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COWENTS:
I would like to object to the 16 hone proposal

The site is outside the settlenment boundary and sits in the Geen
Wedge t hat keeps Bar kham and Wki ngham separate. Buil ding here woul d
harm t he countrysi de and reduce the gap between settl enents.

Access is unsafe, wal king and cycling |inks are poor, and the bus
service is limted. The scheme woul d i ncrease car use.

The design does not reflect |ocal character

There are unresol ved i ssues with drai nage, sewage capacity, and
possi bl e I and contani nation

Al t hough 16 hones woul d add to housing nunbers, the harmclearly
out wei ghs the benefits.

If the Council is mnded to approve, strong conditions should be
added to fully investigate and deal with any contam nation before
wor k

starts.

Site history

There have been many pl anni ng applications and appeals on this |and
since the late 1990s. Mst were refused, and all appeals were

di smi ssed

I nspectors consistently found that housi ng here woul d:

Be outside the settlenent boundary and in the countryside.

Harm the Green Wedge and reduce the separation between Bar kham and
Woki ngham

Damage the rural character and the pattern of devel opnent.

Later refusals (for 8 and 5 hones in 2016/ 17) confirned that even
smal | schenes here cause significant harm That conclusion does not
depend on the exact nunber of houses.

A recent appeal at Blagrove Lane has already reduced the Green Wdge
nearby, so protecting what remains is even nore inportant.

This new schene (16 hones) is |arger than previous proposals and
woul d increase the identified harns.

Rel evant policies

The proposal conflicts with adopted policies in the Wki ngham Core
Strategy (CPl, CP3, CP4, CP6, CPl1l), the Managi ng Devel opnent
Delivery Local Plan (CC02, CC04, CC09, TB21l), and the Arborfield &
Bar kham Nei ghbourhood P lan (1 RS1, I RS2, IR2, GAl, GA2, ADM).

It also conflicts with the energing Local Plan Update (SS5, DHi,
Cl, C2, FD1, HC9). These carry only linmted weight at this stage,
but they point in the sane direction as the adopted pl ans.

The National Planning Policy Franework (NPPF) and Pl anni ng
Practice Guidance are material considerations.

Key i ssues

A) H ghways and access

Vehi cl e access would be fromEdney's Hill, a narrow, winding rura
| ane with no pavenents, blind bends, pinch points, and a 60nph
limt. It is not suitable for serving 16 new hones.

A 2022 application for a single dwelling's rear access to Edney's
H 1l was refused for poor visibility, even though it had better



sightlines than those now proposed. This shows how sensitive and
constrained the road is.

The new access visibility is worse, with sightlines blocked by bends
and vegetation. This fails NPPF paragraph 115 on "safe and suitable
access," and conflicts with |l ocal transport policies (Core Strategy
CP3/ CP6, MDD, ABNP GAl/ GA2, LPU C1/C2).

Wal ki ng and cycling conditions are not as good as cl ai ned:

Bar kham Road carries high traffic volunes, has no cycle |anes and
hi gher speeds. It does not provide safe everyday cycling for nost
peopl e.

A pronoted byway link is blocked at one end and in poor condition

There is no footway on Edney's Hill. The single crossing refuge on
Bar kham Road is close to a roundabout and is not a safe route to the
site.

Bus services are infrequent and indirect (typically every 30

m nutes, slow to Reading).

The site is not within easy, safe wal king distance of npbst everyday
services (schools, health, shops), so nost trips would be by car

Overall, the proposals would create unsafe access and encourage nore
car use, contrary to local and national policy.
B) Design

Local policy requires good design that fits its context (Core
Strategy CP3, MDD CC04, ABNP | R2, LPU DH1l; NPPF paragraph 139).
Near by hones are typically chalet-style with varied, softer roof
forns and red tile roofs. The proposal includes bul ky, long ridge
roofs, na rrow wi ndow proportions, and materials (such as slate and
bl ack- st ai ned weat herboardi ng) that do not reflect the nearby

ver nacul ar.

The schene woul d | ook out of place and would harmthe area's rura
character. It therefore conflicts with adopted and energi ng design
policies and the Barkham Vill age Design Statenent.

C) Housing |l and supply

Woki ngham Bor ough Council only has about 1.7 years of housing |and
supply. The 16 hones would hel p, but the benefit is small

I nspectors have repeatedly said that snall housing gains do not

out wei gh serious harm especially in unsustainable countryside

| ocations. Recent appeals in the Borough have reached the sane
concl usi on.

This site is outside settlenent limts, in the countryside, car
dependent, and within the Green Wedge. The harmrenmai ns greater than
the linmted housing benefit.

The proposal conflicts with Core Strategy CP1/CP11, MDD CCO02, ABNP
| RS1, and LPU SS5, and does not neet the NPPF test where harns
significantly and denonstrably outwei gh the benefits.

D) Green Wedge (settlenent separation and | andscape)

The site lies in the G een Wdge between Barkham and Wki ngham Its
openness hel ps keep the two places separate and protects rura
character.

Bui I di ng here woul d erode this openness and the perceived
separation. It risks further infill along Edney's Hill.

I nspectors have already found that new hones here woul d "erode the
open character and quality of the area" and cause "significant harm
to the rural character."



The schene conflicts with Core Strategy CP11, MDD TB21, ABNP | RS2,
LPU SS5 and relevant NPPF ains to protect countryside character
The harm woul d be pernmanent.

O her matters

A) Drainage and sewage

The site slopes steeply (about 9mfall) and has hi gh groundwater
(recorded at 0.7m bel ow ground in places). This increases runoff
and flood risk downhill

The site is in a Nitrate Vul nerable Zone, with a higher risk of
water quality inpacts if drainage is not managed wel |

No infiltration testing has been provided to prove a workable
sust ai nabl e drai nage system The applicant's own reports warn of
difficult conditions in wnter

There is no clear evidence that the foul sewer network can take the
extra flows without causing flooding or pollution. Local experience
suggests the network is already stressed.

This conflicts with Core Strategy CP4, MDD CC09, ABNP AD4, LPU FD1,
and NPPF requirenments for safe, sustainable drainage and flood risk
managenent .

If the Council approves the schene, a Granpian-style condition
shoul d prevent commencenent or occupation until any sewer capacity
upgrades are in place.

B) Cont am nati on

The applicant's own reports identify a |low to nmedi um contam nation
risk. Historic aerial inages and |ocal accounts suggest a hol e was
dug and filled with m xed building waste around 2003-2004, possibly
i ncl udi ng asbest os sheeti ng.

The Phase 2 work has not targeted this specific risk. Nationa

gui dance (LCRM expects intrusive investigation where a credible
risk is identified.

Policies (Core Strategy CP3/CP4, LPU HC9) and the NPPF require

that sites are made safe for their intended use

If the Council approves the schenme, a robust pre commencenent
condition should require:

Detail ed contami nation risk assessnment to the rel evant standards.
Agreed renedi ation, inplenentation, and verification before

devel opnent proceeds.

Furt her investigation and renediation if unexpected contam nation is
found during worKks.

Concl usi on and requested deci sion

The proposal conflicts with the devel opnent plan because the site is
outside the settlenent boundary, within the G een Wdge, and in the
countrysi de where new housing is strictly limted (Core Strategy
CP1/ CP11, MDD CC02, ABNP | RS1/1RS2).

It woul d:

Harm the rural character and reduce the separation between

settl enents.

Provi de unsafe and unsuitabl e access, with poor wal king and cycling
links and linmited bus services.

Del i ver a design that does not reflect |ocal character

Leave drai nage and foul sewer capacity issues unresolved and fail to
show a safe, sustainabl e drai nage strategy.

Leave contami nation risks insufficiently investigated.

While 16 hones would add to housing supply, this benefit is linmted
and does not outwei gh the clear harns. Under the NPPF, the harns
significantly and denonstrably outwei gh the benefits. Planning
per m ssi on shoul d be refused.

If the Council is mnded to approve, please inpose:



A stringent pre comencenent contam nation condition requiring ful
i nvestigation, renediation, and verification

A Granpian style condition to ensure any required sewer capacity
upgrades are delivered before works start or hones are occupi ed.
Not e on the Nei ghbourhood Pl an

Wirk on the Nei ghbourhood Plan and settlenent spatial planning is
ongoi ng. Al though "prematurity" under NPPF paragraph 50 is not
engaged, the proposal would undernine the spatial strategy in the
adopted plan and in energing policies.



