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COWENTS:
Dear Pl anning Oficer,

Pl ease accept this email as the fornmal objection of the Church Lane
Col l ective to Planning Application 252769.

This objection is made on material planning grounds and nust be
considered in full as part of the deternination of the application

Essenti al Statenent

The proposal cannot be lawfully, transparently, or reasonably
determned on the information currently before the Local Pl anning
Authority. Taken as a whole, the application gives rise to
unaccept abl e cunul ati ve harm denonstrable flood risk, irreversible
countryside loss, harmto heritage and conmunity assets, and serious
governance and site-sel ection concerns.

Fundanent al | nadequacy of Infornation

The subnitted plans and supporting material do not provide
sufficient detail to enable a proper assessnent of inpact.

In particular:

- There is no adequate or detailed information relating to access
arrangenents, traffic generation, or operational inpacts associated
with the proposed nunicipal cenetery, despite its clear relevance to
cunul ati ve novenent, servicing, and visitor traffic.

- The absence of this information prevents residents, statutory
consul tees, and deci si on-nakers from understandi ng how access woul d
operate in practice or how inpacts would be nitigated.

- Determination in the absence of such critical detail would be
premature, procedurally unsound, and contrary to good pl anni ng

practi ce.

Where essential information is missing, the application cannot be
said to be capable of |awful determ nation

Fl ood Risk - Material, Cbservable, and Insufficiently Assessed
There are clear and denonstrable flood risks associated with
devel opnent on and adjacent to lowlying land in this |ocation.
Recent | ocal conditions have shown:

- Rapid surface water accunul ation

- Overwhel ned drainage routes



- Flooding of lowlying |and and access points

These real -worl d observations materially contradi ct assunptions
relied upon within the submtted Fl ood Ri sk Assessnents. Were

t echni ca

nodel ling fails to reflect observable and recurring conditions, its
r obust ness nust be questi oned.

Approvi ng devel opment in these circunstances woul d expose future
resi dents, neighbouring properties, and community infrastructure to
foreseeabl e and avoidable flood risk, contrary to sound pl anni ng
practice and the precautionary principle.

Irreversible Loss of Countryside, Foresight, and Community Val ue
Once countryside is lost to devel opnent, the harmis pernmanent.

There is no nechani sm by which rural character, ecol ogical value, or
vill age setting can be restored once urbani sati on has occurred.

Ef fective planning requires foresight and restraint to protect what
cannot be repl aced.

In this case, planning appears to default to short-term expedi ency
rat her than long-term stewardship, failing to safeguard countryside
wildlife, and village identity. Mtigation neasures and conditions
cannot undo permanent | and-use change.

The pl anning systemexists to prevent irreversible harm not to
rationalise it after the fact.

Garden Village Strategy - Strategic Clains Versus Lived Reality

The proposal nust be understood within the w der strategy of
concentrating large-scale growh into so-called "garden village" or
strategi c expansi on areas.

Whi | e such devel opnents are often pronoted as conprehensive
sustai nabl e, and infrastructure-led, the |ived experience of
surrounding rural conmunities is frequently the opposite. Housing
delivery proceeds in advance of infrastructure, prom sed schools,
heal thcare, and transport |ag behind occupation, and traffic and
service pressures are displaced onto existing villages and rura

| anes.

In practice, these devel opnents are not self-contained. Surrounding
conmmuni ti es absorb the inpacts while bearing none of the strategic
benefit. This proposal exenplifies that inbal ance.

Car Dependency and Rural Lane Harm

Despite references to sustainability, developnment in this |ocation
woul d be inherently car-dependent.

Rural | anes are already constrained and unsuitable for increased

vol umes of comuter, service, and visitor traffic. Increased traffic
woul d underm ne pedestrian safety, equestrian use, agricultura
access, and the rural character of the area.



Sust ai nabl e transport assunptions that are not deliverable in
practice should not be relied upon to justify devel opnent.

Bi odi versity, WIdlife Displacenent, and Net Gain Failure

The proposal fails to denonstrate how biodiversity will be genuinely
protected or enhanced.

- WIldlife displacenent has not been properly or credi bly assessed

- Biodiversity Net Gain is asserted in principle but not
convincingly denonstrated in practice

- Habitat | oss at this scale represents pernmanent ecol ogi cal harm
particul arly when considered cunul atively with other devel opnents

Once habitats are | ost and ecol ogical corridors severed, they cannot
be recreated through | andscaping or future policy conmtnents.

| npact on the Readi ng Room and Monks Cottage

The proposal would result in the Readi ng Room and Monks Cottage
becom ng effectively encl osed by surroundi ng devel opnent, | eading
to:

- Loss of rural setting and outl ook
- Increased traffic and noise on constrained rural |anes
- Harmto residential amenity and conmunity function

Meani ngf ul i npact assessnent cannot occur where val ued comunity and
heritage buil dings are progressively surrounded without ful

consi derati on of access, drainage, cumul ative pressure, and |lived
experi ence.

Site Selection, Spatial Inequity, and Governance Failure

A fundanental and unresolved issue is the disproportionate
concentration of unwel cone devel opnent within a single rura
corridor, while other areas of Wkingham Borough renain relatively
unaf f ect ed.

Growmth is not being distributed equitably across the Borough

I nst ead, devel opnent pressure has been repeatedly directed toward

t he sane

communi ties, |andscapes, and constrained rural routes, irrespective
of cunulative harm environnmental limits, or sustained resident
objection. O her settlenments experience little or no conparabl e
growt h, yet no transparent or evidence-based justification has been
provided to explain this inbal ance.

This pattern of saturation is not accidental. It reflects a planning
approach that prioritises perceived deliverability, institutiona
conveni ence, and devel oper-| ed proposals over spatial fairness,
environnental capacity, and conmunity resilience. Where one area is
repeatedly expected to absorb housing, traffic, infrastructure
strain, countryside |oss, and urbanisation while others are



effectively protected from such inpacts t he pl anni ng system ceases
to operate as a fair bal ancing exercise and i nstead becones
extractive.

Such an approach underm nes public confidence and conflicts with the
fundanment al purpose of planning: to act in the public interest and
to protect those |l east able to absorb harm WIldlife, ecologica

net wor ks, vul nerable residents, and snmall rural comunities cannot
rel ocate, adapt, or recover once their environnent and identity are
er oded.

A nore sensitive, creative, and genui nely bal anced approach woul d
all ow the Council to denonstrate | eadership rather than expediency.
By distributing growth nore fairly, respecting environnental
constraints, and placing equal weight on social, ecological, and
hunman consi der ati ons, Wki ngham Borough has the opportunity to set a
nati onwi de exanple of intelligent planning in practice.

Pl anni ng shoul d not favour financial gain whet her of devel opers,
institutions, or organisations where that gain is achi eved through
the di sproportionate sacrifice of a single conmunity or the
irreversi bl e degradation of countryside and wildlife. Decisions
taken now will define not only this place, but the credibility of
the pl anning systemitself.

Cunul ati ve | npact

Taken together with other existing and proposed devel opnents, this
application places an unacceptabl e and di sproporti onate burden on a
single rural community.

Assessing the proposal in isolation nasks the true scale of harm and
defeats the purpose of cunul ative inpact assessnent. \Wen consi dered
properly, the cunulative effects on traffic, flooding, countryside

| oss, biodiversity, heritage assets, and comunity cohesion are
severe

Concl usi on

For the reasons set out above i ncludi ng i nadequate i nformation
denonstrabl e flood risk, irreversible | oss of countryside and

bi odi versity, harmto community and heritage assets, strategic and
cunul ative inpacts, and failures of site selection and governance
this proposal conflicts with the Devel opnent Pl an and shoul d be
ref used.

Pl ease confirmreceipt of this objection and ensure it is reported
in full to the case officer, planning commttee, and any subsequent
deci si on- naki ng body.

Yours faithfully,
Church Lane Col |l ective



