PLANNI NG REF . 251705
PROPERTY ADDRESS : 26 Canberra Lake \Way
. Reading, Berkshire

. RGLO 9DH
SUBM TTED BY . Ms Georgia Brand
DATE SUBM TTED : 09/ 06/ 2026

COWENTS:

The Pl anning Case O ficer

Pl anni ng Departnent, Wki ngham Bor ough Counci
pl anni ng. enqui ri es@wki ngham gov. uk

Pl anni ng Application: 253071 (Reserved Matters) - Land Wst of
Park Lane, Charvil, RGLO 9TS
bj ector: Omer and Cccupier, 26 Canberra Lake Way, Charvi

Note: This objection is submtted al ongside, and in support of,

prof essi onal planning representations prepared by Pl anning Voice
(on behal f of 22 and 23 Canberra Lake Way) and by Lee Searles
MRTPI, Andrea PellegramLtd (on behal f of residents of 8, 11, 12,
and 22-26 Canberra Lake Way). The policy analysis in those reports
is adopted and relied upon herein.

Dear Sir or Madam

1. The Property, the Site Geonetry, and Wiy This Matters

Stand at the rear of 26 Canberra Lake Way and | ook toward the
lication site. Every habitable window in the principal living areas
of this house - the nmain bedroom the kitchen, the living room -
faces that boundary. The bi-fold doors opening onto the garden face
that boundary. There is no other aspect. There is no sheltered side.
When construction begins, and throughout the years it continues,
this

property will be directly and continuously exposed to whatever the
site generates: dust, noise, vehicle novenents, and the overl ooking
gaze of new hones built on ground that rises above the |evel of ny
own.

That |ast detail - the topography - is the single nost inportant
physical fact in this objection, and it is entirely absent fromthe
submitted plans. The |l and sl opes upward fromthe rear boundary of 26
Canberra Lake Way toward the application site. Any dwelling built
near that boundary will sit at a materially higher elevation than
my hone. Its windows will ook down into ny garden and into ny
principal roons fromthe nonment it is occupied, regardl ess of what
planting is placed between us. No | andscape nasterpl an shaded in
green resolves a

gradient. Only a revised | ayout can

| do not object to the principle of devel opnent on this |and.
Seventy-five dwel lings have outline consent, and that consent is not
contested. What | object to - and what this letter sets out with
specific reference to adopted policy - is a layout that has
concentrated its highest density, its npbst intensive use, and its
nost i nadequate boundary treatnent at the one edge of the site where
the established community is closest, nbst exposed, and nost

vul nerable. That is not an accident of geonetry. It is a design
choice. And it is one the Council has both the power and the duty to
require the applicant to reverse.

2. The Landscape Buffer: Wiy It Cannot Work as Drawn



The t opography nekes the buffer structurally inadequate at 26
Canberra Lake \Way

The application site rises above the level of nmy rear garden. This
is a fact of ground level, not interpretation. It nmeans that any new
dwel I i ng positioned near the shared boundary will occupy el evated
ground relative to ny property - and that planting positioned within
a narrow buffer strip will, for many years after establishnent,
provi de no neani ngful screening of the upper storeys of those new
hones.

The subnitted Landscape Masterplan (Drawi ng 2299. 1001 Rev B) does
not contain a single cross-section. There is no drawi ng that shows
finished ground | evels across this boundary, no profile
denonstrating the rel ati onship between new wi ndows and exi sting
habi tabl e roons, and no planting specification showi ng at what
point - if ever - the

proposed vegetati on woul d achi eve effective screening given the
gradient. Wthout these drawi ngs, the submtted | andscape proposals
cannot be properly assessed by the Council or its consultees. They
shoul d not be approved on the basis of nasterplan shadi ng al one.
ask the Council to require, before determ nation, scaled
cross-sections drawn through the boundary at its narrowest point -
the pinch point directly behind 26 Canberra Lake Way - show ng
finished ground |evels, the proposed planting profile at
establishnent and at ten and twenty years of maturity, and the
relationship of that profile to the habitable wi ndows on both sides
of the boundary. If those

cross-sections show what the topography suggests they will show, the
Council will have conclusive evidence that the buffer as currently
drawn cannot protect the privacy of this property, and that a
revised layout is required.

The pinch point is unquantified and unscal ed

No scal ed pl an has been subnitted showi ng the precise depth of the
buffer at its narrowest point behind 26 Canberra Lake Way. This is
the nost sensitive location on the boundary interface, and it is the
one location for which the subnmitted plans provide |east
information. The Council cannot assess whether the buffer is
adequate wi thout knowing its dinensions. The applicant nust be
required to provide this before any decision is nade

The | andscape subm ssion does not satisfy Condition 31

Condition 31 of the outline pernission (232704) is explicit: the
Reserved Matters application for |andscaping nust include a plan
specifying the positions, design, materials and type of all boundary
treatments, planting species, sizes, densities, and an

i npl enentation tinmetable. The Landscape Masterplan subnmitted with
this application satisfies none of these requirenents. It is a
schematic. It shows areas shaded green. It does not constitute a

| andscape plan within the neaning of Condition 31, and it cannot
formthe basis for an enforceable | andscaping condition

This matters acutely on this site. The planning history of the

adj acent Canberra Lake Way devel opnent (appeal perm ssion 143292)
docunents in precise detail what happens when | andscape conditions
are inprecise. The detailed planting plans subnitted to and relied
upon by the Planning Inspector at that appeal were never formally
schedul ed in the conditions. The consented boundary pl anting was
consequently never legally enforceable, and it was never

i npl ement ed. The Landscape Oficer's response to the current
outline application explicitly

noted this failure and stated that the new perm ssion nust renedy
it. The residents of Canberra Lake Way have already lived with the
consequences of a |landscape condition that fail ed because of



i nprecise drafting. The Council nust not approve this application
on the basis of a conditional placeholder for |andscape details.
Full, detailed

pl ans nust be subnmitted, assessed, and approved before any decision
is issued - not reserved to a pre-conmencenent condition that risks
creating the same anbiguity again.

Mature planting is required fromthe date of first occupation

G ven the topography and the proxinmty of new habitable wi ndows to
t he boundary, standard whip or feathered planting stock will provide
no neaningful privacy protection at the point the new hones are
first occupied. The applicant nust specify mninmumplanting sizes
sufficient to deliver genuine screening fromday one of occupation
not at sone indetermnminate point years after establishnent. Any

mai nt enance

obligation nmust be legally binding and enforceable, with a

repl acenent requirenent in the event of failure, and a clearly
identified responsible party for the long term

3. Density, Massing, and the Qutline's Broken Conmi tnent

The Site Analysis Plan submitted with the outline application

(DWG 102) nade an explicit conmmitnent: the privacy of existing
dwel I i ngs on Canberra Lake Way woul d be saf eguarded through

| andscape buffers and mid-density devel opnent at the boundary
interface. The current Reserved Matters |ayout is the direct
opposite of that commtnent. The hi ghest density cluster in the
entire proposed schene is positioned at the boundary with the

exi sting comunity - precisely where the outline said density would
be | ownest.

The existing Canberra Lake Way community is twenty-five detached
dwellings in a character area averaging 16.9 dwellings per hectare,
as recorded in the Charvil Nei ghbourhood Plan. The outline

pernmni ssion was granted for 75 dwellings on 6.97 hectares -
approximately 10.8 dwellings per hectare across the whole site. At
that overall density, there is no design justification for
concentrating the schene's nost intensive devel opnent at its nost
sensitive edge. The applicant has offered none.

Policy CHARVIL 4 of the Nei ghbourhood Plan - now part of the
statutory devel opnent plan - requires proposals to have regard to
the density of existing devel opnment and to respect existing
character. Policy

CHARVIL 3 requires proposals to maintain a synpathetic relationship
to existing devel opnent in ternms of scale, building orientation
building line, and setback, in accordance with Desi gn Code MsS02. A
| ayout that places its highest density housing directly against a

| owdensity established conmunity, with angl ed buil ding corners
presented toward existing rear gardens, is not a synpathetic
response to either policy.

The professional report subnitted on behal f of residents of 22-26
Canberra Lake Way docunents that the flank walls of Plots 25 and 26
- approximately 10 netres wide and over 9 netres high, sited between
10 and 12 netres from affected properties - generate an angle of
view fromground floor w ndows of approxinmately 33 degrees. This
exceeds the 25-degree threshold applied under the Council's
assessnent

framework to identify unacceptabl e overshadowi ng. The orientation is
sout h-west. The affected properties will |ose afternoon sunlight to
primary living spaces and gardens. This is contrary to Policy
CP3(a) of the Core Strategy and to Requirenent R15 of the Borough



Desi gn Gui de SPD.

Pl anni ng Voi ce's professional report denpbnstrates - with a worked
alternative layout - that a continuous | andscape buffer exceeding 10
nmetres can be established along the entire Canberra Lake Wy
boundary, with no reduction in the approved 75-unit density, by
nodest |y

reduci ng the over-deep rear gardens of Plots 25, 26, and 41-43
toward the adopted 11-netre nmininum The space to fix this problem
exists within the applicant's own red-line boundary. The Counci

nmust direct the applicant to use it.

4. Construction Air Quality: A Specific Harmto a Specific Child
My daughter is nine weeks old. If this application is approved and
construction begins later this year and continues into 2027, she
will be between six and ei ghteen nonths ol d during the nost

i ntensive phases of the build - a wi ndow that published nedica
research

identifies as the nost critical period of human |ung devel opnent,
and the period during which particulate matter exposure causes the
nost durable, irreversible harm

I want to be precise about the physical circunstances, because they
are not typical. The entire rear elevation of 26 Canberra Lake Wy
faces the site boundary directly. Every principal window - nain
bedroom kitchen, living room- faces that boundary. The bi-fold
doors to the garden face that boundary. There is no sheltered

el evation, no internal roomthat does not face the site, no aspect
of this honme from which she can be separated from whatever the
construction generates. On any day that a w ndow or door is open
construction pollutants will enter her environnent w thout
obstruction. This is not a concern

about construction noise or disruption in the abstract. It is a
concern about the direct, unnmedi ated, sustained exposure of a child
who cannot be noved and cannot advocate for herself.

The nedical basis for this concern is established and specific.
Infants are born with only 30 to 50 per cent of the alveoli they
will develop as adults; lung growth is fastest in the first two
years of life. The G N plus and LI SA birth cohort studies
(Environmental Research, 2020) and Inperial College London birth
cohort research tracking children frombirth through adol escence
(2017-2020)

denonstrate that particulate matter exposure during the first year
of life is associated with neasurably reduced |ung function at ages
six, ten, and fifteen. The danage accunul ates silently during
exposure and energes years later. Young children's airways are
smal | er and nore perneable than adults', producing

di sproportionately higher dose absorption relative to body size.
Construction dust - PM2.5 and PMLO from eart h-novi ng, concrete

bat chi ng, vehicle novenents, and plant nachinery - is a primary
source of the fine particulate matter to which this research
applies. The nore dwellings constructed, the |longer the period of

i ntensive

exposure. The current proposal places the |largest cluster of new
dwel lings directly behind ny property. That is not a coincidence of
layout. It is the design choice that creates this specific harm |
ask the Council to inpose the followi ng conditions on any perm ssion
granted. Each is standard practice on sensitive urban construction
sites; each is non-negotiable given the receptor



A Construction Managenent Plan (CMP), approved in witing by the
LPA before any works commence, specifying dust suppression neasures
calibrated to the proximty and vulnerability of adjacent receptors.
Continuous real-tinme PMLO air quality nonitoring at the site
boundary nearest to 26 Canberra Lake Way throughout the construction
period, wth data reported to the LPA and nade available to

nei ghbouri ng resi dents on request.

Enf or ceabl e worki ng hour restrictions: no noisy or dusty operations
before 08:00 or after 18:00 Monday to Friday; before 08:00 or after
13: 00 on Saturdays; no working on Sundays or bank hol i days.

Wheel -washing facilities at the site exit and hard-surfaced hau
routes to prevent dust and spoil tracking onto the public highway
and into the residential environment.

A nanmed site manager responsible for dust and noise conpliance, wth
a publicly displayed conplaints contact nunber at the site entrance
fromthe first day of works to the |ast.

5. Tenure Mx: The Letter of the Nei ghbourhood Plan, Not Its Spirit
The Charvil Nei ghbourhood Plan requires a genui ne range of open

mar ket  housi ng types and sizes, including options for those wi shing
to

downsi ze and remain in Charvil. Every open narket dwelling in the
current proposed mx is four or five bedroons. Nothing smaller is
avai l abl e at open narket rates. This is not conpliance with the

Nei ghbour hood Pl an's housing nmix requirenment. It is conpliance with
the part of it that conmmands the hi ghest sal e values, while the rest
is quietly set aside.

The tenure-blind objective is simlarly nomnal. Wen two and
-bedroom properties are exclusively affordable and four and
five-bedroom properties are exclusively open narket, any observer
driving along the road can imedi ately identify the tenure of any
dwelling by its size. A schenme in which tenure is imediately
legible fromthe street is not tenure-blind in any nmeani ngfu

sense. The

Council should require the applicant to denonstrate - specifically
and substantively - how this schene delivers the tenure-blind design
objective in practice, not nerely in nane.

It has been stated during the consultation process that the |ocation
of affordable dwellings at the site entrance reflects the phasing of
construction, with those units brought forward to access grant
funding at an early stage of the build. The planning systemis not a
mechani sm for nanagi ng a devel oper's funding tinmeline. Plot

| ocations nust be deternmined by design quality and policy
conpliance. The Council should satisfy itself that the concentration
of affordable housing at the nost sensitive boundary of the site is
the product of considered design, not financial sequencing.

6. The Proposed Pedestrian Link: Three Unresol ved Concerns

The proposed footpath connecting the new devel opnent to Canberra
Lake WAy has not been assessed against its foreseeable inpacts on
the existing community. Three specific concerns require resolution
bef ore any approval is given

Par ki ng di spl acenent. The parking provision within the new

devel opnent - including tandem spaces for affordable dwellings
nearest the footpath - is not adequate for the car ownership levels
associated wth hones of this type and |ocation. A direct
pedestrian connection creates an obvious incentive to park in
Canberra Lake Way and wal k through. The roads and parki ng areas

wi thin Canberra Lake Way are



ivately owned and nai ntai ned by a nmanagenent conpany funded by

exi sting residents. Those residents have no nechani smto nanage
overfl ow parking froman adjacent devel opnent and no obligation to
absorb its costs. If the footpath proceeds, the Council nust first
be satisfied that parking within the new devel opnent is genuinely
sel f-sufficient, and any nai ntenance cost inplications for Canberra
Lake Way residents nust be addressed through a planning obligation
Security. Thanes Valley Police, in their representations on the
outline application (12 Novenber 2024), identified the creation of
a | eaky cul -de-sac from Canberra Lake Way as a security

vul nerability, noting that open-sided and open-reared properties
create clear

exposure to burglary, which is predom nantly carried out fromthe
rear. The Landscape Oficer's comments on application 232704

i ndependently concl uded that open space running to the rear of
dwel I ings without active frontages would create an unsafe
environnent prone to anti-social behaviour. These are not
specul ati ve concerns

rai sed by anxious residents. They are conclusions reached by

prof essional statutory consultees. The Council nust address them on
the record before approving any pedestrian connection

Child safety. Canberra Lake Way is a snall, self-contained
residential street where children play on the conmunal green and in
the roads as a matter of daily life. That character depends on the
street being known - its traffic predictable and its users fanmiliar
A public through-route introduces unknown pedestrian flows into an
environnent where that expectation does not exist. This is not a
request to

exclude strangers froma public space. It is a request that the
Counci| assess the specific safety inplications of creating a
through-route into a comunity built around children playing in
shared spaces, before it approves one.

7. What This Application Requires Before It Can Proceed

None of the objections in this letter requires the Council to refuse
the principle of devel opnent. Every one of themis capabl e of

resol ution w thout reducing the approved 75-dwelling density.

Pl anni ng Voi ce's professional report denonstrates this with a worked
alternative layout. The space to fix this application exists within
the applicant's own red-line boundary. What has been nissing, across
multiple iterations of this schene, is the will to use it. The
Council nust require the followi ng before granting pernission: An
anended | ayout that redistributes built formaway fromthe Canberra
Lake Way boundary interface, establishes a continuous |andscape
buffer of sufficient depth to be effective given the prevailing

t opography, and reorients the dwellings on Plots 25 and 26 to
elimnate the

overbearing inpact and 25-degree overshadowi ng docunented in the

pr of essi onal reports.

Scal ed t opographi cal cross-sections drawn through the boundary at
the pinch point behind 26 Canberra Lake Way, show ng fi ni shed ground
| evel s and the rel ationship of proposed planting profiles to
habi t abl e wi ndows on both sides, before any | andscape plan is
assessed.

Ful | detailed | andscape plans satisfying Condition 31 of perm ssion
232704 in full - specifying species, planting sizes and densities,
est abl i shnent progranme, |ong-term nmai ntenance obligations, and
boundary treatnent - subnmitted, assessed and approved before



determ nation. Not reserved. Not conditioned. Approved. The
residents of this community have already paid the price of inprecise
| andscape conditions on this site once. The Council nust not all ow
that to happen again.

Nei ghbour hood Pl an housi ng m x conpliance denonstrated specifically:
how t he proposed tenure nix delivers the range of open narket
housi ng types required by the Plan, and how t he schene achi eves
meani ngful tenure-blind design in practice.

Resol ution of the footpath concerns - parking self-sufficiency
denonstrated, Thanes Valley Police security concerns addressed on
the record, and child safety inplications assessed - before any
pedestrian link is approved.

The five construction nmanagenent conditions set out in Section 4:
CMP with dust suppression, real-tine PMLO nonitoring, working hour
restrictions, wheel -washing, and a naned conpliance contact.

Determ nation by the Planning Conmittee in open session, not under
del egated authority - given the volune and professional standing of
representations received and the fornmal Call-1n request made by
Counci | | or Leon Cook

A planning officer determining this application will need to be able
to denonstrate that the | ayout protects the anenity of the existing
community, that the | andscape conditions are enforceable and
specific, and that the design reflects the character and density of
Charvil as the Nei ghbourhood Pl an requires. The current subm ssion
cannot support those concl usions. An anended schene can. The Counci
shoul d require one.



