromised by the proximity of a conspicuous modern 

housing development.  

 

8.4 While the potential value of a landscaped buffer-strip on the roadside frontage of partly recessed 

Plots 1-3 has been acknowledged, this in itself would not be sufficient to effectively screen the 

proposed Plots 1-3 in northward and westward views from Grade II-listed buildings along 

Broadwater Lane (Figs. 13 and 14). Such a strip would not alter perceptions of an intrusive modern 

development, particularly in view of the proposed creation of a prominent bellmouth opening for 

the proposed internal access road on this side (Fig. 7). This newly created aperture would enable 
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clear through-views of the interior of the development from neighbouring locations on Broadwater 

Lane, and would also introduce additional traffic-flow which would have a further deleterious effect 

on settings and historic character. Notwithstanding the proposals to soften or limit the visual 

impact of the proposed scheme on Broadwater Lane, this would still be apparent as a development 

of distinctly suburban aspect, which would conflict with recognised settlement limits, and with 

surrounding built character and heritage settings.  

 

Fig. 8: View, looking south-west, of Long Barn, with adjoining part of the Appeal Site visible from 
Hogmoor Lane.  

 

8.5 In his report following the 2025 Appeal, the Inspector noted that ‘any contribution made to the 

setting of surrounding listed buildings by the earlier, 2024 Scheme would be sufficiently 

undermined through ‘increased noise and activity, as well as the presence of nine well-sized houses’. 

It is argued that such would substantially remain the case for the current Appeal scheme, 

notwithstanding the proposed more limited built form along Broadwater Lane. In the case of the 

quieter, more rural aspect of Hogmoor Lane, the effect of the Appeal scheme would be altogether 

more marked. 
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Fig. 9: View, looking north from Hogmoor Lane and Munfin House across the eastern section of 
the Appeal Site.  
 

 

Fig. 10: View, looking south across the western part of the Appeal Site, towards Broadwater Lane.  
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8.6 While no development is now proposed within the area directly opposite Grade II-listed 

Buttercups, on Broadwater Lane, it cannot be accepted that the retention of open ground opposite 

this location would automatically remove any impacts to setting. The two-storey dwellings in Plots 

1-3 would remain entirely visible from this part of Broadwater Lane in eastward views, and 

perceptions of the historically open setting of this listed building on its northern side would be 

irrevocably altered by the proposed quantum of development. The degree of setting impact, and 

resulting harm, would be more limited than in the case of the 2024 scheme, but not altogether 

removed. In this sense, it is not accepted that the revised scheme would result in no impact to the 

setting and significance of Buttercups (Figs. 3 and 4). It is also disputed that the effects of 

substantial dwellings on the northern side of Broadwater Lane would be significantly reduced, or 

that any resulting noise or activity would be ‘minimal’ in effect, or not affect the ambience or setting 

of neighbouring listed buildings.  

 

8.7 The same considerations must apply to Grade II-listed Elder Cottage (Figs. 3 and 5). While this 

building would not be directly confronted by substantial modern dwellings within the revised 

scheme, the three dwellings and associated structures within Plots 1-3 would remain plainly visible 

in eastward views from this location on Broadwater Lane, and perceptions of an open farmland 

setting on the northern side would be irrevocably altered. While the section of land directly 

opposite Elder Cottage would remain undeveloped and open, the quality of northward views and 

this aspect of the historic setting of the building would be altogether more limited and confined. 

The level of resulting harm to the significance of Elder Cottage would remain largely unchanged, 

and would be towards the lower end of less than substantial. 

 

8.8 Following the 2025 Appeal of the 2024 scheme, the Inspector’s report identified higher levels of 

less than substantial harm to the significance of Parker’s Cottage and Bower Cottage, in view of 

the close proximity of elements of the earlier scheme. These two Grade II-listed buildings would 

remain closely adjacent to Plots 1-3 of the current Appeal scheme, and the same degree of setting 

impact would apply as for the previously proposed scheme, notwithstanding the introduction of 

an intervening landscaped strip (Fig. 7). Setting impact in this case would also be exacerbated by 

the prominent bellmouth roadway opening onto Broadwater Lane, and by resulting additional 

traffic movements and activity. It is therefore confidently asserted that a comparably high level of 

less than substantial harm to the setting and significance of these two listed buildings would apply 

to the current Appeal scheme. In this case, it should be acknowledged that these, and the other 
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Grade II-listed buildings on Broadwater Lane, exhibit a degree of group value, and are collectively 

significant in terms of the historical development of the village and its settlement landscape. In this 

sense, such setting impacts should be assessed holistically and collectively, ie. within a wider historic 

landscape context.  

 

8.9 The effect of the refused 2024 scheme on the setting of Grade II-listed Wards Cross House was a 

notable omission of the 2025 Inspector’s report, particularly as this heritage asset adjoined the 

proposed 2024 Site on its eastern side (Figs. 3 and 7). This building and its plot would be closely 

adjoined by Plot 3 of the current Appeal scheme, with a substantial modern dwelling directly visible 

from the listed building, with no intervening screening (Fig. 14). This would remove an important 

visual connection between Wards Cross House and the farmland with which it was historically 

associated, and would completely remove an aspect of the open, fieldscape setting which 

contributes importantly to the significance of this building. The proposed Plots 4-7 of the current 

Appeal scheme, together with the proposed access road, would result in a comparable level of 

impact to the setting and historic landscape context of locally-listed Long Barn, immediately to the 

north-east of Wards Cross House (Fig. 8), and that of locally-listed Munfin House, further to the 

north-east (Fig. 9).  

 

8.10 Consideration should also be given to the wider setting of Grade II-listed The Old Posting House, 

located on the eastern side of Hogmoor Lane, although this building is recessed from the road 

frontage and is partly screened by boundary vegetation and built form (Fig. 3). This enjoys some 

limited views across Hogmoor Lane and the open ground beyond, which would be irrevocably 

altered by the revised scheme. The proposed buildings in Plots 4-7 would be fully visible from 

Hogmoor Lane, and would diminish the quality of views within this thoroughfare, together with 

its currently quiet and essentially rural character (Fig. 9). Such impacts would include the setting of 

locally-listed Munfin House, which includes views of open farmland to the west, which would be 

irrevocably altered (Fig. 13).  Previous claims made by the appellant, that the proposed 

development on the western side of Hogmoor Lane would result in no impacts to heritage settings, 

or that the two non-listed buildings concerned were of notably limited significance, are strongly 

disputed.  

 

 

 

93



@Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy                        Land North of Broadwater Lane, Hurst: Appeal Statement for Heritage 

 

37 

 

The Opinion of the Local Planning Authority 
8.11 In a consultation response to the revised 2025 application, and by implication, to the subsequent 

Appeal, Wokingham Borough Council officers have made the following comments in respect of 

setting impacts to neighbouring heritage assets:   

• the development of the Appeal Site would have an impact, to varying extents, on the setting 

and context of nearby listed buildings and how they are perceived. 

• Those listed buildings in close proximity to the application site are held to derive their 

significance, as designated heritage assets, from their early date and survival of early fabric, with 

the grounds in which they lie today being considered to be primary to their setting.  

• The Planning Inspector in the previous Appeal summary for the earlier proposed scheme on 

Broadwater Lane noted ‘that the setting of the listed buildings has suffered some erosion through 

the introduction of more modern infill development on this side of Broadwater Lane.’ 

• The Planning Inspector, in their decision notice for the 2025 Appeal, made the point that   

Historic England guidance on the setting of Heritage Assets has advised that the settings of 

heritage assets which closely resemble that setting at the time the asset was constructed are likely 

to contribute particularly strongly to significance.’ The Inspector concluded that there was no 

evidence show the Appeal Site has ever previously been developed, and as such has always been 

the vista that the listed buildings looked out onto.  

• The Appeal Site is closely adjacent to a number of listed buildings and non-designated 

buildings of historic interest, and is ‘also situated within a part of the open rural hinterland of 

Hurst village, which historically has comprised part of its associated farmland, and which 

comprises an important aspect of its historic context and setting.’ 

• The listed property known as Buttercup is, under this current proposal, more than 90 metres west 

of the Appeal Site and retains much of its existing wider setting in northward views which are 

not considered overall to be adversely affected.  

• Those listed buildings adjacent to and/or directly opposite the current Appeal Site, which include 

Wards Cross House, along with Elder, Parkers and Bower Cottages on the southern boundary of 

Broadwater Lane are the designated heritage assets which would be affected by the current 

proposals. In terms of the intended layout of the Broadwater Lane part of the Appeal Site, the 

concerns raised by the Planning Inspector in their earlier Appeal decision statement would equally 

pertain here in relation to the northern side of Broadwater Lane.  

• The assessed impact of the Appeal scheme on the settings of Bower Cottage, Parkers Cottage 

and Elder Cottage would result in less than substantial harm, although Bowers and Parkers 
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Cottages are located directly opposite the Appeal Site, and in these cases the resulting harm would 

be towards the higher end of the less than substantial category. 

• The current Appeal scheme would be closer to the western boundary of Wards Cross House than 

the 2024 scheme, and would extend around to Hogmoor Lane. In doing so, the Appeal scheme 

would have an adverse impact to the setting of Wards Cross House. 

• That section of the current Appeal Scheme which faces onto Hogmoor Lane would adversely 

affect the settings and historic landscape context of both Long Barn and Minfin House, both of 

which comprise non-listed buildings of historic interest. Attention is drawn to the higher levels 

of protection for non-listed or locally-listed heritage assets contained in the 2025 amendments to 

the National Planning Policy Framework.  

• Despite the proposed reduction in the quantum of development on Broadwater Lane, around 

Wards Cross, there would be little, if any, change to the level of impact to the settings of Bower 

Cottage and Parker’s Cottage, compared that associated with the refused 2024 scheme. In respect 

of the 2025 Appeal, the Planning Inspector considered that the level of harm to the significance 

of these two heritage assets to be at the higher end of less than substantial.  

 

 Landscape Setting and the AOSC 

8.12 It is recognised that the current Appeal Site contributes to setting and character of the AOSC. 

While much of Hogmoor Lane lies outside the boundary of the AOSC, those westward views from 

this lane which incorporate open fields comprise an important part of the setting and historic 

landscape context of the AOSC (Figs. 9, 11 and 12). It is acknowledged that, while WBC Policy 

TB26 does not preclude development within the setting of an AOSC, it is made clear that such 

development should protect the special character of the Area, with special regard given to historical 

context, outbuildings, scale, form, massing and materials. Such development should also retain key 

architectural features and detailing which contribute to character. While the current Appeal scheme 

would introduce dwellings of a scale and form broadly appropriate to that of built form within the 

immediately surrounding area, it would fail to comply with the special character or historical 

landscape context of the AOSC, and would therefore be inappropriate in this location.  
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Fig. 11: View, looking south-west across the Appeal Site, from a location on Hogmoor Lane, June  
2026. Long Barn is just to the left, out of the picture. 

 

 

Fig. 12: View, looking north along the Appeal Site, from the garden of  Long Barn, with Munfin 
House to the right. 
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8.13 While the AOSC principally concerns an area of  built townscape interest, this cannot be divorced 

from its wider landscape context, and the relationship between its built form and wider rural 

setting, which is of  some historic interest. Such visual and contextual relationships are particularly 

significant at the margins of  a village settlement, as must be the case here. The current Application 

Site comprises part of  an open rural landscape which directly borders the AOSC, but is not part 

of  it. This juxtaposition offers both a contrast and complement to built form within the AOSC, 

which is part of  an historic rural settlement which has always been enclosed, and defined by, areas 

of  open farmland. The open area of  surrounding farmland comprises a dominant feature in such 

a relationship. Any partial replacement of  this aspect of  historic setting, by what could be described 

as an enclosing development of  suburban character, would be directly visible within outward views 

from the AOSC, and would considerably detract from its character, and the contribution made by 

such views to significance. It is therefore argued, further to the point made in Para 8.11 above, that 

the current Appeal scheme would be contrary to Policies TB21 and TB26 of  the MDD Local Plan.  

 

8.14 The Appeal Site indisputably comprises part of a significant and historic settlement gap between 

Hurst village and Whistley Green, to the north. This gap of open countryside is significant in that 

it represents a clear, open distinction between two neighbouring village settlements (report front 

cover). This is important in an increasingly developed area which is otherwise characterised by 

extensive twentieth-century village expansion and connecting ribbon developments. The proposed 

development on the Broadwater Lane side would partly erode the spatial distinction between 

adjoining villages, and leave a reduced strip which would be vulnerable to future infill development. 

Such spatial distinction would be further eroded by development on the western side of Hogmoor 

Lane. The distinctive, and spatially distinct, rural character of Hurst village contrasts with the 

extensive modern developments surrounding the neighbouring settlements of Twyford, Winnersh 

and Wokingham, and such surviving character should be preserved. The importance of maintaining 

this ‘green gap’ was emphasised in the Planning Inspector’s comments in relation to the 1999 

Appeal. 

 

8.14 The current Appeal scheme would visually separate this part of Hurst village, and the AOSC, from 

their open landscape setting to the north, and would erode the significant spatial distinction 

between Hurst and Whistley Green. The proposed layout would continue to impact the quality of 

northward views from some heritage assets on Broadwater Lane, and of westward view from 

Hogmoor Lane, and would not avoid a degree of setting impact to Grade II-listed Buttercups and 

97



@Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy                        Land North of Broadwater Lane, Hurst: Appeal Statement for Heritage 

 

41 

 

Elder Cottage.  The greater level of setting impact to Grade II-listed Bower Cottage and Parkers 

Cottage would not be mitigated by the current Appeal scheme.   

 

The Opinion of the Local Planning Authority 
8.16 In a consultation response to the revised 2025 application, and by implication, to the subsequent 

Appeal, Wokingham Borough Council officers have made the following comments in respect of 

impacts to the landscape context of the Appeal Site and the Area of Special Character:   

• With the current Appeal scheme, the undeveloped visual gap on the northern side of Broadwater 

Lane would be largely retained, albeit away from the higher concentration of historic buildings 

grouped around the Wards Cross junction of Broadwater Lane with Hogmoor Lane. As such, 

the historic visual gap would be maintained, but in a degraded form.  

• The proposed development would result in a more built-up and urbanised environment, resulting 

in change to the character and appearance of that part of Hurst centred on Wards Cross and the 

historic farm now represented by the residentially converted Long Barn on the western side of 

Hogmoor Lane.  

• With respect to the open connecting land, between the two areas of development of the Appeal 

Site, there is concern regarding the visibility the proposed internal access road, which may be 

detrimental to those in views into, and out of, the Area of Special Character. 

 

8.17 The Appeal scheme would divorce a number of listed and non-listed historic buildings from their 

historic landscape context. This includes the effects on available views north-westward from Wards 

Cross House, and Long Barn (Figs. 11, 12 and 14). Hurst village has a retained a distinct historic 

and spatial identity, with an unchanged landscape setting on its north-western side which 

contributes importantly to the setting and significance of historic buildings, and to the setting and 

rural context of the AOSC.  

 

8.18 The Appeal scheme would result in unacceptably adverse effects to the wider landscape settings of 

a number of designated and non-designated historic buildings, and of the Hurst Area of Special 

Character.  It would also substantially erode an area of open farmland on the margins of the village 

which is an important and largely unchanged historic survival. While not formally designated as 

such, this surviving fieldscape is integral to its historic plan and landscape context of the village, 

and forms an important settlement gap. While the overall level of harm to heritage assets and 

landscape resulting from the revised scheme is assessed as being in the middle range of less than 

substantial, this would extend to the higher range of less than substantial in the case of some 
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individual heritage assets. This Appeal Statement for heritage therefore endorses many of the 

assessments and opinions expressed in an earlier Planning Rebuttal report (RHC 2026). The revised 

scheme would conflict with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and 

Policies TB21, TB24 and TB26 of the WBC MDD Local Plan.   

 

8.19 The Appeal Site and its surroundings have been assessed against the relevant criteria of the GLVIA 

3: Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (2013), and are found to demonstrate all 

relevant landscape qualities, including scenic quality, rarity, conservation interest and associations. 

WBC has therefore established that the Appeal Site and surrounding landscape contain numerous 

and significant visual landscape attributes, which include: 

• The landscape condition is assessed as moderate across the whole of the LCA, although the 

physical landscape, rural settlement pattern and openness of the rural landscape is intact. The 

landscape around the Appeal Site is of a higher quality. 

• There is scenic quality in views along Broadwater Lane to the east and west, of the backdrop 

of the Appeal Site, and the land to the west of the Appeal Site which provides the setting of the 

AOSC, and importantly the views from Hogmoor Lane, through the gap between Long Barn and 

Apple Tree Cottage, which are important to the recreational routes from Hogmoor Lane such as 

PRoW STNH9. 

• The Appeal Site and the wider area of pastoral fields to the west, are rare in that they have 

Veteran trees identified on the ATI, which are located in the field boundary hedgerows which 

themselves are a rare feature, thus elevating the rarity and landscape value of the Appeal Site and 

its setting. 

• The Appeal Site and immediate setting are representative of the Valuable Landscape Attributes 

described in Character Area 2 of the Landscape Character Assessment.  

 

8.20 The 2025 Planning Inspector did not appear to acknowledge the landscape value attributed to the 

Appeal Site and its surroundings. However, the landscape assessment undertaken by Wokingham 

Borough Council against relevant criteria of the GLVIA (2013), and summarised in paragraph 8.19 

above, has demonstrated conclusively that the Appeal Site is associated with important landscape 

values, and that these should be a material consideration in any Appeal decision.  
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Fig. 13: View, looking north from Parker’s Cottage and across Broadwater Lane, of the proposed 
western section of the Appeal Site.  

 

 

Fig. 14: View, of June, 2026, looking north-west across the proposed western section of the  Appeal 
Site, from the garden of Wards Cross House.  
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9. ADDRESSING THE APPELLANT’S CASE FOR HERITAGE 

 
9.1 The Appellant’s case for heritage is expressed in two documents. Of these, the most detailed is 

Appeal Statement prepared by Forum Heritage Services (2026), with the principal points and 

conclusions summarised in the Planning Appeal Statement prepared by Shorewood Homes (2026). 

The respective case made in both documents is addressed separately below. 

 
Forum Heritage Services’ Appeal Statement  

9.2 The comparatively brief Appeal Statement prepared by Forum Heritage Services is not structured 

in the manner of a conventional Written Representation, and principally comprises an assessment 

of impacts to the settings of heritage assets on Broadwater Lane. This assessment rehearses many 

of the points and conclusions of the earlier heritage statements produced by Asset Heritage Services 

(2024 and 2025) but, remarkably, does not address the heritage impacts associated with that part 

of the Appeal Site facing Hogmoor Lane. For this reason, and in view of the complete lack of 

supporting photographs and plans, it is unclear whether the author has visited the Site, or has any 

first-hand knowledge of its topography or visual relationships. This Appeal Statement also wholly 

fails to consider the Area of Special Character (AOSC), or the broader implications of the Appeal 

Site for the historic landscape context of Hurst village which contained within the current 

proposals.     

 

The Listed Buildings along Broadwater Lane 

9.3 The Appellant’s Appeal Statement principally addresses Reason for Refusal 3 of the 2025 planning 

application, ie. 

‘The proposals, by virtue of its location, would fail to conserve 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 Plan and NPPF’.  

 

9.4 Bower and Parkers Cottages are identified as small, timber-framed vernacular buildings of 

seventeenth and eighteenth-century date. Historically, it is argued that these are likely to have 

comprised the modest dwellings of smallholders or labourers. The author implies that the 

apparently modest historical status of these buildings in some way detracts from their current 

significance as heritage assets. However, as important surviving examples of vernacular 

construction, and as Grade II-listed heritage assets, such cannot be the case.  
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9.5 The author asserts in Paragraph 4.3 of the Appeal Statement that, ‘beyond the domestic curtilage 

of these cottages, the principal aspect of setting which contributes to the significance of these listed 

buildings is their relationship to Broadwater Lane.’ While, historically, this will have comprised an 

important relationship, the character of Broadwater Lane, as the busy modern thoroughfare of the 

A321 has undergone considerable change, so that it now does not contribute positively to the 

setting or significance of the listed buildings concerned.  It is strongly argued that the broader 

agricultural landscape beyond Broadwater Lane comprises a more important aspect of wider 

setting, and provides an historical context for these listed buildings which has remained unchanged 

since the time of their construction. Moreover, the intervening Broadwater Lane does not represent 

a visual barrier between the listed buildings and the open land to the north. The Appellant’s Appeal 

Statement has failed to recognise this important relationship.  

 

9.6 In Paragraph 4.2, the author observes that Bower and Elder Cottage have substantial boundary 

treatments at their frontages, which partly screen these buildings in views from Broadwater Lane, 

and thus restrict their visibility at street level. However, such temporary modern boundary features 

do not wholly obscure visual connections between these buildings and the open land to the north. 

In any case, such features would not be considered by current setting guidance to preclude setting 

impact. In any case, the open land to the north of Broadwater Lane is set at a slightly higher 

elevation than the intervening roadway, and inter-visibility is not impeded by any boundary 

hedgerows. In addition, the higher elevations and roof-lines of the proposed dwellings would 

render these conspicuous in any views from the southern side of Broadwater Lane.  

 

9.7 In Paragraph 4.3 of the Appeal Statement, the author observes that the Grade II-listed buildings 

exhibit a degree of group value which contributes to the settings of the buildings concerned and 

enhances their individual and collective significance. However, it is argued that, as an historically 

coherent group, the historic farmland to the north of Broadwater Lane, including the Appeal Site, 

comprises part of a wider surrounding historic landscape and therefore represents an even more 

significant aspect of setting.   

 

9.8 Despite the evident relationship described above, the author observed that there is no evidence of 

an historical association between the listed buildings and the Appeal Site which might contribute 

to their significance. However, such an apparent lack of documentary evidence cannot in itself 

demonstrate that such a relationship did not exist. More broadly, it is reasonable to argue that the 
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post-medieval inhabitants of these dwellings, plausibly identified as probable smallholders or 

labourers, will have been directly or indirectly engaged in agriculture, and that the very proximity 

of the land in question would certainly imply that such a working association existed. More 

generally, we might assume a close working and tenurial connection between the historic village 

and its farming hinterland, of which the Appeal Site and surrounding open land will have formed 

a part. An implied close historical association between these listed buildings and surrounding 

farmland is therefore entirely reasonable. More specifically, documentary evidence does exist for a 

direct historical relationship between Wards Cross House and surrounding land and, by 

implication, similar relationships my well have existed for surrounding historic buildings.  

 

9.9 In paragraph 4.5 the Appellant’s Appeal Statement acknowledges that Grade II-listed Parkers 

Cottage has direct visual linkage with the Appeal Site. Elder Cottage is described as being partly 

screened by a fence on its frontage but directly addressing the curtilage of Wards Cross House 

across Broadwater Lane. The settings of these two Grade II-listed buildings would arguably be the 

most affected by the proposed development, as confirmed by the opinion of the 2025 Planning 

Inspector. On this basis, the Appellant’s case is further weakened by current Historic England 

guidance on setting:  

‘The settings of heritage assets which closely resembles the setting at the time the asset was 

constructed or formed are likely to contribute particularly strongly to significance, but settings 

which have changed may also enhance significance’. 

The Appeal Site and surrounding open area north of Broadwater Lane have remained historically 

unchanged, and therefore comprise a significant historic landscape survival. The Appeal Site 

therefore comprises an important aspect of setting, and one which contributes strongly to the 

significance of Parkers and Elder Cottages, and other surrounding heritage assets. This is 

particularly true of Wards Cross House, which, despite modern additions, has a close spatial and 

visual relationship with the Appeal Site. 

 

9.10 In paragraph 4.7 the Appellant’s Appeal Statement asserts that:  

‘Whilst the Site’s use as agricultural land is likely to have been in use [sic] as such when 

the cottages were built, this does not mean that the level of visibility across this area of 

landscape was as there is today. It is likely that the fields were bounded by hedges, possibly 

substantial hedges, that would have completely screened this landscape from view [sic] 

from the road’.  
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This tendentious speculation suggests that the Appeal Site may not have been visible from the 

listed buildings on the southern side of Broadwater Lane. No such hedgerows exist today, and the 

historic mapping evidence for field boundaries surrounding the Appeal Site suggests that no such 

intervening hedgerows would have existed since at least the mid-eighteenth century, and no doubt 

much earlier. An earlier historic landscape study undertaken by Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy 

included a detailed assessment of Lidar and aerial photographic data within and surrounding the 

Appeal Site, which included no evidence of former ‘substantial hedges’. The fieldscape surrounding 

the Appeal Site does include an historic hedgerow boundary on its northern side, but otherwise 

appears to have been open since the medieval period. 

 

9.11 There is broad agreement with the claim made in paragraph 4.8 of the Appellants Appeal 

Statement, that the ‘Site’s historic land use (agriculture) existed before the (listed) buildings were 

constructed, and forms part of their setting’. This point is largely irrelevant, however. The Site and 

surrounding open area comprise a surviving rural landscape which both served and defined the 

medieval and post-medieval village, and was integral to its economy and function. In broader terms, 

it therefore forms an important surviving element of the historic context and setting of the entire 

village, and of the neighbouring AOSC.   

  

Wards Cross House 

9.12 In paragraph 4.12 of the Appellant’s Appeal Statement, Wards Cross House is acknowledged to 

have an historical tenurial association with its surrounding farmland, although it is understood that 

this relationship has long since ceased to apply and that this house no longer has any functional 

relationship with the former farm buildings which used to lie within its curtilage. However, these 

continue to form an important aspect of setting. The open farmland immediately to the west of 

Wards Cross House  comprises an unaltered aspect of the rural setting of the former farmhouse, 

which continues to contribute importantly to its significance (Fig. 14). Wards Cross House also 

addresses Hogmoor Lane on its eastern side, although the historical importance of this relationship 

remains unclear. Despite later and modern boundary treatments, the Appeal Site remains visible in 

westward views from Wards Cross House, within which the first floors and roof-lines of proposed 

new dwellings would be conspicuous. This would inevitably result in substantial impact to the 

setting and significance of the Grade II-listed building. The Appellants’ assertion, in Paragraph 4.12 

that; ‘the land along Broadwater Lane makes no meaningful contribution to the special interest of 

the heritage asset’ is therefore strongly disputed. Since the seventeenth century, the Appeal Site has 
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comprised an unaltered and closely associated part of this setting, and one which contributes 

importantly to understandings of its historical development and function.  

 

9.13 The case of Wards Cross House exemplifies the manner in which the Appellant’s case rests solely 

on assessments of existing visual relationships with the Appeal Site, and not on relationships with 

the Appeal Site as a completed development. This is a critically important distinction. The Appellant’s 

case is considerably weakened by the absence of any detailed supporting proposals for the scale, 

massing, elevation design or materials of proposed dwellings, although it must be recognised that 

the proposed dwellings on both Broadwater and Hogmoor Lanes would display a roof-ridge 

heights of not less than 8-9m, so that these would be highly conspicuous in shorter and long-range 

views. Setting and landscape impact assessments should therefore relate to the Appeal Site as 

developed, and not to its currently open state.  

  

Hogmoor Lane 

9.14 Remarkably, the Appellant’s Appeal Statement only assesses the effect of that part of the Appeal 

Site which borders Broadwater Lane, and includes no assessment of that eastern element which 

faces onto Hogmoor Lane (Figs. 9, 11 and 12). This aspect of the proposed development has 

important implications for the settings of two non-listed historic buildings, namely Long Barn and 

Munfin House,  and for the quality of westward views from Hogmoor Lane. These emphasise the 

essentially rural character of the village margins along Hogmoor Lane, and contribute importantly 

to the AOSC. In view of current NPPF provisions for non-designated heritage assts, these are 

important considerations.  

 

The Area of Special Character (AOSC) 

9.15 Equally remarkably, the Appellant’s Appeal Statement makes no reference to the AOSC, or to the 

potential effects of the proposed development upon it. The detailed assessment made above in this 

Statement will not be repeated here, although it is emphasised that the unchanged rural character 

of the directly adjoining Appeal Site and surrounding land comprises an important aspect of the 

landscape context and setting of the AOSC, and that the Appeal scheme would result in a 

measurable degree of harm to the AOSC (Figs. 9, 11 and 12). The Permission in Principle 

application was refused partly because the proposed scheme would be contrary to Policy TB26 of  

the MDD local Plan, and would fail to retain and enhance the Hurst AOSC, and would harm the 

setting and significance of  surrounding heritage assets. 
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 Historic Landscape Character 

9.16 The Appellant’s Appeal Statement includes no assessment of historic landscape character, or of 

the spatial importance of the Appeal Site and surrounding area. The proposed development would 

substantially erode an area of open farmland on the margins of the village which is an important 

and largely unchanged historic survival. This would leave any surviving open area to the north of 

Broadwater Lane vulnerable to future infill development. While not formally designated as such, 

this surviving fieldscape is integral to the historic plan and landscape context of the village, and 

forms an important green settlement gap between Hurst and Whistley Green. The Appeal Site and 

its surroundings have been assessed against the relevant criteria of the GLVIA 3: Guidelines for 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (2013), and are found to demonstrate all relevant landscape 

qualities, including scenic quality, rarity, conservation interest and associations. WBC has therefore 

established that the Appeal Site and surrounding landscape contain numerous and significant visual 

landscape attributes. 

 

 Levels of Harm to the Significance of Heritage Assets 

9.17 The Appellant’s Appeal Statement includes assessment of the various levels of harm to the 

significance of affected heritage assets resulting from changes to their settings. These assessments 

differ from those made by the 2025 Planning Inspector and Local Planning Authority Officers. 

The case of Buttercups, and possibly that of Grade II-listed Hunters Cottage, have not been 

considered in the Appellant’s assessment. However, while the Appeal Scheme would undoubtedly 

result in a lower degree of setting impact to these heritage assets than that resulting from the 2024 

scheme, the level of harm would still be within the lower range of less than substantial. 

 

9.18 In the case of Bower Cottage, while the 2024 scheme would have extended further along 

Broadwater Lane, the Appeal Scheme would have a lower degree of visibility from the frontage of 

this set-back heritage asset, with the level of resulting harm assessed in the lower range of less than 

substantial. However, in the case of Parkers Cottage and Elder Cottage, the spatial and visual 

relationship with the Appeal Site would remain essentially unchanged. While the proposed 

development would be partly set back from the road frontage on this side, a substantial degree of 

visibility and setting impact would remain, particularly in view of the likely scale and massing of 

proposed dwellings and the conspicuous bellmouth opening onto Broadwater Lane. Despite the 

Appellant’s claims, the resulting level of harm to the setting and significance of these Grade II-

listed buildings would remain at the higher end of less than substantial, as confirmed by the 2025 
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Planning Inspector. In this respect, the Appeal Scheme would offer no advantages to the 2024 

scheme.  

 

9.19 While the earlier Asset Heritage Consulting assessment unaccountably asserted that the 2025 

scheme would result in no harm to the setting and significance of Wards Cross House, the Local 

Planning Authority assessed the level of resulting harm to be in the higher range of less than 

substantial.  As westward views from the rear of this Grade II-listed property would include closely 

located new dwelling units, it is simply not credible to assert, as in paragraph 5.12 of the Appellant’s 

Appeal Statement, that the Appeal Scheme ‘is unlikely to have any inter-visibility between Wards 

Cross House and the proposed development’. There would in fact be considerable inter-visibility 

between the two, and any impact on the unchanged historic setting of this building would be 

considerable, resulting in a degree of harm which would remain in the higher range of less than 

substantial.  The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has not considered any levels of harm resulting 

from impacts to the settings of the non-designated heritage assets along Hogmoor Lane, and the 

level of resulting harm to these is assessed to be in the middle range of less than substantial.  

  

The Appellant’s Planning Statement 

9.20   The Appellant’s Appeal Statement for Planning asserts that, ‘Whilst the Council alleges a high level 

of less than substantial harm to three listed buildings, there would be no harm to Elder Cottage 

and Wards Cross House’. For the reasons stated above, such is manifestly not the case. While the 

earlier Planning Inspector did not attribute harm to Wards Cross House, the Local Planning 

Authority has credibly identified such harm at the higher end of less than substantial.  

 
9.21 The Appellant’s Planning Statement claims that any harm to Bower Cottage and Parkers Cottage 

would be at the very lowest, or lower, end of the less than substantial harm spectrum. The fact that 

these buildings have front boundary features, or have been subject to later extensions and 

alterations is irrelevant, and claims of historical screening hedgerows on the Appeal Site cannot be 

sustained.  Despite the reductions in scale of the Appeal scheme, the degree of setting impact and 

resulting levels of harm to these heritage assets would not significantly differ from that of the 2024 

scheme.  

 
9.22   Contrary to the claims of the Appellant, the Local Planning Authority’s conclusions regarding the 

AOSC have not overstated the likely effects of the Appeal scheme on the AOSC. While it is 

acknowledged that previous concerns regarding veteran trees have no relationship to current 
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proposals, the Appellant has wholly failed to acknowledge the importance of the unaltered 

landscape setting and context of the AOSC and its importance as an aspect of historic setting, and 

as a strategic gap between settlements. The Appeal scheme would introduce a linear form of 

development along the northern side of Broadwater Lane and the western side of Hogmoor Lane, 

which would result in harm to the historic context, setting and significance of the AOSC. 

 
9.23 We are in agreement with WBC officers, that the proposed internal road within the Appeal Site 

would result in an inappropriate and overly urban contrast with the surrounding area, resulting in 

harm to landscape character and extending to the setting of the AOSC. We are in agreement with 

WBC officers, that the level of attributed harm to this non-designated heritage asset would be in 

the moderate to high range of less than substantial. While the proposed development is claimed to 

be reflect the linear pattern of development along Broadwater Lane, such development applies only 

to the southern side of the Lane, and not to the open northern side.  

 

9.24   While the proposed internal access road linking Broadwater Lane with Hogmoor Lane would not 

be readily perceptible from Broadwater Lane, other than a glimpsed transient view, the Appellant 

has failed to recognise the wider visibility of substantial detached dwellings from both Broadwater 

and Hogmoor Lanes. The Appellant’s case is not supported by any proposed elevation designs or 

visual impact assessments for the completed development.  

 
9.25   Despite the more limited separation distance with Buttercups proposed in the Appeal scheme, it is 

asserted that a residual degree of setting impact would exist for this heritage asset. For the detailed 

reasons given above, the Appellant’s claims of a very low level of harm to the settings and 

significance of Bower Cottage and Parkers Cottage cannot be sustained. Equally, the claims of no 

harm to the significance of Elder Cottage and Wards Cross House are comprehensively dismissed, 

despite limited changes to respective separation distances.    

 
9.26 It is acknowledged that the Appeal Site proposal include a set-back from the Broadwater Lane 

frontage, with some intervening landscaping. However, any beneficial effects of this in terms of 

reduced impacts to heritage settings, would be limited by the effect of the proposed and 

conspicuous bellmouth opening on this side, together with the massing and scale of proposed 

dwelling units.  The Local Planning Authority is correct in attributing comparable levels of setting 

impact and harm as for the 2024 scheme. 
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10. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
1. The Appeal Site would have no effect on the distant Hurst Conservation Area, but would directly 

adjoin the Hurst Area of Special Character (AOSC). The Appeal Site itself contains no heritage 

assets. 

 

2. An application for Permission in Principle has been submitted for three detached dwellings on the 

northern side of Broadwater Lane, and four similar dwellings on the south-eastern frontage of 

Hogmoor Lane (ref. 260353). The two elements of the revised Application Site would be linked by 

an access roadway leading off Broadwater Lane, with a prominent bellmouth turning apron. The 

proposed dwellings on the Broadwater Lane side would be set back from the road frontage, behind 

a landscaped strip.  The elevation design of the proposed dwellings would necessarily be a reserved 

matter, although their scale, massing detailing and material palette are assumed to broadly accord 

with that of local built form. This application was dismissed in March 2016, and is now the subject 

of the current Appeal.  

 

3. A previous application, for nine detached dwellings to occupy the currently open frontage on the 

northern side of Broadwater Lane, was dismissed at Appeal, in October, 2025. In relation to heritage 

and landscape matters, the Inspector established the following points: 

• The attributes of the Site contribute positively to the settings of surrounding listed 

buildings; 

• This contribution would be significantly undermined by the proposed development, and 

would cause harm to the settings of surrounding listed buildings; 

•  The level of resulting harm would be towards the higher end of less than substantial, 

which would be contrary to Policy TB26 of the MDLP, which requires that considerable 

weight be given to the preservation of the settings of listed buildings; 

• The landscape attributes of the Site include the peaceful and undeveloped character of a 

pastoral landscape. While not an intrinsically valuable or designated landscape, this 

contributes positively to the settings of listed building and the AOSC; and 

• Policy TB26 of the MDLP states that planning permission should only be granted for 

proposals affecting AOSCs when they demonstrably enhance the traditional, historical, 

local and special character of the Area. 
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4. While the proposed reduction in development on the Broadwater Lane frontage would partly, but 

not entirely, reduce the level of setting impact on Grade II-listed Buttercups and Bower Cottage, 

this development would remain visible from these two properties, and views of the reduced open 

landscape setting to their north would be narrowed and compromised. Notwithstanding the 

proposed offsetting of dwellings behind a roadside strip along Broadwater Lane, there would be 

little or no change in the high degree of impact to the settings of Grade II-listed Elder Cottage, 

Parker’s Cottage and Wards Cross House. The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has considerably 

overestimated any beneficial effects, of reduced levels and offsetting of development on Broadwater 

Lane, on both heritage settings and the AOSC. 

 

5. Adverse setting impacts in these cases would be exacerbated by the prominent bellmouth opening 

onto Broadwater Lane, and by resulting additional traffic movements and activity. High levels of 

less than substantial harm, comparable to those resulting from the 2024 scheme, would relate to the 

setting and significance of Parker’s and Elder Cottages, and of Wards Cross House, would apply 

equally to the revised scheme. 

 

6. The proposed four dwellings within the eastern element of the Site would face onto Hogmoor Lane, 

and would considerably detract from the quiet rural aspect of this road and the direct views of open 

countryside on its north-western side. The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has not included any 

assessment of the effects on Hogmoor Lane, or its constituent heritage assets. The westward views 

from Hogmoor Lane, and its open rural surroundings, contribute importantly to the settings and 

significance of non-listed Long Barn and Munfin House, both of which are of historic interest. Such 

development might also have a more limited effect on the wider rural setting of adjacent Grade II-

listed The Old Posting House, on the south-eastern side of Hogmoor Lane. 

 

7. The revised Application Site directly abuts the AOSC, and would be included within an important 

part of its rural setting and context, and one which is closely related to the historic development 

and character of Hurst village. The proposed development would therefore fail to comply with the 

special character and historic landscape context of the AOSC, and would conflict with Policies 

TB21 and TB26 of the MDLP. The proposed development and its essentially suburban character, 

would be directly visible from neighboring parts of the AOSC and its component historic buildings, 

and would greatly detract from the quality of such views and perceptions of the historic landscape 

setting and context of the wider village. The Appellant’s Appeal Statement has not included any 
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assessment of historic landscape character or value, or of the spatial and historical important of the 

open land north of Broadwater Lane which includes the Appeal Site.  

 

8. The area of open farmland to the north of Broadwater Lane comprises a significant historic 

settlement gap, which identifies Hurst as a spatially distinct village settlement. Any erosion of this 

existing gap would render the balance of undeveloped land vulnerable to future infill development, 

with the risk of ribbon development completely removing the existing open rural distinction 

between Hurst village and Whistley Green.  

 

9. Far from ameliorating adverse effects on heritage settings and the AOSC, the Appeal scheme would 

simply displace an element of proposed development footprint to the north-east, with little, if any, 

reduction in aggregate setting impact.  The Appellant’s Appeal and Planning Statements have failed 

to accurately assess the degree of heritage setting impact associated with the proposed development, 

and have failed to acknowledge the resulting levels of harm to the settings of affected heritage assets, 

together with the contribution made to the AOSC by its existing rural landscape context.   

 

10. Contrary to the views expressed within the Appellant’s Appeal Statement, the proposed scheme 

would result in unacceptable adverse effects to the wider landscape settings of a number of 

designated and non-designated historic buildings, and of the Hurst Area of Special Character.  It 

would also erode an area of open farmland on the margins of the village which is integral to its 

historic landscape context, and which forms an important settlement gap between Hurst and an 

adjoining village. The overall level of harm to heritage assets and landscape resulting from the 

Appeal scheme is assessed as being towards the higher end of less than substantial. This Appeal 

Statement therefore strongly endorses the assessments and opinions expressed in earlier 

assessments (RHC 2026), and the earlier comments and observations made in the Planning 

Inspector’s report of October, 2025. The revised scheme would also conflict with the requirements 

of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies TB21, TB24 and TB26 of the Wokingham 

Borough MDDLP.    
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APPENDIX A: CURRICULUM VITAE FOR DR RICHARD MASSEY 

 

Address: 5 Orchardleigh View, Frome, Somerset BA11 3SB 

t: 0118 933 3147   m: 07584 951602   e: richard@ridgewayheritage.com 

 
PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

A widely experienced archaeologist and heritage professional, with a strong academic background and proven 

track-record, in both commercial and curatorial sectors, in the successful management of change in the historic 

environment.  

WORK HISTORY 

Ridgeway Heritage Consultancy (October 2020 – present) 

I have established an independent consultancy practice, offering bespoke heritage and archaeological advice 

to a growing client base, with a wide range of projects, including area assessments for archaeology and cultural 

heritage, historic buildings, setting assessments, urban landscapes and conservation areas, Conservation 

Management Plans and archaeological fieldwork.  

Key recent projects have included: 

• Key view impact assessments for Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew World Heritage Site; 

• Conservation Area and urban character impact assessments for Eaton Terrace SW1. 

• Conservation plans and conservation area assessments for three sites in Cheltenham; 

• Conservation Area impact assessments for RORC, Cowes, IoW; 

• Setting and urban landscape and archaeology assessments for a major development in central 

Southampton; 

• Historic landscape study and pre-demolition recording of a building in Nettlebed, Oxon; 

• Historic landscape study and impact assessment for a listed barn at Chedworth, Glos; 

• Historic landscape study and impact assessment at Twickenham, Middx. 

• Historic landscape study and heritage impact assessment at Middle Littleton, Worcs. 

• Conservation Area and urban character impact assessment for Petersfield, Hants. 

• Historic landscape and cultural heritage study for Boars Hill, Oxon. 

 

Cotswold Archaeology (November 2013 －October 2020) 

Senior Heritage Consultant and Post-Excavation Manager 

Engaged in advising wide range of local authority, national agency and commercial clients, and in archaeology 

project management. Project work has included EIAs, impact assessments, landscape surveys, urban area 

assessments, statutory consents, archaeological mitigation strategies, appeals and detailed pre- and post-

application planning support. Effective project management and delivery within demanding time and cost 

constraints. 

Key achievements have included: 

• Archaeology/heritage mitigation strategies and survey for former Wisley Airfield MDA, Surrey; 

• Fort Gilkicker, Gosport, 2016-2017. Residential conversion of a scheduled 19th-century fort. 

• Bicester Gateway, Oxon 2016-2017. Archaeological management for major mixed-use site. 

• Temple Quay, Bristol, 2015-16. Planning support and assessment for major mixed development;  

• Finzel's Reach, Redcliffe, Bristol, 2015. 'Constructive Conservation' repair and re-purposing of 

historic industrial buildings on margins of inner-city conservation areas. 

• Fraser Range Development, Eastney, Portsmouth, 2016-20. Major re-development of 20th-century 

defence site, including impacts on archaeology and setting of Fort Cumberland. 

• Archaeological survey and management plans for Three National Trust Estates; 

• Heritage management and consents for major renewable energy schemes. 

•   
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English Heritage SE Region (June 2005 －November 2013) 

Inspector of Ancient Monuments for Hampshire, Surrey, West Sussex and Isle of Wight 

Provision of statutory planning advice and consents for a wide variety of applications affecting scheduled 

monuments, archaeological areas and the wider historic environment. Scope of work included detailed pre-

application advice, project scoping, designations, heritage at risk, heritage crime investigations, maritime and 

forestry management plans, national park and partnership agency liaison, repair and conversion of historic 

structures and archaeological management plans. 

Key achievements included: 

• Archaeological management of HLF-funded Guildford and Farnham Castle projects and Fernhurst 

Furnace, West Sussex; 

• DERA Chobham,  and other MoD disposal sites; 

• Portsmouth Battery 2012-13, and Spitbank Fort, Portsmouth, 2007-12. Regeneration projects for 

repair and conversion of scheduled coastal defences to retail/craft units and hotel. 

• Fort Nelson, Portsmouth "Voice of the Guns" HLF-funded project for integration of historic fort 

structures with modern visitor facilities and display spaces. 

• New Mary Rose Museum in Portsmouth Historic Dockyard, 2007-2012. Conversion of scheduled 

historic dock and assessment of non-physical setting impacts for new museum.  

• New Forest and South Downs National Parks Lidar survey and interpretation 2009-12. 

• Southampton West Quay III projects, 2006-2012 and Lower High Street regeneration scheme. 

 

English Heritage SE Region (January 1997 －May 2005) 

Historic Environment Field Advisor: SE Counties 

Repair/management agreements and grant aid for repair. Monitoring of recording briefs associated with 

monument consent. Correlation of Heritage at Risk data and prioritisation of sites and monuments for 

conservation. Working with local authorities and partnership agencies in developing common SAM 

management strategies. Key achievements include: English Heritage regional Heritage at Risk projects, 2004-

2012, and DEFRA Management of Arable Landscapes Project 2002-3. 

 

SKILLS 

• Good IT skills, including use of MS Office and GIS applications; 

• Familiarity with planning process, consent procedures and heritage policies and guidance; 

• Effective project management and familiarity with decision-making processes in archaeology; 

• Lidar and aerial photography: mapping and interpretation. 

• Good report writing and presentation skills, with excellent written and oral communication; 

• Wide archaeological/heritage knowledge, including architectural history, and 

             comprehensive experience of heritage assets and historic environments; 

• Current driving licence. 

 

EDUCATION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Chartered Institute for Archaeology 

2006  MCIfA:  Full member of the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists 

 

University of Reading 

PhD: Archaeology (06/2006) 

‘The Formation of the Atrebatic kingdoms: settlement change and social formation in the Late Iron Age of 

Central-Southern Britain’ 

University of Bristol (02/2000) 

MA: Landscape Archaeology (Distinction) 

Society of Antiquaries 
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Elected Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries (FSA), December 2020. 

Oxford University Department of Continuing Education 

Undergraduate and Weekly Course Tutor in Archaeology (2009-present). 
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Appendix F – Assessment Against the Development Plan 

This Appendix provides a consolidated assessment of the Appeal Scheme against the principal 

policies of the Development Plan referred to throughout this Representation. It is intended to assist 

the Inspector by drawing together the policy conflicts identified in the main body of the Representation 

and should be read alongside the detailed planning evidence and analysis set out in the preceding 

sections. 

• Core Strategy Policies CP1 and CP3 Sustainable Development Principles. The Appeal 

scheme does not comply with key criteria set out in Policy CP1. The Policy aligns with the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development in the Framework. It requires proposals to 

maintain and enhance the quality of the environment; ensure the provision of adequate 

drainage and avoid risk from all forms of flooding; provide attractive, safe secure schemes 

and reduce the need to travel by private car. The proposal conflicts with this Policy as it 

adversely affects the landscape character and setting of the Hurst AoSC.  The Appeal Site is 

too compromised by physical planning constrains to deliver a high-quality outcome. The 

proposal does not include a flood and drainage strategy or reduce the need to travel by car. 

• Policy CP6, Managing travel demand and Emerging Policy TR1.  Although opportunities 

to maximise sustainable transport solutions vary between urban and rural areas, the Policy is 

generally consistent with the Framework in that it prioritises walking, cycling and public 

transport over car use.  Hurst is a Limited Development Location with few employment 

opportunities, a poor level of services and facilities and a limited public transport system. The 

Appeal Scheme does not comply with this Policy as future occupants of the proposed 

development will be heavily reliant on the private motor car for day to day needs and to 

access services and facilities further afield. 

• Policy CP9, Scale and Location of Development.  The Policy outlines the spatial strategy 

for the Borough. The Appeal scheme is in conflict with the spatial strategy for the Borough as 

it is set outside development limits in designated countryside. 

• Policy CP11, Proposals Outside Development Limits. The Policy dictates development 

within the countryside. Policy CP11’s two overarching aims are to maintain the separate 

identity of settlements and to maintain the quality of the environment. The Appeal scheme 

does not fall within any of the Policy’s exceptions. Although the Authority regards Whistley 

Green and Hurst as historically and visually separate, Inspector Burnham afforded limited 

weight to settlement coalescence in the previous Appeal. The decisive issue is the second 

aim of CP11 to maintain the quality of the environment. The Appeal scheme fails to comply 

with this requirement. The proposal would introduce an incongruous built form into an open 

agricultural landscape, eroding rural openness, the existing settlement pattern and the historic 

character of both Broadwater Lane and Hogmoor Lane.  It would harm the landscape features 
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that have been assessed by the Authority as elevating the quality of the landscape 

surrounding the Site to above moderate in accordance Guidelines for Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment 2013 (GLVIA3) 

• MDDLP Policy CC01 Presumption in favour of sustainable development. The Policy 

broadly reflects the Framework’s presumption in favour of sustainable development but it 

does not override other policies. Where heritage harm is identified, the protective policies in 

the Framework’s Section 16 are engaged. These fall within footnote 7 meaning the tilted 

balance in Paragraph 11(d) is disapplied and the proposal must be determined under the 

heritage harm tests in paragraphs 207–208. 

• MDDLP Policy CC02: Development limits. Development within and adjacent to Minor 
Settlements. The proposal does not comply with the policy CC02 as it is located outside 

development limits; does not respect the transition between the built-up area and open 

countryside and will have a negative visual impact on the surrounding countryside and 

existing settlement pattern. The proposal does not meet the criteria for development adjacent 

to minor settlements as it is not an infill development.   

• MDDLP Policy CC03: Green infrastructure, Trees and Landscaping and Emerging 
Policy NE3 Green and Blue Infrastructure: The proposal is located in a Green Route 

Enhancement Area and the wide 19metre bell mouth access on Broadwater Lane leading to 

an internal access road will cause a noticeable loss of vegetation that would have to be 

replaced at the TDC stage. 

• MDDLP Policy CC09: Development and Flood Risk (from all sources). The Appeal Site is 

categorised as Flood Zone 1 with areas of Flood Zone 3 to the north.  The Site and 

surrounding areas however are susceptible to groundwater flooding, surface water and 

wastewater flooding with significant flooding events occurring three times in the past 10 years 

as recorded in WBC Flood Investigation Report 2016 and Section 19 Flooding and Drainage 

Report 2024. A Flood and Drainage Mitigation Scheme cannot be accommodated within the 

Site’s boundary and is therefore outside the scope of TDC. The proposal does not include a 

flooding and drainage strategy and a separate planning permission will have to be sought for 

an offsite flood mitigation scheme incorporating Sustainable Drainage features. 

• Policy TB21 Landscape Character and Policy HC5 of the LPU (Moderate weight). 
PolicyTB21 is a key environmental policy that requires that proposals address the 

requirements of the WBC Landscape Character Assessment, including landscape quality; 

landscape strategy; landscape sensitivity and key issues.  Proposals should retain and 

enhance the condition, character and features that contribute to the landscape. Policy HC5 of 

the emerging LPU carries moderate weight, it protects the countryside as a whole and tightly 

limits development outside settlement boundaries. The proposal is in direct contradiction to 

the Issues, Aims and Guidance of the WBC Landscape Character Assessment C2 Hurst River 
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Terrace. It introduces a strongly urban form into the open countryside, disrupts the rural 

settlement pattern and grain of development.   

• Policy TB24 of the MDD. Designated Heritage Assets and Emerging Policy HE1 
Heritage assets. The Policy is aimed at conserving and enhancing designated heritage 

assets and their settings and requires proposals to demonstrate that they would conserve and 

enhance the important character and historic interest of a building. The Appeal Scheme is not 

compliant with this Policy in that it would fail to conserve and enhance the setting of the 

designated heritage assets that have close intervisibility with the Appeal Site including 

Parkers Cottage, Bower Cottage, Wards Cross House as outlined in Paragraph 8 of this 

Representation and supplemental Statement for Heritage.  

• Policy TB26, MDD Buildings of Traditional Local Character and Areas of Special 
Character. Policy TB26 states that permission will only be granted for proposals affecting 

Areas of Special Character where they demonstrate that they retain and enhance the 

tradional, historical, local and special character of the area or its setting. The Application Site 

is bordered by the Hurst Area of Special Character. The proposal is not compliant with the 

Policy as outlined in Paragraph 9 of this Representation and supplemental Statement for 

Heritage.  
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Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/19/3240676 – Land adjacent to 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 8 July 2020 

by R J Jackson BA MPhil DMS MRTPI MCMI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 21st July 2020 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/X0360/W/19/3240676 

Land adjacent to Whistley Green Cottage, Broadwater Lane, Hurst 

RG10 0BQ 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr McCarthy and Ms Pleace against the decision of Wokingham 
Borough Council. 

• The application Ref 190862, dated 26 March 2019, was refused by notice dated 21 May 
2019. 

• The development proposed is erection of detached dwelling with associated access and 
landscaping. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural matters 

2. The site address on the application form used the spelling “Wistley” for the 

application site, but the remainder of the documentation uses the spelling 

“Whistley”. Given the latter is used on Ordnance Survey documentation, I have 

used this spelling throughout this decision other than in this paragraph. 

3. The Council refused the application for five reasons. Two of these related to the 

insufficient information relating to the potential effects on ecology and on the 
living conditions of the occupiers of adjoining properties. Following information 

submitted at the appeal stage, the Council withdrew these reasons for refusal 

although the occupiers of adjoining properties continued to object. In light of 
the additional information on ecology, and subject to the imposition of 

appropriate conditions, I can see no reason to disagree with the Council’s 

conclusion on the first of these two matters. 

4. The fifth reason related to the lack of a contribution towards the provision of 

affordable housing. The appellants maintain that such a contribution is not 
necessary, but in the event that I conclude otherwise has submitted a planning 

obligation under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended) dated 6 November 2019 to deal with this matter. I will discuss this 

below. 

Main Issues 

5. The main issues are: 
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• the effect on the character and appearance of the area; 

• the effect on heritage assets and their settings; and 

• whether the proposal makes appropriate provision for affordable housing. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

6. The appeal site consists of an approximately rectangular area of land to the 

northeast of Broadwater Lane, the A321, although the road is on a slight curve. 

It is essentially flat, although with small undulations within the site. There is 
intermittent vegetation, including a fruit tree, on the northern boundary, and in 

the southeastern corner is a clump of brambles and blackberries. There is also 

vegetation along the road boundary. 

7. To the north is Whistley Green Cottage which is located towards the rear of its 

site. To the southeast is a small enclave of five dwellings; four are in closer 
proximity to the highway and one is set behind. The property at the front 

closest to the appeal site, Huntsman’s Cottage, is Grade II listed. On the 

opposite side of Broadwater Lane is the main village of Whistley Green, most 

properties of which back onto Broadwater Lane, although a gospel hall and 
industrial building face the A321 directly opposite the appeal site and there is 

linear development along the opposite side of the A321 to the east. 

8. The Council’s ‘Wokingham District Landscape Character Assessment’ places the 

appeal site within Character Area C2: Hurst River Terrace. The key 

characteristics of that include a flat to gently shelving lowland landscape, 
simple and open agricultural landscape, few hedgerows, wooded horizons, and 

the village of Whistley Green is located around an older core with interspersed 

new scattered linear development along the network of rural lanes. 
Settlements in this area are dominated by detached linear settlement located 

along the rural roads and including clusters of houses associated with the edge 

of the floodplain. It indicates that although there is no apparent strong rural 

vernacular in this area it does have a sense of unity, albeit somewhat 
suburbanised, with warm red brick being characteristic throughout all ages of 

property and the hedges, brick walls and fences of front gardens creating a 

continuous frontage to the roads. 

9. The appeal site lies in the countryside for the purposes of the development 

plan. The development limit of Whistley Green includes the area of the enclave 
of the five dwellings and the area opposite and along Broadwater Lane but does 

not include Whistley Green Cottage or its garden.  

10. Policy CP3 of the Wokingham Borough Core Strategy Development Plan 

Document (the CS) requires that development should be of appropriate built 

form, height, materials and character to the area, have no detrimental impact 
upon important landscape features, contribute to a sense of place in the 

buildings and spaces themselves in the way they integrate with their 

surroundings (especially existing dwellings). 

11. Policy CP11 of the CS deals with proposals outside development limits. It states 

that in order to protect the separate identity of settlements and maintain the 
quality of the environment, proposals outside development limits will not 

normally be permitted except where it falls within a list of exceptions. Because 
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there is some dispute about the interpretation of this policy, I will go through 

this in detail. 

12. Firstly, it seems to me that the policy is essentially binary in application; either 

the site falls within or outside a development limit. Here it falls outside, so the 

policy is material. Secondly, the first three points are conjunctive. These deal 
with rural enterprises or countryside recreation development, and their effects. 

However, as this proposal is not for these types of development these do not 

apply. Thirdly, points 4) and 5) deal with residential extensions and 
replacement dwellings, with specific criteria relating to replacement dwellings; 

these are not applicable. Fourthly, point 6) allows for essential community 

facilities and point 7) deals with affordable housing. Point 6) is not applicable to 

this proposal and I find below that the proposal would not represent affordable 
housing. All this means that the proposal does not comply with Policy CP11 of 

the CS. 

13. Policy CC02 of the Wokingham Borough Managing Development Delivery Local 

Plan (the MDD) indicates that proposals for development at the edge of 

settlements will only be granted where they can demonstrate that the 
development, including boundary treatments, is within the development limits 

and respect the transition between the built up area and the open countryside 

by taking account of the character of the adjacent countryside and landscape. 
Again, this policy is binary in application, permitting development within the 

development limits, but not outside. Consequently, the proposal is contrary to 

this policy. 

14. However, this does not mean that material considerations do not indicate a 

decision otherwise to that of the development plan in this regard. In particular 
paragraph 79 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 

indicates that planning decisions should avoid the development of isolated 

homes in the countryside unless it meets various criteria. In this respect the 

main parties agree that the site is not isolated and I concur due to its proximity 
to built development on three sides. 

15. The CS was adopted prior to the publication of the 2012 version of the 

Framework. This made significant changes as to how residential development 

in the countryside should be considered. I have been referred to various appeal 

decisions where Inspectors have looked at whether Policy CP11 should be 
considered consistent with the Framework, particularly in the context of 

whether the development limits are consistent with the level of housing 

considered appropriate for the area. Policy CC02 of the MDD is parasitic on 
Policy CP9 of the CS which requires the MDD to set the development limits for 

each of the borough’s specified settlements. 

16. In the context of this appeal it seems to be that although Whistley Green 

Cottage is also not in the development limit, it appears as part of the 

settlement of Whistley Green, as does the appeal site. The rear boundary, 
along with those on either side, marks a consistent line and delineation from 

the open countryside beyond. 

17. The Council has referred me to two other areas further to the east a short 

distance along the A321, but it seems to me that these are of a different 

character due to their sizes and being part of the adjoining fields rather than a 
separate, discrete, area of land. 
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18. The aim of Policy CP11 of the CS is to protect the identity of settlements and 

maintain the quality of the environment, and this is in accordance with national 

policy set out in paragraph 170 of the Framework that planning decisions 
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 

recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. I find that 

this policy is generally consistent with the Framework. However, the Policies 

CS9 of the CS and Policy CC02 of the MDD do not reflect national policy in 
paragraph 78 of the Framework which allows villages to grow and thrive and 

are thus out-of-date. 

19. It is next necessary to look at the effects of the particular proposal because 

whether the site is suitable or not for residential development the proposal 

itself has to be appropriate. The proposed dwelling would be located towards 
the rear of the site, but it is not designed in a conventional style. The ground 

floor of the dwelling would be constructed approximately 1 m below existing 

ground level. There would not be a southern elevation as such in that the 
ground would be re-formed into a mound to the equivalent of all but two 

storeys in height which would be grassed. This would then link to the green 

sedum roof of the main house, which would have two storeys facing out over 

the fields to the north. Access would be via a driveway, apparently into the 
mound. 

20. The northern elevation would have two terraces joined by steps. This, 

particularly at first floor, would be extensively glazed, with render and timber 

cladding noted on the application form for the proposed materials, although the 

illustrative drawings clearly show stone or reconstituted stone for the lower 
storey walls facing. 

21. Although the main rear elevation, which would be set at an angle to the rear 

boundary of the appeal site, would be approximately two-thirds of the width of 

the site, the earthworks would extend the overall mound across effectively the 

whole width. A second, smaller, mound is shown to be constructed towards the 
southeastern corner of the site. 

22. Policy TB21 of the MDD states that proposals must demonstrate how they have 

addressed the requirements of the Council’s Landscape Character Assessment, 

and should retain or enhance the condition, character or features that 

contribute to the landscape. There is no dispute that this policy is consistent 
with the Framework and is thus up-to-date. 

23. As noted above, the landscape in the area is effectively flat to gently shelving. 

In this regard the two apparent mounds with their relatively steep banks would 

be significantly and demonstrably harmful to the character of this landscape. 

Even the maintenance of the existing vegetation along the Broadwater Lane 
frontage would not screen these through the entrance to the site. In any event, 

and however desirable landscaping may be, it does not make the unacceptable 

acceptable and does not change this level of harm. 

24. To the north of the appeal site lies a reasonably sized open field. To the north 

of this are a series of smaller fields with a footpath (STNH 5) on the northern 
edge separate from Hogmoor Lane, which is a byway open to all traffic, slightly 

further to the north. I walked along both as part of my site visit.  

25. From the footpath, the appeal site can be clearly seen between Whistley Green 

Cottage and the enclave of dwellings, although at a medium distance. In this 
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regard, I have considered the Landscape and Visual Appraisal submitted with 

the application and consider that this underestimates the visibility of the appeal 

site from the footpath, as the hedgerow on the south side of that field is 
intermittent, and the view depends on the extent of any intervening 

vegetation. I saw it in summer foliage which would maximise the effects of 

such vegetation. Furthermore, while there is an intermittent hedge on the 

northern boundary of the appeal site, this is not structured, and requiring an 
occupier to maintain it would not be proportionate. My comments about 

landscaping along the southern boundary of the appeal site equally apply in 

relation to that to the north. 

26. The two storey elevation with its extensive glazing would extend across a 

considerable amount of the width of the site. The use of a different building 
aesthetic and palate of materials would be significantly and demonstrably out 

of keeping with the sense of unity in the area as identified in the Landscape 

Character Assessment. While the Framework in paragraph 131 does say that 
great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs, the proposal 

is not being promoted in those terms. In any event, the Framework continues 

that designs should fit in with the overall form of their surroundings and I 

conclude that this would not be the case. 

27. I appreciate that Whistley Green Cottage is of similar overall width to the 
appeal proposal, but this building is broken into three elements. This has lesser 

mass than the proposal that would have an overall ‘sweep’. I also note that the 

appellants have indicated that the materials could be amended, but I consider 

that it appears that the materials chosen are part of the overall design and this 
would fundamentally change the nature of the proposal. I therefore consider 

that this would not be appropriate to resolve by condition.  

28. Therefore, the form, material and character of the development here proposed 

would be significantly and demonstrably harmfully out of keeping with the area 

and detrimental to the landscape. Consequently, it would be contrary to 
Policies CP3 and CP11 of the CS and CC02 and TB21 of the MDD as set out 

above. 

Heritage 

29. Huntsman’s Cottage is a Grade II listed building and, as such, is a designated 

heritage asset. Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) states that in considering whether 
to grant planning permission for development that affects the setting of a listed 

building special regard should be given to the desirability of preserving the 

building or its setting. Paragraph 193 of the Framework sets out that when 

considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s 

conservation.  

30. The Council has also designated part of Whistley Green, including the appeal 

site and areas on either side, as an Area of Special Character. It indicates that 

this is a non-designated heritage asset and the appellants do not demur from 
this analysis. Whistley Green Cottage has also been identified as a non-

designated heritage asset in its own right. Paragraph 197 of the Framework 

indicates 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-
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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. 

31. Policy CP3 of the CS indicates that proposals should have no detrimental 

impact on heritage. Policy TB24 of the MDD states that designated heritage 
assets and their settings will be conserved and enhanced by requiring works to 

demonstrate they would at least conserve, and where possible enhance the 

character and special interest of the building. Policy TB26 of the MDD states 
that planning permission will only be granted in Areas of Special Character 

where they demonstrate that they retain and enhance the traditional, historic, 

local and special character of the area. All of these policies are consistent with 

the Framework and are thus up-to-date.  

32. The Council considers that part of the significance of Huntsman’s Cottage 
derives from the rural character of the area and the open space of the appeal 

site. Huntsman’s Cottage dates, originally, from the seventeenth century, when 

it is clear that the area would have been more rural. However, the large area of 

brambles and blackberries, currently detracts from its setting. While the 
application drawings show this area is to be kept open, I consider that this is 

unlikely to remain the case as it is likely to have domestic paraphernalia on it. 

Consequently, there would be some harm to the setting of Huntsman’s 
Cottage, although at the lower end of less than substantial harm.  

33. Paragraph 196 of the Framework indicates that where there is less than 

substantial harm to a designated heritage asset this should be weighed against 

the public benefits of the proposal. I will do that below in the Planning Balance 

section of this decision. 

34. Turning to the non-designated heritage assets, again there would be some 

harm to the Area of Special Character. This would be principally from the form 
of the development which I have discussed above. Given that substantial harm 

is a high test1, I consider that this would result in less than substantial harm, in 

the middle of such harm, to the Area of Special Character as a whole. In 
relation to Whistley Green Cottage, I consider, due to the proximity and 

development form proposed, that this would also give rise to less than 

substantial harm to the setting of this heritage asset and would be at the upper 

end of this range. 

35. Overall, the proposal would be harmful to the setting of Huntsman’s Cottage as 
a designated heritage asset and would be harmful to the Area of Special 

Character and the setting of Whistley Green Cottage as non-designated 

heritage assets. It would therefore be contrary to Policy CP3 of the CS and 

Policies TB24 and TB26 of the MDD as set out above. 

Affordable housing 

36. Policy CP5 of the CS indicates that all residential proposals covering a net site 

area of at least 0.16 ha will provide up to 50% of the net additional units as 
affordable dwellings where viable. The site has an area of approximately 

0.29 ha. 

37. The appellants note that under footnote 26 to paragraph 61 of the Framework 

self-build properties can represent affordable housing. While the site is being 

 
1 See Reference ID: 18a-018-20190723 of the Planning Practice Guidance 
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promoted as a self-build project, footnote 26 makes it clear that self-build 

properties can provide market or affordable housing. Thus, just because a 

scheme is self-build does not, of itself, mean that the proposal represents 
affordable housing. To be affordable housing a scheme has to meet the 

definition set out in the Glossary to the Framework unless there was some 

other material definition set out in development plan policy, and I have not 

been directed to any such policy. 

38. The proposal would not meet the definition for a rural exceptions scheme 
pursuant to Policy CP9 of the CS and there is no planning obligation to ensure 

that the property would remain affordable in perpetuity. Consequently, I can 

only conclude that the proposal would not represent affordable housing. 

39. Although for fewer dwellings than the threshold for affordable housing set out 

in paragraph 63 of the Framework the Council has demonstrated that it has an 
exceptional need for affordable housing. This has been previously supported on 

appeal2 and consequently in light of the evidence provided I conclude that the 

site should make such a contribution. 

40. To that end the Planning Obligation makes provision for a contribution towards 

affordable housing. The Council has confirmed that it is content with this and 

consequently I am satisfied appropriate provision is made. Consequently, the 
proposal would comply with Policy CP5 of the CS as set out above. 

Other matters 

41. The appellants have emphasised the benefit of the provision of a self-build 

scheme where they consider that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year 

supply of such sites. However, the national Planning Practice Guidance (the 

PPG) makes clear while it is the duty of the Council to maintain a self-build and 
custom housebuilding register3, at the end of each base period, relevant 

authorities have 3 years in which to permission an equivalent number of plots 

of land, which are suitable for self-build and custom housebuilding, as there are 

entries for that base period4. The Council has confirmed that it has met this 
requirement and consequently very little additional weight falls from these 

provisions. In any event, that the proposal is self-build would not alter my 

overall conclusion. 

42. Although the Council has withdrawn its reason for refusal relating to the effect 

on the living conditions of the occupiers of adjoining dwellings these objections 
are maintained by the occupiers themselves. I am satisfied that subject to 

appropriate conditions there would not be any unacceptable noise or loss of 

privacy for the occupiers of those dwellings. 

43. The appellants have pointed out that the Council has published a draft Local 

Plan for public consultation. This shows the appeal site as allocated for three 
dwellings. However, this draft Local Plan is at a very early stage towards 

adoption and consequently can only be given very little weight in line with 

paragraph 48 of the Framework. This does not alter my overall conclusion. 
  

 
2 APP/X0360/W/18/2193528 
3 Reference ID: 57-001-20170728 
4 Reference ID: 57-023-201760728 
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Planning Balance 

44. For the reasons given above, the proposal is contrary to the terms of the 

development plan as a whole.  

45. While I have concluded that Policy CS11 of the CS is not wholly consistent with 

the Framework the form of dwelling proposed would be significantly and 

demonstrably harmful to the character of the landscape of the area, and 

significantly and demonstrably out of keeping with the form of its surroundings. 
It would also be harmful to the setting of a designated heritage asset and to a 

non-designated heritage asset and the setting of another. The public benefits of 

a single dwelling are not sufficient to outweigh these harms. 

46. The provision of a contribution to affordable housing is necessary to make the 

proposal compliant with development plan policies and this is thus neutral in 
the final balance. 

47. Therefore, while concluding that some of the policies relating to the 

consideration of this appeal are out-of-date, the most important policies for 

determining the appeal, that is Policy CP3 of the CS and Policies TB21, TB24 

and TB26 of the MDD are not. Consequently the ‘tilted balance’ set out in 
paragraph 11(d) of the Framework does not apply both in itself and through 

the application of footnote 6 because of the effect on a designated heritage 

asset. In any event, the adverse impacts identified would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies of the 

Framework taken as a whole. 

48. Consequently, material considerations do not indicate a decision contrary to the 

terms of the development plan. 

Conclusion 

49. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

R J Jackson 

INSPECTOR 
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Appeal Decision  

Hearing held on 4 September 2024  

Site visit made on 5 & 9 September 2024  
by Mr JP Sargent BA(Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  11 October 2024 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/X0360/W/24/3342812 
Land between School Road and Orchard Road, Hurst, Reading, RG10 0SD  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended) against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Ms Penelope Clayden and Helmsley Land Ltd against the decision 

of Wokingham Borough Council. 

• The application Ref is 230074. 

• The development proposed is the erection of 23 dwellings with associated access and 15 

carparking spaces for the local primary school. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and outline planning permission is granted for the 
erection of 23 dwellings with associated access and 15 car parking spaces for 

the local primary school at land between School Road and Orchard Road, 
Hurst, Reading, RG10 0SD in accordance with the terms of the application, 

Ref 230074, subject to the conditions in the attached schedule. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. This is an outline application with all matters other than access reserved for 

later consideration.  Moreover, the only elements of access being considered 
are the entry/exit points onto School Road from the proposed housing estate 

and the car park.  As a result, I am treating all details on the various 
submissions relating to matters other than those points of access as being 
illustrative but nonetheless informative, indicating one possible way the 

scheme could be implemented. 

3. As originally proposed a further access was shown to Orchard Road, but that is 

now no longer intended.  Although the site’s red line on the location plan is 
drawn to allow for such an access, no access to that road forms part of this 
scheme now.  Moreover, the proposal originally sought planning permission for 

24 dwellings, but the scheme was amended to 23 during its consideration and 
I am assessing it on that basis.   

4. There is an emerging Local Plan which has reached Regulation 19 stage.  My 
attention has been drawn to no policies from that and no significant changes 
to the proposal’s development plan context.  Consequently, it has not had a 

bearing on my decision other than in relation to the necessary housing land 
supply (discussed below). 

Main Issues 

5. The main issues in this case are 
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a) the principle of the development and its effect on the character and 

appearance of the area; 

b) whether this is a sustainable location for such a development; 

c) the effect on highway safety and 

d) if harm would be caused by any of the above whether a decision contrary 
to the development plan would be justified by other material 

considerations. 

Reasons 

 The principle and the effect on the character and appearance 

 The principle and the effect on the wider landscape 

6. In the Wokingham Borough Core Strategy (the Core Strategy) the defined 

Development Limits around Hurst take an irregular form reflecting what the 
Borough Design Guide (the Design Guide) notes is the loose nature of the 

village.  Core Strategy Policy CP11 says development outside Development 
Limits will only be normally accepted in certain circumstances. This is 
supported by Core Strategy Policies CP1 and CP3, and by Policy TB21 in the 

Wokingham Borough Managing Development Delivery Local Plan (the MDD) as 
they seek to maintain the quality of the environment in the Borough, and 

retain or enhance the condition, character and features that contribute to the 
landscape. Reference was also made to Core Strategy Policy CP9, which says 
development proposals within  Development Limits will be accepted. However, 

I consider it inappropriate to infer it finds proposals outside of those limits to 
be unacceptable, as such schemes are considered under Core Strategy Policy 

CP11.  In any event, Core Strategy Policy CP9 appears to concern issues of 
sustainability rather than character and appearance.  As such, I find it is not 
directly relevant to this issue. 

7. The appeal site has the appearance of a single field that was, until recently, 
used for grazing but is now overgrown.  It runs from School Road to the north 

through to Orchard Road on the south.  On its east is the village primary 
school and the large plot occupied by Vine Cottage, while to the west is the 
village hall and a house called Willowmead.  The site has trees along its School 

Road frontage but is otherwise generally bounded by hedging.  Along with the 
school on one side and the group of buildings around the village hall on the 

other, the site lies outside of but immediately adjacent to the development 
limits for Hurst, which at this point run along School Road itself.  Much of the 
boundary planting and trees on the south, east and north sides is the subject 

of a tree preservation order. 

8. As none of the certain circumstances given in Core Strategy Policy CP11 apply 

to this proposal, they are not a basis to support the scheme.   

9. However, that policy says that ‘in order to protect the separate identity of 

settlements and maintain the quality of the environment’ development outside 
Development Limits will not normally be permitted.  Whilst there appears to be 
an assumption that a proposal outside of the Development Limits would 

contravene one or both of those aims, if the specific issues around a case 
meant it did not, then the policy would not be contravened and there would be 

no need to comply with any of the certain circumstances given.   
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10. Although it was suggested that the first of these 2 aims sought to protect the 

identity of the settlement next to which the development was occurring, I 
have difficulty reading the policy in that way.  Rather, it seems to be directed 

towards avoiding the coalescence of neighbouring settlements, so undermining 
their respective identities as distinct and separate villages or hamlets. The 
development would not offend this aim, as my attention was drawn to no 

village to the south or south-east of Hurst where the sense of separateness 
would be threatened.  In any event, the site has some built development to its 

east and west, while further properties and commercial operations are on the 
southern side of Orchard Road.  As a result, even if there was another 
settlement in that direction, I consider that, when seen on the ground, the 

proposal would not be bringing Hurst any closer and so would not be 
diminishing any separation.   

11. Turning to the second aim, although quite clearly appreciated by local 
residents, the site does not form or abut part of a valued landscape under the 
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) and is not allocated as a 

Local Green Space.   

12. It was not explained why the current Development Limits for the village follow 

the lines they do.  I accept though that by building a housing estate on this 
field outside those limits, in what is treated as the countryside in the 
development plan, the scheme would not maintain the quality of the rural 

environment in which Hurst sits and would not retain a feature that 
contributes to the landscape.   

13. However, on the ground what is perceived as countryside when assessing 
character and appearance does not necessarily reflect what is defined as such 
by the adopted Development Limits. Here, the nature of the topography in the 

area, the planting around and the presence of the village, mean that any 
appreciation of the site is very much confined to its immediate surroundings, 

even in winter with fewer leaves on the trees.  From where it could be seen to 
the south, the proposal would be viewed in the context of the buildings 
adjacent, and would not be projecting out of the existing settlement fabric.  

Furthermore, the row of hedging on each side of Orchard Road means more 
expansive views southwards over and from the appeal site are now greatly 

restricted, and so in this regard the scheme would not impede any wider vistas 
that may be present.  

14. In the Wokingham Borough Landscape Character Assessment (the LCA) the 

appeal site lies in Character Area C2, called Hurst River Terrace. This area can 
be summarised as being a tranquil rural lowland landscape of large flat arable 

fields, crossed by a network of rural roads and with small settlements.  
However the boundary to that LCA area runs along the south side of the site, 

and beyond is Character Area I4 (Hurst Farmed Clay Lowland),which the site is 
outside of but immediately adjacent to. This Character Area can be seen as 
being a relatively flat lowland agricultural area with pockets of equestrian 

grazing, crossed by a network of rural roads and small settlements.    

15. The limited size of the site, its location with buildings around and my findings 

on its effect on the looseness of the village (discussed below) would mean the 
scheme would not cause material harm to LCA Character Area C2.  I see no 
conflict with the key issues the LCA identifies as facing this area.  In particular, 

in my opinion the scheme’s constrained nature means it would not increase 
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linear development along country lanes. Furthermore, noting the strong 

hedges on Orchard Road that provide a clear and distinct physical and visual 
separation from the landscape to the south, and again taking account of its 

location between other buildings, the scheme would not adversely affect LCA 
Character Area I4 either.   

 Effect on the character and appearance within the village 

16. The carriageway of Orchard Road has an informal, rural feel, being relatively 
narrow with no pavements, kerbs or lighting, but with extensive planting to 

either side.  Having said that, although much of the road lies outside of the 
Development Limits, with the exception of the appeal site and the land 
opposite that are found near the middle, it tends to be lined by dwellings and 

properties in large curtilages.  As such, there is an awareness of buildings 
along its length, albeit heavily screened by boundary planting or relatively 

striking fencing.   

17. The illustrative plan shows a row of dwellings broadly facing Orchard Road, 
behind the boundary planting that would be maintained in its current 

continuous state.  Furthermore, the appellants have confirmed that no part of 
any dwelling or flat would be within 20m of the carriageway.  To my mind this 

arrangement would not appear discordant in the streetscape or out of keeping 
with the general pattern of buildings along this road.  Concern was expressed 
about the possible loss of the hedging and trees to this frontage in due course.  

I have no grounds to consider this would occur, and with the tree preservation 
order and the imposition of conditions at the reserved matters stage, some 

control over such operations would remain in place. 

18. Turning to the effect on School Road, when entering the village from the south 
the road coming down the hill from the church has a rural, enclosed character 

due to its informality and the trees to either side.  However, this changes at 
the junction with Orchard Road where the large new houses accessed off 

Sawpit Road (the Sawpit Road scheme) are visible on the left and the Air 
Scout Hut, village hall and associated parking are apparent on the right.  
Although screened to an extent by planting along the boundaries and roadside, 

these nonetheless introduce built form into the streetscape that dilute 
appreciably any rural character the road may have had further south.   

19. As one moves past the junction with Sawpit Road, the more formal nature of 
School Road becomes apparent, with its pavement and maintained verge down 
one side.  Moreover, the complex around the village hall opens up, while there 

is an awareness of housing on Martineau Lane. Then, beyond the appeal site 
there is the primary school, the flats opposite, and housing on either side of 

the road thereafter. Within the street scene there is a diversity, with an 
appreciable variety of built form, layouts and densities found along its length. 

Whilst the appeal site acts as some relief in this, to my mind when reaching 
this point the road has changed from having a distinctly rural character.  
Rather, with its mix of buildings and the presence of planting, it has acquired a 

character more expected within a village in the countryside that has 
experienced organic incremental growth over the years. 

20. Clearly there would be a change in the appearance of School Road, as the field 
would be lost, and some harm would result as a consequence.  However, such 
an effect invariably occurs when fields are redeveloped.  Furthermore, what 

would be created would be a line of houses/flats set back a minimum of 10m 

135

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/24/3342812

 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          5 

from the carriageway but this would not be a lengthy run and, even 

accounting for its density, would not be appreciably at odds with the general 
diversity on the road at present.  A car park would also be formed, but this 

would not be a novel or new feature, with car parks already found at the 
village hall, the school and the Dorndon House flats. Similarly the accesses to 
the new estate and the car park reflect a number of accesses already in the 

area.  The scheme would result in the loss of some trees on this road frontage 
and again this would be harmful to a degree, but replanting would occur that 

would, in time, compensate for this.  Overall, I therefore consider the harmful 
effect on the development when seen from School Road would be limited. 

21. In assessing this element of the scheme, I have no reason to assume the car 

park would become a focus for fly-tipping or any other sort of nuisance, 
especially as I saw no evidence of such anti-social behaviour elsewhere in the 

village.  There would need to be a management responsibility established, and 
if such occurrences did in fact happen there would then be a channel for them 
to be addressed and resolved. 

22. Again, in relation to the second aim of Core Strategy Policy CP11, the Design 
Guide states that loose villages such as Hurst are generally more spacious and 

less enclosed, with landscape and the rural hinterland  penetrating into the 
settlement. The field subject of this appeal contributes to the sense of 
looseness in this part of the village, by the way it fragments the built form 

with open green space.  The openness it provides will be clearly lost by the 
scheme, but, as stated above, that often occurs with developments in and 

around villages, and, once more, such change is not necessarily harmful. 
Furthermore, I consider that, when taking the village as a whole, its 
fragmented and irregular form means the surrounding landscape and rural 

hinterland would continue to penetrate into the settlement even if this scheme 
were to be built.  As such, it would still be a loose village.   

23. There would also be opportunity for compliance with many of the common 
characteristics of such villages that are identified by the Design Guide, namely 
a varied development character, a loose arrangement of buildings, a set back 

from the road, and planting dominating front gardens. The maintenance of 
hedging around much of the site would enable a mature landscaped context 

for the development to be provided from the outset, and this could be 
supplemented by the planting that would occur between the housing and the 
roads, and also along the footpath on the eastern side.  The layout on the 

illustrative plans shows one of the 2 trees in the centre being removed, but 
that layout is not fixed, and opportunity to revisit that would exist at reserved 

matters stage. 

24. Accordingly I find that the loss of the field would cause some limited harm to 

the character and appearance of School Road, but would otherwise not result 
in unacceptable harm to the village or its loose character. 

 Effect on the footpath 

25. A public footpath links School Road and Orchard Road, which initially runs 
between the school playing field and a tall hedge but then crosses the eastern 

side of the appeal site.  Based on my observations, it appeared to be well 
used.  It is reasonable to assume its walkers would not just be those wishing 
to get from one road to the other, but also people who are wanting to enjoy 

the countryside and are using it as part of a longer route.  
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26. The tall hedge would restrict inter-visibility to a great extent between the 

northern half of the path and the appeal site.  However noise associated with 
the development could still be heard, and there would be an awareness of any 

house placed in or around the position of Plot 12 on the layout.  Moreover, 
although a relatively wide strip could remain for the route of the path between 
the rear boundary fences of the new houses and the side fence of Vine 

Cottage, the current views over the field would be lost and replaced by an 
awareness of the development.  Therefore, given the recreational nature of 

this path, I consider the impact of the scheme would mean some harm would 
be caused to the local environment.    

 Effect on heritage assets 

27. MDD Policy TB24 says the Council will conserve and seek the enhancement of 
designated heritage assets in the Borough and their settings.  MDD Policy 

TB26 adds that planning permission will only be granted for proposals affecting 
an Area of Special Character (ASC) where they demonstrate that they retain 
and enhance the traditional, historical, local and special character of the area 

and its setting.   

28. To the east sits the Grade II listed Vine Cottage.  This seems to have originally 

been a timber-framed dwelling from the 15th Century that reflected the 
vernacular style of the time, though appears to have been extended 
appreciably in the 17th Century and later.  To my mind, and in so far as this 

appeal is concerned, its significance is partly architectural and partly historic, 
as it demonstrates construction practices of rural dwellings from that period. 

29. Vine Cottage though stands in a large plot, and is separated from the appeal 
site by what appear to be more recent extensions, additions and outbuildings, 
as well as by a sizeable paddock and the established boundary hedge.  The 

appellants find the scheme would cause a low level of less than substantial 
harm to the significance of this building.  However, given the scale of the 

separation, I consider a development along the lines of that on the illustrative 
plans would not have an adverse effect on the setting of that designated 
heritage asset, and so would not harm its significance. 

30. To the west is what the Council has defined in the development plan as an 
ASC.  I have no specific assessment from the Council to explain clearly what 

comprises the traditional, historical, local and special character of this area or 
what adds to its significance, beyond being told it is a non-designated heritage 
asset.  Three of the oldest buildings in the ASC, namely Willowmead, the 

village hall and the building now used by the pre-school, appear to date from 
the late 19th or early 20th Centuries and form a pleasing and attractive 

ensemble, displaying, to a greater or lesser extent, detailing from that period. 
Otherwise, apart from the Lodge and the Old School House that stand away to 

the south, the Air Scout Hut is a modern functional building of little design 
merit, and the houses in the Sawpit Road scheme, which I was told were 
larger in size than considered by the Planning Inspector when determining the 

outline proposal for that site, are also particularly dominant. 

31. The field subject of this appeal allows the eastern side of the ASC to be readily 

apparent.  Willowmead is notable at the southern end of this boundary, as is 
the relatively blank, plain roof of the village hall behind, with the taller pre-
school building being nothing more than glimpsed in between. Little of the ASC 

can therefore be appreciated from here.  Therefore, taking a balanced 

137

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/24/3342812

 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          7 

judgement on this matter, and mindful that a sliver of the ASC encroaches into 

the south-west corner of the appeal site, the effect of the proposal on that 
non-designated heritage asset and its setting would not harm its significance, 

and so would retain any traditional, historical, local and special character the 
area may possess.  

 Conclusions on this issue 

32. Accordingly I conclude the proposal would not harm the significance of the 
listed building or the ASC, and so would not conflict with MDD Policies TB24 or 

TB26.  I also consider the character of Hurst as a loose village, as described in 
the Design Guide, would not be compromised. 

33. However, I further conclude that some limited harm to the quality of the 

environment and the character and appearance of the area would be caused 
by building on this field outside the settlement boundary, as well as to School 

Road and to the footpath, in conflict with Core Strategy Policies CP1, CP3 and 
CP11, and Policy TB21 in the MDD.  

 Sustainability 

34. The Framework says that proposals should ensure appropriate opportunities to 
promote sustainable transport modes can be taken up, given the type of 

proposal and its location.  It adds development should be focussed on 
locations that give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements and second 
– so far as possible – to facilitating access to high quality public transport. 

Overall, when applying this Government guidance, to my mind it does not 
mean new houses should be limited to places where all the needs of their 

residents could be met entirely by a choice of transport modes other than by 
private motorised vehicles, as there would be few if any undeveloped sites 
with such a level of accessibility in the Borough. Rather, the guidance is 

qualified to a certain degree, and there is an acceptance of sites being 
developed even though future occupiers would be reliant, to some extent, on 

the private car.  This is acknowledged by the Framework recognising that 
opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between 
rural and urban areas.  

35. The approach in the Framework underlies the spatial strategy found in the 
development plan. Core Strategy Policy CP9 requires the scale of new schemes 

to reflect the proposed or existing level of services at or in a location.  To this 
end, Hurst is identified as one of 9 Limited Development Locations.  This is 
illustrative of the services it offers, and places it in the third tier of settlements 

in the Borough, beneath major and modest development locations, where 
services are more extensive. This position is supported by Core Strategy Policy 

CP17, which concerns housing delivery.  It states that over the plan period 
there should be 100 houses delivered within the Limited Development 

Locations, with sites generally not exceeding 25 units.  To my mind the thrust 
of this policy is to ensure new housing is in some way proportionate to the 
services a settlement offers, thereby stimulating the survival of those services 

but not overwhelming them or meaning they were inadequate. This policy 
context expressly concerns proposals within Development Limits, and so is not 

strictly applicable to the development before me.  Despite that, it was agreed 
by the parties that as an illustration of the service provision and the status of 
Hurst in this regard, it could be used to guide consideration of this proposal. 
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36. Moreover, I agree with the parties’ shared view at the Hearing that the 

sustainability of a location was not defined by the site’s position relative to 
Development Limits.  This is because, potentially, sites outside of such limits 

could have equal if not better access to services than those within, especially 
in a settlement such as this with irregularly shaped Development Limits.  This 
though conflicted, in part, with the Council’s second reason for refusal, where 

the sustainability of the location appeared to hinge to a degree on its 
countryside location outside the settlement limits, rather than the 

development’s direct relationship to whatever services were available.    

37. Putting aside the fact that the scheme is outside the Development Limits, it is 
for less than 25 units as required by Core Strategy Policy CS17.  However, I 

was told that during the Plan period 38 houses have been built in Hurst, which 
means that, cumulatively, the village accounts for a significant proportion of 

the 100 houses this policy says should be built in all 9 such locations.   

38. The site has good access to the school, pre-school, village hall and Air Scout 
hut, all of which are immediately adjacent.  Moreover, play areas and 

allotments are within an easy walking distance. I also consider that, although 
too far for some, the distances involved and the connecting pavements mean 

the Green Man Public House and the village shop/post office are readily 
walkable for most residents.  Moreover, some of the pavements may be 
narrower than normally desirable, and while this may be less than ideal for 

those with mobility issues or prams, it has not been said this would render 
them impassible.  Therefore, I have no basis to find the pavements would be 

inappropriate for those living at this scheme to use.  To get to the shop/post 
office requires crossing the A321 twice in each direction.  However, crossing 
even a main road does not render a facility inaccessible on foot.  In any event 

that is something virtually all the village residents have to do now, as there is 
no pavement on the side of the main road past the shop/post office. While the 

absence of any specific crossings at that point may also create difficulties for 
certain residents, again it does not mean access on foot would be impractical 
for all living here.  

39. To the south is the church, the bowls club and another public house.  The 
route to these is along a winding road that, for some of its length, is subject to 

the national speed limit, yet has no pavements or pedestrian refuges. 
Therefore, although the distance is not far, it is unlikely residents would walk 
to any of these places.  

40. In the light of the above, I consider that Hurst offers a basic range of services, 
many of which are reasonably accessible from the appeal site by a variety of 

modes other than motorised transport. However, I recognise that some of 
these (such as the school or play area) would not be used by the households 

that did not have responsibility for children of a certain age or, in the case of 
the school, did not include adults who worked there.  Furthermore, the 
services available are not extensive.  My attention was drawn to no health 

provision in Hurst, education above primary school level is not available, the 
shop, although maybe offering day-to-day top-up goods, does not cater for 

more extensive retail needs, the faith options are limited and there are few 
opportunities for employment or entertainment.  

41. Inevitably for these residents would need to travel further afield to Twyford, 

Winnersh, Wokingham or Reading. Given the distances involved, the nature of 
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the roads and the limited pavements, many residents would be unable to cycle 

or walk to them.  For others it may be possible, but the speed of traffic, the 
limited lighting and the scarce pavements would make them reluctant to 

embark on such journeys. Indeed, even if they did so on pleasant days or 
when their journey was not demanding, it is unlikely they would cycle or walk 
those routes in inclement weather, when dark, when having a tight timescale 

to meet or, for example, when wanting to do a large shopping trip.  Overall, 
few if any would regularly make these trips on foot or on a bicycle.  

42. To overcome this issue, reference is often made to the residents using home 
deliveries.  However, this only concerns one element of the services the village 
does not provide.  Furthermore, there is no guarantee residents would make 

use of this service, or that it would not generate multiple trips as a variety of 
delivery agencies were used.  Often too shopping trips are linked with those to 

work or school, and so a home delivery service would not prevent a trip from 
taking place. I therefore afford this possibility little weight. 

43. The village is on a bus route between Wokingham/Winnersh and Twyford/ 

Reading, and the bus stops, which the appellants are proposing to upgrade 
and so make more attractive, are immediately by the site.  The timetable I 

was provided with, which the parties agreed was the currently operative one, 
showed buses each way roughly every 65 minutes through the working day.   

44. This timetable falls short of the definition of a ‘good’ public transport service 

found in the supporting text to Core Strategy Policy CP6 as it does not have 
the requisite service frequency. However, this is a definition that is applied 

Borough-wide, to town centres, suburbs and rural areas alike, and I would 
anticipate that few places outside the main built up areas would comply. It 
was also said this service was unreliable, but over the lengthy periods I was 

undertaking my visits I noted buses came more or less when they were due. 

45.  I accept though that relying on the bus will reduce a person’s flexibility, 

especially at the beginning and end of the working day. In particular, using it 
to access work or schooling in nearby towns, although not impossible, is 
nonetheless difficult.  Moreover, the service does not provide opportunity to go 

out for the evening during the week, is reduced on a Saturday, and does not 
run on a Sunday.  I was also told it was of little value accessing health 

services.  Taking these points together, while the bus service would be of 
some value it is most unlikely to fulfil the needs of individual households.  At 
best I would expect future residents to use it in conjunction with car travel.  

46. In assessing this matter I am aware the appellants are proposing a 
Sustainable Transport Strategy, Travel Vouchers to the first occupiers of each 

house, and funding to the Council under its established scheme to encourage 
residents to consider and make use of the various transport options available 

to them for local journeys.  Although it may be said the value of some of these 
measures is far from certain, they are nonetheless likely to be of some benefit 
and so would encourage, to a greater or lesser extent, the use of alternative 

transport modes.  

47. Overall, I therefore find that the site has a reasonable accessibility to what 

services the village offers, but these services are basic.  Whilst there is the 
possibility of using the bus to access neighbouring towns for what is not within 
Hurst, that opportunity is limited by timetabling, and so to access wider 

service needs will result in some reliance on the car.    
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48. This reliance on the car though is one that existing residents in the village 

have to cope with, and indeed some houses within the Development Limits 
probably have an inferior access to the services available in Hurst. In this 

regard I am mindful of the advice in the Framework concerning the differing 
opportunities that exist between urban and rural areas for maximising 
alternative modes of transport. Despite this inevitable reliance, to some 

degree, on private motorised vehicles, the development plan did not deem the 
village unsuitable for new housing but rather identified it in Core Strategy 

Policies CP9 and CP17 as one where some limited development could take 
place, notwithstanding the failings in the services available.  I am aware too 
that, while accepting it is outside of the Development Limits, this scheme does 

not exceed the figure of 25 units found in Core Strategy Policy CP17, that that 
policy contains no reference to a cumulative effect, beyond the total figure of 

100 houses, and that no harm to the village’s services that are the subject of 
Core Strategy Policy CP9 have been highlighted in a decisive manner.   

49. In assessing this issue, the appeal decision concerning the Sawpit Lane 

scheme found that whilst it was likely there would be some car use to access 
facilities further afield, there was no basis to support the assertion that the 

future occupants of those proposed dwellings would be overly reliant on 
private motor vehicles. This though seemed to be based on the suitability of 
the bus to access services in neighbouring towns, and for the reasons given 

above, I have come to different findings on that point in relation to the 
timetable now before me. I have also explained why I have described the 

range of services available in the village as ‘basic’ rather than ‘good’. 

50. I have noted as well the decision concerning Land East of Lodge Road from 
2023 (the Lodge Road decision), which was a scheme for 200 homes attached 

to the western side of Hurst that was refused on appeal.  In that, the quality of 
the access to services within the village was questioned, with the frequent lack 

of pavements along roads being noted.  Concerning the narrow pavements in 
Hurst, it says  

‘[t]his is not untypical of rural settlements, but whilst it is clearly an 

accepted fact of life for existing residents, I am not persuaded that it is the 
sort of network which should simply be expected to absorb and 

accommodate the additional usage likely to arise from a further 200 
dwellings.’   

To walk to the services though that scheme might have relied more on Tape 

Lane which is narrow with limited pavements.  However, I am satisfied that, to 
access the main services available in the village from the site before me, the 

pavement network is suitable. This current scheme is not for the further 200 
houses being considered in the Lodge Road decision, but rather for only about 

a ninth of that, and so the pressures that would arise on these pavements 
would be appreciably less.   

51. I was also mindful of the various other appeal decisions submitted concerning 

this matter, but consider none lead me to different findings.  

52. Drawing all the above together, I find that Hurst offers a basic range of 

facilities and services that would, to a greater or lesser extent, partially meet 
the day-to-day needs of some of the future residents, and would be 
reasonably considered as walkable from the scheme, both in terms of distance 

and the quality of the connections.  Furthermore, I accept that limited 
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development is accepted in this village, and I have no substantive evidence to 

show that this proposal would overwhelm its existing services.     

53. However, despite this, the basic facilities and services in the village and the 

nature of the bus service, mean the scheme would result in a reliance on 
private motorised transport to a degree as residents travelled further afield to 
access what was not provided locally.  In this regard I find it contrary to Core 

Strategy Policies CP1, CP2, CP3 and CP6, which together seek to direct 
development to sustainable locations where there is transport choice. 

 Highway safety 

54. Although not a concern raised by the Council, this was a matter brought up by 
third parties.   

55. For much of the time that I was visiting the site, School Road was lightly 
trafficked, carrying agricultural vehicles as well as cars, vans and buses.  It 

offered good visibility, and although some cars (presumably belonging to 
teachers or school visitors) were parked at the kerbside by the school playing 
field, these did not cause an appreciable disruption to the free flow of traffic. I 

recognise that my observations were just snapshots of time but, given the 
submissions I have received, I have no grounds to assume they are not 

broadly representative of the character of this road during much of the day.  

56. Given this, I consider the use of neither the access to the car park nor the 
access to the housing would compromise highway safety unacceptably.  

Vehicles are not travelling fast, and the numerous drives, junctions and 
accesses on School Road mean drivers are mindful of emerging traffic.  

Moreover, both access points would have good visibility, and although they are 
close to the junction with Tape Lane opposite, the number of vehicular 
movements each would generate would not lead to any undue conflict. 

57. However, twice and maybe 3 times a day for about 20-30 minutes, the 
character of the road changes, as parents/carers arrive by car to drop off and 

collect children who attend the school.  I watched this situation on the 
morning of 5 September and also in the afternoon of 9 September. On these 
occasions, I saw over 40 cars parked along the south-east side of the road, 

from close to the village pond down to the village hall car park entrance, albeit 
not within the restricted parking area in front of the school. I also saw it at 

mid-day on 5 September when, I believe, one year group was being collected, 
and even then I observed over 25 cars parked up on the road.  This reduced 
the carriageway, in effect, to a single track, albeit with occasional passing 

places where there were drives or similar. Again, although my observations 
were restricted to isolated days, and I appreciate too that 5 September was 

the first day of the new school year and also had poor weather, once more I 
had no reason to consider that what I saw was not broadly representative of 

the situation at these times each day. 

58. It is not uncommon outside primary schools across the country for there to be 
extensive on-street parking for a time as children are dropped off or collected, 

and so it is not necessarily adverse or unsafe.  Furthermore, pedestrians were 
crossing the road and parents/carers were getting their children in or out of 

cars, and while these inevitably involved some element of risk and hazard, 
they did not appear to create an unacceptable danger. Rather, the speed 
restrictions, the awareness of the school, the narrowed carriageway and the 
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general activity all meant I observed drivers proceeding with caution past the 

parked vehicles.  Although there were some times when a car travelling in one 
direction had to manoeuvre to let a vehicle going the opposite way pass, the 

good forward visibility and the presence of gaps in the kerbside parking meant 
these occurrences were readily and safely resolved.     

59. In such a context, and given that double yellow lines are to be formed to 

either side of the proposed junctions to allow clear visibility between cars 
leaving the development and other highway users, I consider that any 

additional traffic introduced into the road network by the development would 
not have an unacceptable effect on highway safety at these times.   

60. Concern was expressed about the potential conflicts that may occur between 

cars entering/leaving the new accesses and parents/carers and children 
walking to and from school.  I saw many walking past the appeal site, whether 

having parked at the village hall or come from the housing beyond.  They 
would have to cross these access points, and indeed any new junction 
introduces a further possible place of conflict.  However, the proximity to 

School Road means parents/carers are already paying close attention to the 
safety of their children, and with the provision of adequate sight lines I see no 

reason why either new access should cause unacceptable danger.  

61. The need for the car park would result from the reduction in kerbside parking 
arising because of the proposed parking controls around the new access to the 

estate.  Its precise layout is yet to be established, and how it is to be used is 
still unclear.  Whilst in the description of development it is said to be for the 

local Primary school, and presumably its staff as well as parents/carers, the 
appellants are willing for it to be used by the general public. Although within 
the parking area some cars would be manoeuvring whilst children are walking 

to or from others, if suitably arranged then to my mind it need not be any 
more unsafe than the kerbside parking now practiced.  

62. Accordingly, I conclude the proposal would not have an unacceptable impact 
on highway safety and the residual cumulative impacts on the road network 
would not be severe.  As such, it would not conflict with Core Strategy 

Policy CP6, which seeks to maintain highway safety or the Framework.   

Other Matters 

 Flooding 

63. Much information was submitted by third parties saying there was flooding, 
not just on the site but also in the wider environs of Hurst.  On site, even if 

the flooding could be addressed, it was contended that water would be 
displaced onto neighbouring properties.  Concerning flooding elsewhere, this it 

was said was a result of many things, but maybe especially a failure of owners 
to maintain their ditches and drainage channels.  They did not deem 

infiltration to be an option here, as evidenced by the Sawpit Road scheme, so 
water would need to be discharged into these ditches, exacerbating their 
failings and the failings elsewhere downstream in the drainage system.  

64. I do not doubt that drainage and flooding are real and genuine concerns of 
those who live locally.  Furthermore, I have noted the Wokingham Section 19 

Flood Investigation Draft Report (dated March 2024), and the concerns it 
expresses about flooding around this area of the Borough.  I was told though 
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that the site is in Flood Zone 1. I am aware too that a drainage scheme could 

be agreed at the same time as reserved matters to ensure discharge from the 
site was carefully controlled. Mindful of this, the technical evidence before me 

does not show that, if discharged in a controlled manner, water from this site 
would have a material effect on flooding elsewhere.  Consequently, whilst I 
note the concerns on this matter, it is not something on which the appeal can 

be dismissed. 

 Living conditions 

65. Willowmead has a number of windows looking onto the site, including a large 
one at first floor level in a detached annexe close to the boundary. Inevitably 
the outlook from these windows, and also from the property’s garden, will be 

changed, and the residents there will experience more noise and disturbance.  
However, that of itself does not mean the resultant situation would be 

unreasonable, and the precise relationships could be taken into account when 
the reserved matters applications are determined.  

66. I have no reason to consider the scheme would have a harmful effect on other 

residents in the vicinity.  

 Best and most versatile farmland 

67. The Framework states that decision-makers should recognise the wider 
benefits from natural capital, including the economic and other benefits of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land.  It defines this as land falling in 

Agricultural Land Classifications 1, 2 or 3a. Clearly safeguarding good-quality 
farmland has benefits not only for the nation’s food security but also with 

regard to sustainability.  However, if the appeal site falls within Classification 
3a, I consider that its size and its isolated nature, divorced from other fields 
and accessible only from School Road, mean its economic benefits are limited 

and so any loss in this regard would not be unacceptable. 

 Ecology 

68. Given the nature of the site and the fact that it has not been grazed for 2 
years, it is to be expected that wildlife might use it for foraging or even as 
habitat.  However, as most of the boundary planting on site is to remain, there 

is no technical evidence to demonstrate clearly that the scheme would cause 
unacceptable ecological harm.  Whilst the site being unused for so long might 

have changed the findings of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, I have no 
reason to consider this would be to a material degree.  As part of the scheme 
a Biodiversity Net Gain Plan is proposed, which I consider would ensure 

benefits accrued through the development.  

69. Accordingly, I have no grounds to find the effect on ecology and biodiversity 

would be unacceptable.   

 Infrastructure contributions 

70. A signed and dated Unilateral Undertaking under section 106 of the Act (the 
Undertaking) has been submitted making commitments in a number of areas.   

71. Firstly, 9 of the homes would be affordable. Moreover, there is also a further 

commitment to a financial contribution in lieu of the 0.2 of an affordable home 
that would not be provided on site, to be used towards the off-site provision or 
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regeneration of affordable housing within the Borough. Taking the on-site and 

off-site requirements together, I consider this to be in accordance with the 
policy requirement for 40% affordable homes, and satisfies the requirements 

of Regulation 122 in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (the 
Regulations).   

72. Turning to transportation matters, the Undertaking includes commitments to 

ensure the bus stops can be up-graded, parking restrictions can be secured on 
School Road, a Travel Voucher is provided to the first occupiers, and the 

Council can encourage residents to consider and make use of the various 
transport options available to them for local journeys.  Moreover, there are 
also commitments about the maintenance of estate roads, and the use, 

delivery and management of the car park.  The relevance and applicability of 
these in relation to the scheme have been discussed above, and again I am 

satisfied they accord with the Regulations.   

73. Thirdly contributions are also proposed to be used for enhancing parks and 
gardens, amenity green space, sports facilities, play facilities and allotments, 

in the first instance in the Parishes of Hurst, Charvil, Ruscombe or Twyford.  
Mindful of MDD Policy TB08, and noting that such contributions are intended to 

be spent in the area around the site, I consider there is, again compliance with 
the Regulations.  

74. Fourthly, a Biodiversity Net Gain Plan and a Sustainable Drainage Scheme are 

to be submitted and implemented, which, as stated above, are relevant to the 
scheme and in accord with the Regulations.  

75. Finally, a commitment is made to an Employment Skills Contribution or Plan, 
which again I understand to be policy compliant.  

76. Overall, I therefore find the terms of the Undertaking are not incompatible 

with the Regulations, and are material in respect of the determination of the 
appeal.  I therefore attach weight to them in coming to my decision.  

77. No education contributions are given in the Undertaking, and none were 
requested by the Council.  I have no reason to consider differently. 

 Other uses for the site and other concerns 

78. The site might have been used for events in the past, and some may want it 
to be used for the expansion of the school, but those are not matters on which 

I can resist this development. 

79. I have noted the numerous other concerns raised by local residents but 
consider none offer me a basis to find harm with the scheme. 

 Other material considerations and the planning balance 

80. I have therefore found policy conflict would be caused by the scheme’s harm 

to elements of the character and appearance of the area, as well as to the 
aims of sustainability.  The Council’s Statement of Case concluded that it 

considered there was no foreseeable scenario that would lead a decision 
maker to determine as acceptable this unsustainable form of development, 
which was in conflict with the development plan and basic planning principles. 

However, section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
refers to a balance, saying development should be in accordance with the 
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development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (my 

emphasis). Therefore, whilst the primacy of the development plan remains and 
its status is unaffected, clearly there is the possibility of instances arising 

where a scheme is allowed despite development plan conflict.  To assess that 
requires a judgement by the decision-maker based on the relative weights 
they afford relevant considerations. 

81. The appellants have offered a number of material considerations that they 
considered weighed in favour of their scheme.  First and foremost is the fact 

that the Council cannot demonstrate a required housing land supply.  As a 
result, paragraph 11d) of the Framework is engaged.  In relation to this 
scheme, this states that where the policies which are most important for 

determining the proposal are out-of-date (including situations where the local 
planning authority cannot demonstrate a necessary housing land supply) 

permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (paragraph 11d)(ii)). 

82. Given the stage the emerging Local Plan has reached, the Council needs to 

demonstrate only that it has a 4-year supply.  However, it was agreed by the 
parties that the current supply was below that, being 3.2 years.   

83. The Council said the reason for this shortfall was because it had substantially 
exceeded its delivery targets over the last few years, and as a result its supply 
of deliverable sites had been drained.  It therefore contended that the shortfall 

in supply was not a failure of its policies but rather a demonstration of their 
success.  Furthermore, it was on course to deliver more than the number of 

houses anticipated in the Core Strategy when the plan period ended in a few 
years. These circumstances, to my mind, do not prevent the application of 
Framework paragraph 11d)(ii), as that makes it clear it applies when there is a 

housing land supply shortfall, irrespective of the reasons for that.  Indeed any 
housing land supply figure is not a ceiling that should not be exceeded, and 

the oversupply of housing is not, of itself, a justification for resisting a 
development.  Notwithstanding that, I consider it reasonable to assume the 
high delivery over recent years should temper the benefit of housing to some 

extent.   

84. It also contended the shortfall was to be addressed through allocations in the 

emerging Local Plan.  However, those sites do not fall now within the 
Framework’s definition of deliverable.  Furthermore, from the timescales I was 
given that still means the shortfall is to remain for a number of years whilst 

the plan is examined and adopted and its effects become apparent.  As such, 
this does not lead me to assess the shortfall differently.   

85. In the light of the above, I consider the shortfall is appreciable. Moreover, I 
afford the supply of additional housing substantial weight in favour of the 

scheme, and, despite the tempering effect, I afford the over-supply limited 
weight.  These weightings are in line with those agreed by the Council and the 
appellants in the Statement of Common Ground.  

86. Turning to whether the most important policies are out of date, as I read it I 
consider Core Strategy Policy CP11 does not appear to offer a basis to resist  

development in the countryside that would neither fail to protect the separate 
identity of settlements nor maintain the quality of the environment, as any 
such development would not conflict with its purpose.  Although that brings 

some flexibility, it is nonetheless more proscriptive than the Framework in 
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regard to proposals outside of settlements, and so the weight I attach to the 

development plan conflict is reduced somewhat.  MDD Policy TB21 though 
seems less flexible, especially in relation to its second point, and to my mind 

goes beyond the more nuanced position in the Framework concerning 
development in the countryside.  However, Core Strategy Policies CP1, CP2, 
CP3 and CP6 are a local reflection of the thrust for sustainability found in the 

Framework.  

87. A further aspect of support for the scheme was the delivery of affordable 

housing.  Again in the Statement of Common Ground it was agreed there was 
a persistent unmet need for this in the Borough, and substantial weight should 
be given to its delivery.  I accept that the nature of house prices in 

Wokingham Borough means there will be an on-going demand for affordable 
housing, but on the evidence before me I have no basis to differ from the 

parties’ agreed position. 

88. Beyond these, I accept there would be economic benefits during the 
construction phase and afterwards.  There would also be biodiversity net gain 

with the scheme.  Such benefits though could come with any new housing, 
and so I afford them moderate weight.  I recognise that upgrading bus stops 

and various open space facilities around would benefit not just the scheme’s 
residents but also the wider public, and so afford these moderate weight too.   

89. The delivery of the car park has been offered as a safety benefit and also a 

benefit to the environment by reducing kerbside parking.  However, I have not 
been persuaded that any danger to pedestrians or the free-flow of traffic 

resulting from the current reliance of parents/carers on parking at the side of 
the road is sufficient to mean the weight to be afforded to this is significant.  I 
therefore afford this limited weight.     

90. Moreover, when I consider the development plan conflict in the light of the 
shortfall in housing land supply, it is likely that, to redress this situation, at 

least some housing is to be required outside Development Limits on greenfield 
sites that are deemed to be countryside.  It is also reasonable to assume that 
such sites may well be in less sustainable locations or locations where there is, 

relatively speaking, a greater reliance on private motorised transport than 
those identified through the local plan process.  

91. Accordingly, I acknowledge the scheme would give rise to some harm and 
development plan conflict, but I conclude that its adverse impacts, even if 
taken together, do not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 

that would arise. Therefore, planning permission should be granted. 

92. In making this judgement, I accept that the Lodge Road decision reached a 

different view.  However, that was for an appreciably larger development, that 
had a different relationship to the settlement’s services and its built form.  As 

such the relative weights attributed to the scheme’s benefits and adverse 
impacts would not have been the same. 

 Other decisions 

93. I have received numerous decisions from over the last 20 years concerning 
appeals elsewhere.  In my reasoning I have made explicit reference to the 

decision allowing the Sawpit Road scheme as well as to the Lodge Road 
decision due to their recentness and their proximity to the site.  Otherwise, 
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these decisions concern different developments in different places, often 

assessed under a different version of the Framework, and such factors could 
account for the conflicting findings they sometimes appear to reach.  

Ultimately, the judgement each Inspector makes is driven very much by the 
circumstances of the case before them, and by the relative weightings they 
attach to the various considerations.  Consequently, while I have noted these 

decisions, having regard to the submissions presented to me I see nothing to 
lead me to change my findings.    

Conditions 

94. Conditions relating to the submission of reserved matters and the 
commencement of development, along with a condition confirming the 

approved plans, are justified for the avoidance of doubt.  

95. In the interests of highway safety, the outstanding details of the accesses, 

along with the construction details of the roads, should be agreed.  They 
should then be laid out prior to occupation and retained with suitable sightlines 
secured at the junction.  For the same reason there should be agreed a 

parking strategy for the car park, though the Undertaking provides specific 
commitments concerning when the car park will be provided.    

96. Having regard to the character and appearance of the area, any external 
lighting should be agreed.  Moreover, the new dwellings and flats (as opposed 
to any outbuildings or boundary treatments they may have) should be set 

back at least 20m from Orchard Road’s carriageway and 10m from the 
carriageway on School Road.  

97. In the interests of adequate drainage, a drainage scheme should be submitted 
with or before the reserved matters.  I consider it unnecessary for the 
drainage condition to list the various modelling, guidance and standards with 

which it should comply, as that could be a requirement of the Council’s when it 
considers those details.  Mindful of the possible presence of archaeology, a 

scheme of archaeological works should be approved. In the interests of public 
health, a condition should also be imposed addressing any unexpected 
contamination.   

98. In the light of sustainability, a Sustainable Transport Strategy should be 
secured in line with the commitment in the Highways Statement of Common 

Ground, and details of sustainability measures for the dwellings should 
accompany the reserved matters submissions. 

99. Finally, the hours of working should be controlled so as to avoid undue harm 

to adjacent living conditions.  To protect the wildlife around the site, and also 
to respect highway safety, a method statement and ecological management 

plan for the construction phase should also be agreed.  Ecological impact 
would also justify the approval of a Landscape and Ecological Management 

Plan. 

100. Conditions were suggested relating to the agreement of landscaping, tree 
protection and the long-term design objectives, management responsibilities, 

timescales and maintenance schedules for all landscape areas.  However, 
insofar as these lie outside of the Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 

they can be addressed under reserved matters.  A condition restricting the 
development to no more than 23 dwellings is unnecessary as that is all for 
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which permission is granted, whilst electric charging points are subject of 

other legislation.     

Conclusion 

101. Accordingly, for the reasons given I conclude the appeal is allowed. 

 

Mr JP Sargent  

INSPECTOR 
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Conditions Schedule 

1) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale (the reserved 
matters), shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority before any development takes place and the 
development shall be carried out as approved. 

2) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the 

local planning authority not later than 3 years from the date of this 
permission. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall take place not later than 2 years 
from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be 
approved. 

4) Unless otherwise agreed under conditions elsewhere on this decision the 
development shall be carried out in accordance with the following plans: 

Location Plan 235.113, Parameter Plan 235.115 Rev C, and Site Access 
Plan ITB18301-GA-0011 Rev C. 

5) Prior to the submission of any reserved matters applications an 

archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) together with a 
timetable for its implementation, shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority.  The development shall then be 
carried out in accordance with the approved details and timetables within 
the WSI.  

6) With or before the submission of reserved matters, outstanding details of 
the proposed vehicular accesses on to School Road (including any 

associated pedestrian crossing facilities) shall be submitted to the local 
planning authority for approval in writing.  Prior to first occupation the 
accesses shall be formed in accordance with the approved details and 

shall be thereafter retained.   

7) With or before the submission of reserved matters, details of the 

construction and levels of roads and footpaths shall be submitted to the 
local planning authority for approval in writing.  Prior to the first 
occupation of the development the roads and footways shall then be 

constructed in accordance with the approved details to road base level, 
with the final wearing course being provided within 3 months of first 

occupation. 

8) With or before the submission of reserved matters, a layout for the car 
park and a Parking Management Strategy for its management shall be 

submitted to the local planning authority for approval in writing. The 
submitted Parking Management Strategy shall include details of the 

management of all parking spaces and traffic regulation orders. The 
approved layout and Parking Management Strategy shall be implemented 

prior to the first occupation of the development and shall be thereafter 
retained. 

9) With or before the submission of reserved matters, a detailed drainage 

strategy shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval in 
writing. Where surface water cannot be infiltrated but requires disposal 

off site, evidence of consent to discharge/connect through third party 
land or to their network/system/watercourse must be provided. Prior to 
the first occupation of the development the drainage scheme shall be 
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carried out in accordance with the approved detailed drainage strategy 

and shall be thereafter retained. 

10) With or before the submission of reserved matters, a baseline for the 

level of carbon reduction shall be agreed in writing with the local planning 
authority, and details of sustainability measures to show that the 
development will result in carbon reductions equal to or below that 

baseline shall then be submitted to the local planning authority for 
approval in writing. No building shall be occupied until the sustainability 

measures associated with that property are installed in full working order 
in accordance with the approved details, and they shall thereafter be 
retained unless they are replaced by more efficient and sustainable 

technology. 

11) With or before the submission of reserved matters, a Landscape and 

Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) shall be submitted to the local 
planning authority for its approval in writing. The LEMP shall comprise 

a) a description and evaluation of features to be managed; 

b) ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence 
management; 

c) aims and objectives of management, to include management of 
habitats for biodiversity net gain; 

d) appropriate management options for achieving aims and 

objectives; 

e) prescriptions for management actions; 

f) preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan 
capable of being rolled forward over a 5-year period) 

g) details of the body or organization responsible for implementation 

of the plan; and 

h) ongoing monitoring and remedial measures. 

The plan shall set out (where the results from monitoring show that 
conservation aims and objectives of the LEMP are not being met) how 
contingencies and/or remedial action will be identified, agreed with the 

local planning authority, and implemented so that the development still 
delivers the fully functioning biodiversity objectives of the originally 

approved scheme. The development will be implemented in accordance 
with the approved LEMP. 

12) No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement, 

including a Construction Ecological Management Plan, has been submitted 
to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The 

statement shall provide for the following: 

(a) the location and means of construction of suitable works access; 

(b) the location of parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors; 

(c) the location for the loading and unloading of plant and materials; 

(d) the location and means of storing plant and materials used in 

constructing the development; 

(e) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding; 
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(f) wheel washing facilities; 

(g) measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during 
construction; 

(h) a scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from works; 

(i) hours of delivery; and 

(j) mitigation and avoidance measures for ecology, biodiversity and 

tree protection at the construction stage. 

The details and measures in the approved Statement shall be adhered to 

throughout the construction period. 

13) No work relating to the development hereby approved, including works of 
preparation prior to building operations, shall take place other than 

between the hours of 0800h and 1800h Mondays to Fridays, 0800h to 
1300h on Saturdays and at no time on Sundays or Bank or National 

Holidays. 

14) If land contamination is found at any time during site clearance, 
groundwork and construction, the discovery shall be reported 

immediately to the local planning authority. A full contamination risk 
assessment shall be carried out and, if found to be necessary, a 

remediation method statement shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority. The development shall thereafter 
be carried out in accordance with the approved remediation method 

statement. 

15) Prior to its first operation, each access onto School Road shall be 

provided with visibility splays of 2.4m x 57m to the south and 2.4m x 
45m to the north, and these shall contain no obstruction greater than 
0.6m in height when measured above the adjacent carriageway.  These 

visibility splays shall be thereafter retained and kept clear of any 
obstruction greater than 0.6m in height when measured above the 

adjacent carriageway. 

16) Prior to the first occupation of the development, a Sustainable Transport 
Strategy that accords with the terms of the Land adjacent to School 

Road, Hurst: Transport SoCG (dated 3 September 2024), together with a 
timetable for its implementation, shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority.  The approved Sustainable 
Transport Strategy shall then be put into practice in accordance with the 
approved timetable,  

17) No external lighting shall be installed other than in accordance with 
details that have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority. 

18) No part of the main building of any dwelling or flat (but for the avoidance 

of doubt, not including any detached outbuildings or any boundary 
treatments) shall extend to within 20m of the carriageway of Orchard 
Road, or to within 10m of the carriageway of School Road.  
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APPEARANCES 

 
FOR THE APPELLANT: 

 
C Brockhurst   Landscape consultant 

T Rumble   Planning consultant 

T Wall    Highways consultant 
 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

G Adam   Development Control, Highways 

I Church   Planning Policy, Housing 

B Crafer   Landscape Architect 

H Maynard   Team Leader Planning Department 

 
INTERESTED PARTIES: 

D Boyd   Vice Chair, St Nicholas Hurst Parish Council 

Mr Butler   Local resident 

Cllr S Conway  Leader of the Council & Councillor for Twyford, 

                                                                  Ruscombe and Hurst Ward 

P Curry   Chair, St Nicholas Hurst Parish Council 

I Fiennes   Local resident 

G Manning    Local resident 

Mr Norris    Local resident 

J Osborne   Local resident 

C Woodward   Local resident 
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT OR AFTER THE HEARING 

FROM THE APPELLANT 

APP1: Land adjacent to School Road, Hurst Transport SoCG (dated 3 September 

2024) 

APP2: Signed and dated Unilateral Undertaking with explanatory email (dated 
13 September 2024) 

APP3: Response to Document LR1 with Conditions Note (dated 26 September 
2024) 

 

FROM THE COUNCIL 

LPA1: Appendix 3 from Wokingham Borough Core Strategy 

LPA2: Document concerning open space provision (received 13 September 2024) 

LPA3: Local Plan Update 2023-40 Proposed Submission Plan 

LPA4: Response to Document APP3 (dated 4 October 2024) 

 

FROM LOCAL RESIDENTS 

LR1: Statement from D Birtles (received 17 September 2024)  
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Appeal Decision  
Site visit made on 15 October 2025  
by C McDonagh BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 04 November 2025 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/F1610/W/25/3369472 
Land off Station Road, South Cerney, Cirencester GL7 5UB  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a refusal to grant permission in principle. 

• The appeal is made by Mrs E Chubb (Stone Developments Wiltshire Ltd) against the decision of 
Cotswold District Council. 

• The application Ref is 25/01558/PLP. 

• The development proposed is 3No dwellings. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. This appeal relates to an application under the ‘permission in principle’ (PiP) 
procedure, which first establishes whether a site is suitable in principle for 
residential development. The second ‘technical details consent’ (TDC) stage would 
then be required to assess detailed development proposals. 

3. Applications for PiP for residential development must include a minimum and 
maximum number of dwellings. In this case, PiP has been sought for the erection 
of up to 3 dwellings. The scope of the considerations is limited to location, land use 
and the amount of development. All other matters are considered as part of a 
subsequent TDC application if PiP is granted.  

Main Issue 

4. The main issue is whether the site is suitable for residential development, having 
regard to its location and the resultant effects on the South Cerney Conservation 
Area (CA) and the settings of several listed buildings.  

Reasons 

5. The appeal site comprises a parcel of land to the north of Station Road which is 
described by both main parties as a paddock and includes a small stone building 
and remnants of a stock pen. There are existing dwellings to both sides and farm 
buildings to the east, while to the north there is an area of open green space 
bound from the appeal site by dry stone walls.  

6. The appeal site is located in the South Cerney CA and is adjacent several listed 
buildings. As such, I have had regard to sections 72(1) and 66(1) of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the Act). These provisions 
place a statutory duty on the decision maker to preserve or enhance the character 
or appearance of a conservation area and for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 
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building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest 
which it possesses. This includes proposals relating to permission in principle.  

 Significance of Heritage Assets  

7. Paragraph 207 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 
advises that in determining applications, local planning authorities should require 
an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including 
any contribution made by their setting. As the appellant points out, the level of 
detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is 
sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. I 
do not have any description of the significance of the nearby listed buildings or the 
CA before me. This is particularly disappointing given the Grade I listed status of 
the Church of All Hallows1 which is of exceptional interest as the highest grade of 
listing in England.  

8. I have had regard to the South Cerney Conservation Area Statement (the CA 
Statement) (December 2002) as well as my own observations on the site visit. The 
character and appearance, and thereby significance, of the CA is derived in part 
from features such as its linear form, including many cottages built up to the road 
with meadows behind. Although there is newer development, the older buildings 
are particularly positive contributors to the character of the area as a whole. 
Moreover, CA Statement cites the open space around Boxbush Farm, adjacent the 
appeal site, as the most important in the village and includes the wide verge along 
Station Road. Dwellings on the north side of the road are generally set in large 
plots with generous setbacks from said road which along with the grass verges 
and treelined street give the immediate area a pleasant, open and verdant 
character.  

9. The CA Statement also divides the CA into 5 character areas, of which the appeal 
site is located in the area titled ‘From Boxbush Cottage on Station Road to Pike 
Cottage on High Street’. Although I note the appellant’s contention that the appeal 
site is not within character area 5, the map appended to the CA Statement 
demonstrates otherwise.  

10. Positive features of this sub-area include the presence of numerous traditional 
buildings of historic significance but of most relevance is the area around and 
including Boxbush Farm, with its ancillary outbuildings and fields. Looking north 
from Station Road, distant views are possible through gaps between farm 
buildings, and over fences, gates and stone walls to open fields, and the church 
and tree-lined Bow Wow beyond. The survival of such a substantial farm and 
swathe of agricultural land a short distance from the village centre is important. 
The value of this land is described as crucial in the CA Statement.  

11. The CA Statement goes on to say that on the opposite side of the road the long 
row of cottages, many of which are listed, date from the sixteenth century, and 
therefore among the earliest domestic buildings in the village. The row is described 
as remarkable in its survival. Its strong architectural presence is the result of its 
length, and the series of gabled dormer windows. It totally encloses the southern 
side of the street and, together with the Boxbush Farm grouping, creates a spatial 
quality which is further enhanced by the grass verge, several hawthorn trees and 
the ditches.  

 
1 List Entry Number: 1340977 
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12. I understand that the appeal site was not designated as an area of important green 
open space or landscape value in the CA Statement. The inset map shows the site 
excluded from the larger green area to the north and northeast, which is identified 
for this purpose. While this may have been because of the outline permission 
granted2 for housing at the time, the lack of designation in the CA Statement or the 
NP does not mean the site does not have value or is not a positive feature in the 
area. On the contrary, given the appeal site’s location on the edge of the important 
area of open space, relationship with other heritage assets, and its inherent rural 
character, it contributes considerably to the character and appearance and thereby 
significance of the CA.  

13. Taken together, the CA derives its significance mostly from its layout, rural 
character, green spaces and quality and age of its buildings, particularly in the 
older sections such as along Station Road. 

14. The Grade I listed Church of All Hallows is located to the north of the appeal site 
across the open space off Church Lane. The church is described as being built on 
Norman foundations with a rubble stone tower and other facing walls largely of 
coursed stone with a stone slate roof. Its special interest and significance is 
generally drawn from its historic and architectural interests. This includes its age, 
connection to the community historically with ongoing ecclesiastical use, and its 
traditional construction and materials. 

15. Although its tower is not especially tall, it is visible from numerous vantage points 
throughout the village, most relevantly to this appeal from gaps between built form 
along Station Road. I observed this was also possible from the appeal site. I 
disagree that the setting of the church is limited to the graveyard and immediate 
area around the building. Regardless of visibility, its setting includes much of the 
village and the rural environs as a whole and despite the distance of the appeal 
site, the open areas allow the historic function of the church to be better 
understood as the centre of a rural parish which would have been purposely 
prominent in the area to attract worshippers. Overall, the setting of the listed 
church contributes considerably to the special interest and significance of the 
designated heritage asset. 

16. No’s 3-7 Station Road and Oakbeams (No.8) are all Grade II listed individually3 
and have obvious group value given their physical and historic connections. The 
row evidently was once continuous with the cottages beginning at the Plough 
Cottage (No.10), but the middle cottages were removed and replaced with the later 
detached dwellings of No’s 6-9.   

17. No’s 3, 4 and 5 Station Road date from either the late 16th or early 17th centuries 
and comprise a row of rubble stone facing cottages with stone slate roofs and front 
gables. No.6 is a detached two-storey dwelling of later, early 19th century origin of 
simple form and built from coursed rubble stone with sliding sash windows to 
either side of the front door. No.7 is also of later origin from the late 18th century 
with similar rubble stone construction and form as No.6, albeit it is smaller in scale 
without a door to the principal elevation. No.8 is known as Oakbeams and dates 
from 1787 from the plaque on the front elevation. It is built from the same materials 
as others on this row but is taller than the adjoining No.7 with similar polite form 
and detailing.  

 
2 Application reference: 02/02192/OUT 
3 List Entry Numbers: 1090031; 1341005; 1090032; 1090033; 1341006; 1090034.  
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18. The significance of No’s 3-8 is largely derived from their historic and architectural 
interests. This is drawn from their age, simple form and detailing, and their 
traditional materials and construction. Moreover, in the case of No’s 3, 4 and 5, 
they are identified in the CA Statement as the oldest domestic buildings in the 
village. This adds further significance due to their association with the 
development of the village and ties to its early history which, along with the church, 
would have included much less and sporadic built form, adding to the historic 
interest of the different assets.  

19. My attention is drawn to the existing stone building on the appeal site which the 
Council advises should be considered a Non-Designated Heritage Asset (NDHA). 
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) advises that the decisions to identify 
NDHAs are based on sound evidence. It goes on to advise that clear and up to 
date information on non-designated heritage assets are accessible to the public to 
provide greater clarity and certainty for developers and decision-makers and this 
includes information on the criteria used to select non-designated heritage assets 
and information about the location of existing assets4. 

20. The building on the site is not identified through the CA Statement, the Cotswold 
District Local Plan 2011 – 2031 (adopted August 2018) (LP) or the South Cerney 
Neighbourhood Plan 2021 – 2031 (adopted December 2021) (NP). I have also not 
been presented with a local list of such assets. However, policy EN12 of the LP 
does specify the criteria for deciding whether a building should be considered as a 
NDHA. This can include for its age, historic interest or association and aesthetic 
merits. Moreover, the PPG also advises that in some cases, local planning 
authorities may also identify non-designated heritage assets as part of the 
decision-making process on planning applications.  

21. I have little information before me on the building in question. However, from my 
observations on the site visit, due to its method of construction, materials and 
simple form it is clearly of some age. It has retained its agrarian character and is 
an attractive feature in the local area. It is therefore of significant historic interest; 
has group value associated with adjacent agricultural practices; and has aesthetic 
merit. As such, it can be considered as a NDHA, for the reasons above.    

22. Overall, given the appeal site’s location it clearly has functional and historic links to 
the area of open green space to the north. Moreover, its positioning between the 
listed church and row of listed cottages, and its open, verdant and rural character, 
including the stone building, all contribute considerably to the setting of the listed 
buildings, the character and appearance of the CA and thereby the significance of 
all of these designated heritage assets. 

 Effects of the Proposal  

23. This is not the TDC stage and as such, it stands to reason that there are no firm 
details on the form, layout or general appearance of the dwellings. Nonetheless, 
there erection of 3 dwellings, access road and inevitable domestication of the site 
though border treatments and ancillary development would increase the built form 
on the appeal site. This would be of greater density than seen in neighbouring 
plots and would erode and be harmful to the verdant rural and open character and 
appearance of this part of the village and CA.  

 
4 Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 18a-040-20190723 
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24. Furthermore, the proposed development would be visible from the important route 
through the village along Station Road from where it would appear as an 
overdeveloped and somewhat cramped plot, at odds with the open character of 
this part of the village and the dwellings adjacent. Consequently, the proposed 
development of 3 dwellings in principle in this location would diminish the rural 
character of the site and would harm the character and appearance and thereby 
significance of the CA.  

25. The loss of rural character would also mean harm to the setting of the listed 
buildings due to the contribution of the appeal site. Moreover, the significance 
derived from their inherent group values and interrelationships formed over 
hundreds of years of the village would also be eroded and harmed. The removal 
from the site of the former barn would mean the loss of a NDHA which makes a 
significant positive contribution to the character and appearance of the CA and 
within the settings of the listed buildings as given above.   

26. I have had regard to the photographs provided by the appellant. The church may 
not be readily visible from some parts of Station Road or indeed other areas of the 
village. However, listed buildings are safeguarded for their inherent special 
interest, and visibility is but one consideration of the impacts of a development 
proposal on the significance of a designated heritage asset. A lack of visibility from 
public vantage points therefore does not equate to an absence of harm. Moreover, 
it is unclear as to how they have reached this conclusion when the special interest 
and/or significance of any of the given heritage assets has not been established.  

27. To conclude on this matter, the proposal would be harmful to the character and 
appearance of the CA and setting of adjacent listed buildings due to the location of 
the dwellings. This would be contrary to the provisions of sections 72(1) and 66(1) 
of the Act as well as policies EN1, EN2, EN4, EN10, EN11 and EN12 of the LP 
and policy SC11 of the NP. Among other things, these state that proposals that 
would lead to harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset or its setting 
will not be permitted, unless a clear and convincing justification of public benefit 
can be demonstrated to outweigh that harm.  

28. The proposal would also be contrary to paragraph 212 of the Framework which 
advises that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the 
asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight 
should be). 

 Heritage Balance  

29. I have found harm to the CA and settings of several listed buildings as well as the 
harm from the loss of the NDHA. I note that there is no dispute that any harm 
would be less than substantial. Paragraph 215 of the Framework advises that 
where this occurs, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.  

30. I am informed that the Council cannot currently demonstrate a 5-year supply of 
deliverable housing land. This figure is put at 1.8 years and does not appear to be 
in dispute. This is a considerable shortfall and as such, I am taken to paragraph 
11(d) of the Framework which advises that in situations where the local planning 
authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites 
permission should be granted unless the application of policies in the Framework 
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that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for 
refusing the development proposed or 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. Footnote 7 clarifies that assets of 
particular importance includes designated heritage assets. Given the harm I have 
found to the CA and settings of several listed buildings, including the Grade I listed 
church, this provides a strong reason for refusing the proposal.  I must give the 
harm to designated heritage assets great weight in any event.  

31. The provision of 3 dwellings would make a contribution to the housing shortfall. 
This could be built out quickly as a small site and is worthy of some limited weight 
in favour of the scheme. The financial benefits accrued during the construction of 
the project and increased number of residents using local services and facilities 
are also worthy of some limited positive weight in favour of the scheme. 
Notwithstanding footnote 7 of paragraph 11(d), the public benefits of the proposal 
would not outweigh the harm I have identified.  

32. I understand that planning applications for housing have been approved on several 
occasions. This includes in 1997, which was renewed in 1999 and 2002, although 
none of these were implemented. I am advised of case law which establishes that 
such a planning history must be afforded substantial weight, although it is unclear 
which judgement specifically establishes this. Moreover, the 2002 grant of outline 
permission5 which I have been provided was determined under the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990, not the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. In any event, those decisions were made under a different 
consent regime and well before the advent of the Framework. I am also duty 
bound to consider the scheme on its own merits. As such this does not convince 
me the proposal is acceptable.    

33. My attention is drawn to an appeal6 which related to permission in principle for 2no 
dwellings. This would have had its own site-specific circumstances and its 
relevance to the case before me is unclear, other than the consent regime. As 
such it is worthy of very little weight as a material consideration.  

34. I am also informed of biodiversity net gain achieved through the proposed 
development. A 10% gain would be required regardless, and whether the actual 
gain would exceed 10% is unclear at this stage given TDC would still be required.  

35. I am also directed to paragraph 73(d) of the Framework which I am informed 
advises that great weight should be given to the benefits of using sites within 
existing settlements. It is emphasised that this is not just a case of giving ‘weight’ 
to the benefits of sites within existing settlements, but it is a case of giving ‘great 
weight’ to these benefits. However, it is clear from my reading of this paragraph 
that the word ‘suitable’ has been omitted from the appellant’s example. I would 
emphasise that it has not been demonstrated that the site is suitable for residential 
development given my findings above. 

36. Based on the foregoing, the public benefits of the proposal do not outweigh the 
harm, for which I must attach great weight to the conservation of heritage assets. 
The proposal thereby conflicts with paragraph 215 of the Framework. 

 
5 Application reference: CT.7719/B 
6 APP/Y3940/W/24/3345527 
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Conclusion 

37. The proposal would result in harm to the character and appearance and thereby 
significance of the CA, as well as the special interest and significance of several 
listed buildings and a NDHA. As a result, the proposal would conflict with the Act 
and development plan when read as a whole. It would also conflict with the 
Framework, as the public benefits of the scheme are not sufficient to outweigh the 
harm. Overall, I conclude that there are no other considerations of sufficient weight 
which would outweigh the harm. As such, the appeal is dismissed. 

C McDonagh  

INSPECTOR 
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