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Site Address:  Land between Thames Valley Business Park and Napier Road, 
Application No:  172048, Pages 5-82
Changes to Report
Due to an error when uploading the officer report, the conditions were reformatted to 
reference letters instead of numbers. This would be corrected if issuing a decision 
notice however, for clarification, the conditions should be referred to numerically i.e. 
A = 1, B = 2, C= 3 etc.

A technical note has been received from the applicant regarding trees since the report 
was printed due to tree removal from other land users – i.e. Network Rail and Park 
and Ride site clearance. As such, 14 individual trees and no groups would be removed 
within Wokingham Borough as a direct result of the scheme. For clarification, 37 new 
trees would be planted. 

Clarification
Alternative Schemes: There have been a number of comments with regards to 
alternative schemes including those received after the report was printed; further 
clarification on this is therefore provided.  The National Planning Practice Guidance in 
relation to Environmental Impact Assessment states alternative schemes do not have 
to be considered but where they are, the Environmental Statement should include a 
“description of the reasonable alternatives studied and an indication of the main 
reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental 
effects”. In the ES, there is information on alternative route options for the scheme 
e.g. tunnelling under the River Kennet instead of bridging over it. There is also 
discussion as to why each of the other alternative route options were not taken forward 
against the current proposal. 

At paragraphs 18 and 19 of the officer report, alternative schemes are discussed. The 
Planning Officer has considered both the alternatives offered by the applicant as part 
of their ES and the alternatives suggested by those making representations on the 
application. Whilst alternatives in the ES and those making representations are in 
principle material considerations, the weight attached to them is for the decision maker 
to decide. Having considered the alternatives proposed, they are considered to be un-
workable (e.g. due to construction costs) or do not demonstrate they are, in isolation, 
able to provide the same level of benefit as the proposal. It should also be noted that 
the land is safeguarded in policy documents for the purpose of the MRT. Officers 
therefore consider that the detailed proposal, subject to the EIA, planning conditions 
and planning obligations is acceptable. 

Cables: There are two SSE cables currently on or near the site; one wooden pole 
mounted, the other steel tower mounted. These would either be diverted away from 
the structure or put underground and therefore no conflict with the proposal would 
arise. 
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Accommodation Bridge: The original railway bridge was widened in 1892 and it is 
thought this was when the accommodation bridge was constructed. In terms of 
maintenance, the bridge is within land owned/maintained by Network Rail. 

Marshland: The marsh area beneath the viaduct is not designed to be connected to 
the river i.e. it would be a self-contained area. 

Journey time savings: The Transport Statement sets out that peak journey time 
savings for buses as a result of the scheme could range from 6.5 minutes to 9.5 
minutes into Reading and 11 minutes to 13 minutes out of Reading. 

Additional Representations
16 additional objections received with regards to:

 Scheme will not help buses transit the Cemetery Junction 
 A pleasant river walk would be spoilt 
 Loss of trees
 Increase in traffic 
 Waste of money
 Trains should be utilised more
 Loss of open space and lack of appropriation of open space 

It is considered that these do not raise any issues that are not already discussed in 
the officer report.   
___________________________________________________________________
Site Address:  Arborfield Garrison and Adjoining Land
Application No:  180846, Pages 83-116.
Addition of further conditions below:

Revised CEMP for Future Phase
10.Prior to the commencement of the development of phase two of the school, a 

revised CEMP will be submitted pursuant to condition 65 of the outline planning 
permission (O/2014/2280) to ensure appropriate environmental safeguards to the 
site operatives, occupants of the school and any other new sensitive receptors are 
assessed and satisfactorily mitigated. The revised CEMP shall be submitted to and 
agreed with the Local Planning Authority prior to any construction of phase two. 
The agreed revised CEMP shall be implemented for the duration of the works.

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt to ensure that future sensitive receptors are 
protected from the potential effects of construction activities in respect of phase 
two of the development hereby permitted.

Community Use Scheme
11.Within six months of the commencement of development a community use scheme 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
scheme shall apply to the sports facilities and include details of hours of use, 
access by non-educational establishment users and a mechanism for review in 
order to secure the effective community use of the facilities. The development shall 
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not be used at any time other than in strict compliance with the approved 
agreement. 

Reason: To secure well managed community facilities, safeguarding of pupils and 
to protect the amenity of the area and to ensure that the development is not 
unneighbourly in accordance with Core Strategy Policies CP1,CP2, CP3 and 
Managing Development Delivery Local Plan policy CC06.

Floodlighting Levels and Hours
12.There shall be no lighting of any sports pitches or MUGA hereby permitted until a 

detailed scheme has been submitted to and agreed by the Local Planning Authority 
to include lighting levels and hours of use. The development and use will be carried 
out in accordance with the agreed scheme. 

Reason: In the interests of the protection of the amenity of the area. Relevant 
policy: Core Strategy policies CPI and CP3 and Managing Development Delivery 
Local Plan policy CC06.

___________________________________________________________________
Site Address:  Land Adjacent to Cartref Farm, Islandstone Lane, Wokingham, 
Reading, RG10 0RU
Application No:  180072, Pages 117-133
The applicants name at the front of the report should read: Mr and Mrs Henry and 
Samantha Giles.
Para 24. Reference to Condition 2, should read Condition 3.

Representations

Hurst Parish Council had responded, however had not been uploaded to the website. 
Their full objection is included below:

 The Council has considered this application and objects on the following grounds:

The Council objected to the original application F/2010/2695 for this site and still 
believes that it should not be allowed.   A copy of the Council’s letter of 5th January 
2011 objecting to this application is attached.

The Council particularly objects to this proposal to increase the number of caravans 
from 2 No to 4 No.   It represents a major intensification of the use of the quite small 
site and the objections of 5th January 2011 apply even more so.   The lack of mains 
drainage in the area is also an issue that militates against this intensification of use.

Further the Council believes that there has already been an intensification of use by 
virtue of the grant of a Goods Vehicle licence that in the Council’s view is not in 
keeping with the residential use.

WBC has, since the conditional approval of 153360, completed a review, the Gypsy 
and Traveller Accommodation Assessment. In their update report on this in 
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September 2017 they show that there was no need for additional sites.   Indeed, this 
is supported by the Inspector in Appeal Decision APP/X0360/W/17/3173546 
concerning the refusal of Application No 161886 for stationing of one static and one 
touring caravan at Warren Lodge, Warren Lane, Finchampstead.   The Appeal was 
dismissed.

The Council also believes that, within the definitions in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), this site is an unsustainable location for any sort of residential 
use, whether expanded by this application or indeed at its originally permitted level

For all the reasons above the Parish Council asks that this proposal be refused 
planning permission.

Letter of objection from dated 5th January 2011 – F/2010/2695

I refer to the above-mentioned Application for change of use for the stationing of caravans for 
residential purposes for 1 No gipsy pitch together with the formation of additional hard 
standing, stable block and utility/dayroom ancillary to that use and formation of new access 
to site.

The Council notes that this application is virtually identical to application number F/2010/0308 
that was refused on 21st April 2010 and the Council believes that the reasons for refusal apply 
equally to this new application.   The additional documents – the Ecology Survey and the 
Traffic Report – do not alter the Council’s view on this proposed development.

The Council objects to this application on the following grounds:

1. Policy Issues

The area is designated as Countryside in Wokingham Borough Council (WBC) 
plans.   It is therefore subject WBC’s Countryside Policies.

The Parish Council does not believe that there is a case under these policies for 
this development.

CP2 – ‘Inclusive Communities’ of the Wokingham Adopted Core Strategy in 
reference to the requirements of Gypsies and Travellers in para d) states in i) that 
‘The site is located either within or close to the development limits of a settlement 
in Policy CP9.   This site is far from any such settlement.

Furthermore in CP11 – ‘Proposals outside the Development Limits’ it is clear that 
this proposed development fails the exception criteria i.e it is not an ‘enterprise’ 
and it is a stand alone development that encroaches on the countryside..

Also in reference to WH17: ‘Gypsy Sites ( Permanent and Transit)’ in Wokingham 
District Local Plan again this proposed development fails the criteria listed 
particularly the ones about the need and the access from the primary road network 
ones but also the others that deal with the effect on the local environment.

2. Flooding
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The Keyersbridge Brook that runs down Islandstone Lane on both sides and 
across the North West boundary of the site towards Bonhomie Court and 
Broadcommon Road is designated as Main Rivers by the Environment Agency 
who are responsible for its maintenance.   A copy of a map showing all the EA 
areas of responsibility in Hurst is attached.

As this map shows the Keyersbridge Brook drains a considerable area to the west 
and south of the site up to the M4 and the A329(M).

The WBC Proposals Map attached to the Local Plan clearly shows that the site is 
in an area liable to flooding.

The Parish Council on 11th March 2009 showed the WBC’s Drainage manager, Mr 
E Napper, around the parish to point out the considerable number of places in 
Hurst that regularly flood and it was clear that he was very aware of all these 
including the Islandstone Lane area.

The flood risk assessment supplied by the applicant is in error.   It summarises the 
flood risk in Paragraph 6.1 as having a probability of a flood event of 1 in 1000 
years.   A simple enquiry to the Environment Agency website and their flood map 
gives a return period of 1 in 75 years.   The Council believes that Environment 
Agency historic data records flooding in the area in 1947, 1974, 1981, 1991 and 
2007.   Clearly even the 1 in 75 years is an optimistic assessment of the probable 
return period.

However the EA necessarily has a broad brush approach and does not recognise 
the individual problem spots that occur.   There is plenty of local knowledge of 
regular flooding of Islandstone Lane and Nelsons Lane that local residents will 
testify to that was sufficiently deep to prevent vehicular access.   The floods of July 
2007 were particularly deep at this location but it cannot be emphasised strongly 
enough that flooding of this area is a regular event.   The most recent event was 
27th/28th February 2010.

In summary the Parish Council believes that siting this facility at this location would 
be positively dangerous for its users and contrary to policies that limit or even 
prohibits development in the floodplain.

3. Demonstration of Need

There are two caravan sites within two miles of this location.

One is at Maidenhead Road (sometimes called Carters Hill) in the Ashridge area 
of Hurst and the other one is at London Road, Twyford.

In view of this it is clear that there is no need for a facility at this location.

4. Traffic

Islandstone Lane and Nelsons Lane are single track lanes that would be 
inadequate for any additional traffic of any nature.   The recently introduced 7.5T 
weight limit is the lowest that can be applied but even traffic of this weight will 
rapidly destroy these lanes.

5. Loss of amenity
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This development would represent an urban intrusion on the countryside and 
consequent loss of amenity.

In addition the Council is concerned by a number of inconsistencies in the application as 
follows:

1. Singular and plural

The application is not clear as to how many caravans are intended.  Both the 
singular and the plural are used quite liberally.

2. Parking Provision

The application states that zero parking spaces will be provided but the Design 
and Access Statement inc Parking Provision in Para 2.03 clearly states there will 
be 2 No vehicles per plot.   Again it is not clear how many plots are involved.

The site layout shows a considerable area of hard standing available for parking.

3. Land Use

The existing land use is not stated.   For the avoidance of doubt it is agricultural.
 

It is important that these inconsistencies are resolved so that there is no argument as to what 
is being applied for.

The Council asks that this application be refused for all the reasons stated above. 

___________________________________________________________________
Pre-emptive site visits
180760 - Winnersh Relief Road Phase 2
Full planning application for the proposed development of relief road, connecting 
B3030 King Street Lane / Winnersh Relief Road Phase 1 to the A329 Reading Road 
including two new roundabout junctions on A329 Reading Road, two new minor 
residential access roads and associated works including traffic signals, crossings, 
drainage,footways and cycleways (road forms Phase 2 of Winnersh Relief Road and 
part of the western section of the Northern Distributor Road).
Reason: to assess the impact of the development on neighbour amenity.

___________________________________________________________________


