
 
 

Boyer on behalf of Bridge Park 
We wish to raise to your attention that that there are a number of errors on some of the plans and 
because the approved site layout for Bridge House Care Village has not been reflected on the base 
plan, including Phase one which was built some time ago, some of the proposals relating to that site, 
will not be achievable, as explained below in response to the relevant policy.  
 
We would be more than happy to discuss these matters and any others made in these comments, 
which seek to provide the Neighbourhood Plan Group with assistance when reviewing and improving 
the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, in order to facilitate a successful examination and adoption in due 
course. 
 
Policy TW1 – Encouraging Sustainable Travel  
At ‘part a’ this proposed policy identifies an existing ‘Sustainable Travel Network’, as depicted on the 
Policies Map. At ‘part a’, it is indicated that;  
 
“A. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the existing Sustainable Travel Network, as shown on the 
Policies Map, for the purpose of supporting active travel and encouraging the use of public transport 
in the Parish.”  
 
The supporting information for Policy TW1 on page 25 also includes a plan TNP Policy TW1: 
Encouraging Sustainable Travel. The information is then reflected on the Twyford Sustainable Travel 
Plan which illustrates existing and proposed pedestrian and cycle routes, within the Neighbourhood 
Area. However, in relation to land at Bridge House Care Village the plan identifies a Page 2 of 6 
proposed cycle route through the Bridge House site, as well as identifying two Public Right of Ways 
(PROW).  
 
There are PROW's shown to the east and west of the site through Bridge House/Bridge Park, running 
north to south, however we can confirm that there are no PROW's within through the grounds, which 
are private, and we have reconfirmed this by checking the PROW mapping on Wokingham's website.  
 
In addition, the OS base plan is somewhat out of date and does not show Phase 1 redevelopment at 
Bridge House which was commenced back in 2013 (on the site of a former factory which is still shown 
on the all the OS plans in the consultation document). This is important as the proposed new TNP iii) 
Bridge Farm Link that is shown travelling through the Bridge House/Bridge Park site is simply not 
deliverable as shown, not least due to new buildings that have been constructed. There is full 
planning approval for the whole site to be redeveloped as granted in 2011 (as updated in 2019) with 
Phase 2 due to extend northwards providing additional extra care accommodation as well as range of 
communal facilities.  
 
As the scheme is for the elderly and those with care needs (Use Class C2), the owners have a duty of 
care to the residents as well as requirement to adhere to Care Quality Commission standards. As 
such, it is not possible for there to be public access through the site and a cycle link will unfortunately 
not be compatible due to the potential risk to residents and the nursing staff.  
 
A S106 contribution was paid to WBC to upgrade off-site PROW's through Charvil Meadow in 
recognition of this. Further to which the more open parts of the site adjacent to the river are to be 
given over to ecological enhancements, which again would not align with significant levels of activity.  
 
Because of this, it is recommended that references to existing PROW, as shown on page 25 of the 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan, are removed, as these references are not factually correct. Further to 
which as the Bridge House Care Village proposals have been approved, with Phase 1 delivered (see 
Appendix 1), the cycle route through the care village will not be deliverable, particularly given the 
incompatibility between the two uses.  
 
It would be helpful if an up to date OS base were to be used and the approved layout for Bridge 
House Phase 2 should be reflected in the emerging plans.  
 
Policy TW2 – Sustainable Accessibility and Mobility  



We note with reference to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (at paragraph 76 Reference ID: 41-
076-20190509) that the proposed policy is strategic in nature and duplicates existing policies in the 
Wokingham Borough Council Core Strategy (Core Strategy) and the Managing Development Delivery 
Plan (MDDP) and will likely be superseded by the emerging WBC Local Plan strategic policies.  
 
As such, this policy is not consistent with NPPF paragraph 13, which confirms that Neighbourhood 
Plans may only include non-strategic policies.  
 
Policy TW6 – Improving Air Quality  
Notwithstanding the merits of the policy, it would appear to be strategic in nature, noting that it is 
Wokingham Borough Council that holds statutory responsibilities relating to local air quality 
management, rather than the Parish Council.  
 
Policy TW7 – Nature Recovery and Climate Change  
We note the plan presented on page 41 of the consultation document (which supports policy TW7), 
and in particular that the land adjacent to the River Loddon on land at Bridge House Care Village, is 
identified for providing both riparian and floorplain woodland opportunities adjacent to the River 
Loddon.  
 
The landscape proposals for Bridge House Care Village, related to the land adjacent to the river, were 
the subject of detailed discussions with both the Council and the Environment Agency. The EA 
generally seek to avoid impeding the floodplain, including with trees, in locations such as the NP 
proposed zones of ‘woodland’, for both ecological and flooding reasons. Further to which, following 
extensive ecological survey work across the site, a large area of the land adjacent to the river is due 
to be left open and maintained in a way that sustains habitat for reptiles in particular as well as other 
species, including habitat for protected species which has determined the approach to landscape.  
 
We would therefore suggest that the policy should be reworded to reflect the above as well as to 
reflect the fact that there will be site specific ecology and habitat on each individual site which will 
need to be taken into account.  
 
Policy TW8 – Tree Canopy Cover 
While the development at Bridge House Care Village already benefits from planning permission, it is 
considered that the proposed requirement for a 25% tree canopy cover on development sites may not 
be appropriate and could be difficult to deliver in light of other Local Plan policies, particularly the 
emerging Policies related to Biodiversity Net Gain, which are strategic in nature, hence will be 
covered by the Local Plan.  
 
In addition, we note that at Bridge House Care Village, on the basis of extensive ecological survey 
work across the site, a large area of the land adjacent to the river is due to be left open, planted with 
particular species and maintained in a way that sustains habitat for reptiles as well as other species 
native to the site, including protected species. A requirement to deliver 25% tree canopy cover would 
have been to the detriment of other types of habitat, that specialist ecologists and WBC Officers 
advised should be provided.  
 
We would therefore suggest that the policy should be reworded to reflect the fact that there will be site 
specific ecology and habitat requirements on each individual site, which will need to be taken into 
account, in line with adopted Local Plan policy and could be in conflict with the proposed NP policy. 
 
We note the proposal that other types of green infrastructure can be provided, however the list is very 
limited and does not take into account the specific ecological requirements that might need to be 
provided for, nor the use of roofs to hold PV’s in order to meet Local Plan policy requirements relating 
to renewable energy and sustainability.  
 
Policy TW9 – Carbon Sequestration  
It is considered that the policy is strategic in nature and therefore should be addressed via the Local 
Plan.  
 
Policy TW10 – Zero Carbon Buildings  



It is considered that the policy is strategic in nature and therefore should be addressed via the Local 
Plan. No consideration appears to have been given to the likely viability implications of such a policy 
that does not taken into account the other Local Plan priorities such as affordable housing. As such 
the very specific requirements included should be removed in order to meet the tests for inclusion in a 
Neighbourhood Plan policy.  
 
In any event, applicants and developers such as the owners of Bridge House Care Village are 
incorporating innovative energy solutions to their proposals, as required under the adopted Local Plan 
policies. Further to which, the sector is very fast moving, while the policies set out are very specific 
and could become quickly out of date.  
 
Policy TW10 should also be reworded to NET Zero Carbon Buildings if retained and all references 
amended throughout the document accordingly.  
 
Policy TW11 – Water Infrastructure and Flood Risk  
The NPPF at paragraph 20(b) and (d), confirms that the management of flood risk and drainage 
infrastructure, is a strategic matter and identifies the circumstances when a flood risk assessment 
(FRA) will be required and when the Environment Agency or Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) are 
duty bound to review such FRA’s. The NP policy goes beyond those requirements.  
 
There are further policy requirements set out in the Core Strategy and MDDP as well as the emerging 
Local Plan that reflect the NPPF. Given the strategic nature of these policies they should not be 
extended by a NP policy.  
 
Policy TW15 – Design Code  
This proposed policy indicates that development proposals should have regard to a range of design 
guidelines and codes, as set out in the ‘Twyford Design Guidelines and Codes Report’. This is set out 
at Appendix C of the consultation document.  
 
The NP Design Code will need to be consistent with the MDDP and other standards applied by WBC 
through supplementary planning documents.  
 
Given the Design Code is considerable in length, it should be consulted upon separately from the NP 
process in order that it can be afforded appropriate scrutiny.  
 
Policy TW16: Buildings of Traditional Local Character  
It is considered that the policy is strategic in nature and is addressed via the Core Strategy, MDDP 
and the emerging Local Plan.  
 
Conclusions  
The owners and operators of Bridge House and the proposed Care Village, welcome the preparation 
of a Neighbourhood Plan for Twyford and recognises the effort and thought that has gone into the 
consultation draft, and its supporting documentation.  
 
However, we draw your attention to the plans which need correcting as well as those policies which 
are strategic in nature and therefore to be addressed at Core Strategy, MDDP or Local Plan level 
rather than NP level.  
 
 

Turley on behalf of David Wilson Homes 
On behalf of our client, David Wilson Homes (Southern) (DWS) we are pleased to submit 
representations on the Twyford Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14 draft.  
 
Land north of the A4, Twyford  
As the Parish Council will be aware, DWS has promoted the land north of the A4 at Twyford for a new 
residential development. This land is located to the west of the Twyford – Henley branch line and 
north of the Bridge Farm site which is a proposed allocation within the emerging Local Plan Update.  
 
Appendix 1 of these representations includes a document titled ‘Design Evolution document for 
Neighbourhood Plan Representations’ which identifies the land promoted by DWS, shows how the 



site is free from environmental and strategic constraints (including locating development at a suitable 
distance from Wargrave STW), the vast majority is not at risk of flooding and how the site is 
accessible to public transport and local amenities.  
 
The site is promoted on the basis that it has the capacity to accommodate around 230 dwellings as 
well as a significant area of open space and green infrastructure, with the remaining land potentially 
providing the opportunity for sports pitch provision, including a new rugby club facility.  
 
As the Parish Council will be aware, the Site is located to the south of the Thames Water Sewerage 
Treatment Works. DWS has worked in conjunction with Thames Water regarding the capacity of this 
Site and identified a series of improvements to the Sewerage Treatment works (which would be 
funded by DWS), which reduces the extent and level of odour from the STW as shown in the 
enclosed material. Not only do those improvements assist in reducing the odour levels within this Site, 
but elsewhere in Twyford (including at the Bridge Farm site south of the A4 and The Piggott School – 
from where we understand there have been recent complaints about odour) and in Wargrave.  
 
The Parish Council will note that the enclosed material identifies an area north of The Piggott School 
(although this area lies outside of the Neighbourhood Area). That area is controlled by the same 
landowners as the Site promoted by DWS north of the A4. That area could be made available (in 
conjunction with the allocation of the residential development proposed by DWS) for the expansion of 
the School, whether that is for parking, drop-off/pick-up facilities, new sports pitch provision or 
educational facilities which might then help facilitate wider enhancements within the School site itself. 
DWS note that there are well documented operational and capacity issues associated with The 
Piggott School, resulting in the need for temporary classrooms, and as such their combined proposals 
have the opportunity to help remedy these concerns.  
 
Basic Conditions  
As explained in the National Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 065 Reference ID: 41- 065-
20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014):  
 
“Only a draft Neighbourhood Plan or Order that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be put to 
a referendum and be made. The basic conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to neighbourhood plans by section 38A of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The basic conditions are:  
 
a. having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 
State it is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood plan).  
 
b. having special regard to the desirability of preserving any listed building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses, it is appropriate to make the 
order. This applies only to Orders.  
 
c. having special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
any conservation area, it is appropriate to make the order. This applies only to Orders.  
 
d. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) contributes to the achievement of sustainable 
development.  
 
e. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in general conformity with the strategic policies 
contained in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area).  
 
f. the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, 
EU obligations.  
 
g. prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order (or plan) and prescribed matters have been 
complied with in connection with the proposal for the order (or neighbourhood plan).”  
 
For the reasons set out in these representations, DWS are concerned that this NP may not comply 
with Basic Conditions D and E by virtue of the low levels planned within Twyford (thus not 
representing sustainable development as it fails to meet the needs of the community) and because 



the Local Plan Update may be adopted in a form which seeks additional levels of growth at Twyford 
than currently envisaged  
 
Representations on the Neighbourhood Plan itself  
The following text sets out specific representations on the Neighbourhood Plan (NP).  
 
General Comments  
Section 2 refers to a number of matters, such as the proposed Hall Farm SDL which arise from 
WBC’s consultation on the Local Plan Update Revised Growth Strategy. DWS note that the NP will 
need to be reflect the emerging Local Plan as it progresses.  
 
Paragraph 3.7 of the NP states “Land is also being promoted at land to the east of Twyford and 
Ruscombe – Twyford Gardens – as an alternative growth strategy to that proposed by WBC and the 
Parish Council continues to engage with these processes.” That text should recognise that the land 
north of the A4 west of Twyford is also being promoted as an alternative strategy to WBC’s proposals 
and as such DWS welcome the opportunity to engage with the Parish Council on a similar basis.  
 
In general, DWS’s position is that the NP is premature because of the status of the emerging Local 
Plan Update, the outcome of which may have significant implications for the quantum and form of 
development to be accommodated within and around Twyford. DWS consider that the NP should be 
prepared in light of, rather than in advance of, the Local Plan.  
 
Housing Provision  
We note that the NP does not propose allocations for new housing and that paragraphs 3.8 and 3.9 
state:  
 
“3.8 WBC has confirmed an indicative housing requirement figure, as per §67 of the NPPF, of 
approximately around 271 dwellings is considered to be appropriate for Twyford Parish over the plan 
period. This is based on a proportion of the borough wide housing requirement, using the Bridge Farm 
proposed allocation as a starting point and applying an historic windfall rate of 4 dwellings over 20 
years.  
 
3.9 Whilst acknowledging the requirement for housing development, given that Neighbourhood Plans 
are not obliged to allocate land for housing, the emerging RGS proposes to make allocations in the 
Parish, and the number of constraints on the remaining land within the parish boundary, this 
Neighbourhood Plan does not make any housing allocations and have focussed its attention in 
preparing other development management policies. The emerging Local Plan 2038, or the current 
planning application, will address the requirement for housing development in the Parish and the 
Parish Council will continue to engage with these processes and has also confirmed that it will commit 
to a review of the Neighbourhood Plan should this position change.”  
 
In our view, the figure of 271 dwellings is not an ‘indicative housing figure’. It appears to simply be the 
sum of the 180 dwellings plus additional windfall housing over 20 years.  
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance addresses the question of ‘How should local planning 
authorities identify indicative housing requirement figures for designated neighbourhood areas, when 
these are needed?’ and states:  
 
“Where an indicative housing requirement figure is requested by a neighbourhood planning body, the 
local planning authority can follow a similar process to that for providing a housing requirement figure. 
They can use the authority’s local housing need as a starting point, taking into consideration relevant 
policies such as an existing or emerging spatial strategy, alongside the characteristics of the 
neighbourhood plan area.  
 
Proactive engagement with neighbourhood plan-making bodies is important as part of this process, in 
order for them to understand how the figures are reached. This is important to avoid disagreements at 
neighbourhood plan or local plan examinations, and minimise the risk of neighbourhood plan figures 
being superseded when new strategic policies are adopted.  
 
Paragraph: 102 Reference ID: 41-102-20190509  



 
Revision date: 09 05 2019”  
 
In our submission, WBC’s approach to calculating an indicative housing figure is not supported by the 
PPG. In fact, the emerging Local Plan Update itself is subject to significant objection on a number of 
matters, the calculation of the housing requirement for the Plan period and the distribution of 
development and the continued low levels of housing directed to Twyford (continuing the trend since 
2004).  
 
The Core Strategy allocated four ‘Strategic Development Locations’ (North Wokingham, South 
Wokingham, Arborfield Garrison and to the South of the M4). This has meant that new housing has 
been focused in those areas and the southern parts of the Borough. In fact, only 141 new homes 
were built at Twyford between 2004 and 2021 (response to FoI request- WBCIR:15020), representing 
approximately 1.17% of all dwellings delivered in the Borough over the same period. Twyford’s 
housing stock grew at far less than half the rate of the wider Borough between Census years 
(2.8/7.1% respectively; 2001-11).  
 
That figure includes all tenures of housing and so very little affordable housing has been built at the 
village since 2004. This low level of development (and thus low level of affordable housing delivery) is 
likely to contribute to the fact that over the last 12 months, those listing Twyford as their preferred 
choice of location for affordable housing have had to wait approximately 11 months on average to 
access such accommodation (response to FoI request - WBCIR:15020).  
 
In support of their view that the emerging Planning context fails to respond to the affordable housing 
need of the area, we refer to paragraphs 10 – 12 of the Executive Summary to the Neighbourhood 
Plan Housing Need Assessment which state:  
 
“10. Wokingham is identified as an area which has a particularly high need for affordable housing, 
with a majority of people in need occupying unsuitable housing and unlikely to be able to access 
market rents. As such, affordable rented tenures should be prioritised before affordable ownership 
options. That said, some lower ownership proportions under shared ownership tenures may be 
affordable for some of these groups. A pro-rated figure related to the number of households on the 
affordable housing waiting list reveals that there could be around 90 households in Twyford who are 
currently on the affordable housing waiting list.  
 
11. Considering current need, future need and the supply of affordable housing, there is likely to be 
an overall shortfall of affordable units for rent of 52.5 (53) across the plan period (3.7 per annum). 
Taking the focus to affordable routes to home ownership and considering the same factors, there is 
likely to be a shortfall of 348.3 (348) units over the plan period (25.1 per annum). These estimates are 
in broad alignment with the figures that result if the latest LHNA figures are pro-rated to Twyford 
according to population statistics.  
 
12. In terms of historic delivery of affordable units for rent or ownership in Twyford, there has been 
some significant under delivery, meaning that a similar pattern in the future could be expected. This 
under delivery could be due to a number of factors, including sites not meeting the minimum size 
threshold to require affordable units to be delivered.” Our emphasis.  
 
Notwithstanding whether the use of a pro-rata rate is appropriate and properly has regard to the 
characteristics of the area (especially given higher provision elsewhere in the Borough), the low level 
of housing delivered at Twyford is perhaps unsurprising given the nature of the Core Strategy, but it 
reveals a consistent, and continuing, approach by the Council of directing development elsewhere. 
The consequence of this approach is that since (at least) 2006 (the beginning of the Core Strategy) 
period, the Council has not had in place a strategy which seeks to support the needs (such as 
affordable/market housing, or supporting the local economy) of settlements such as Twyford, and 
which has failed to respond to the inherent sustainability credentials they present.  
 
Twyford as a Sustainable Location for Development  
The fact that both the emerging Local Plan Update and Neighbourhood Plan do not remedy the 
comparatively low levels of housing delivered at Twyford since at least 2004 is a concern in its own 
right. However that concern should be read alongside the fact that Twyford is a highly sustainable 



location and identified as a Major Development Location in the current Core Strategy as a 
consequence. In fact, the Neighbourhood Plan itself recognises the sustainability of Twyford, 
particularly due to the rail network as it states:  
 
“2.25 Twyford station is already the borough’s key gateway to the Great Western main line and all the 
changes described above will increase passenger numbers of both residents and non-residents 
deriving from convenient and faster access to all the additional destinations. Twyford will be busier 
and will also become an even more desirable and better-connected place to choose to live for rail-
users.”  
 
We agree with that sentiment. Twyford is a sustainable place. It will become a more connected and 
more sustainable place in the near future as the Elizabeth Line opens to the public. The current 
adopted and emerging planning policy context fails to properly reflect and respond to Twyford’s 
sustainability and role in the Borough.  
 
Policy TW1: Encouraging Sustainable Travel  
DWS support the principle of encouraging sustainable travel and as we have set out above, that 
forms one of the key reasons why they consider that the approach currently proposed via the Local 
Plan Update and NP to comparatively limited development at Twyford is flawed.  
 
In relation to the land promoted by DWS to the north of the A4, the enclosed material demonstrates its 
relationship to nearby facilities and its wider accessibility credentials. In our submission, the 
development of this Site provides a positive response to Policy TW1.  
 
Policy TW2: Sustainable Accessibility and Mobility  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW3: Twyford Railway Station  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW4: A Thriving Village Centre  
DWS support the aspiration for a thriving village centre as this is a cornerstone of the community. 
Development at Twyford will accommodate working-age professionals and local expenditure which 
will support this key aspiration.  
 
Policy TW5: Village Centre Regeneration Area  
We have no comments to make, other than that any requirements for “development proposals that will 
generate in increase in traffic at the Crossroads will be required to make a direct and proportionate 
contribution to delivering the Twyford Village Regeneration Scheme” will need to satisfy the legal 
requirements which must be addressed where planning obligations are sought.  
 
Policy TW6: Improving Air Quality  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW7: Nature Recovery and Climate Change  
We have no comments to make other than that it is unclear why the Policy refers to ‘Development 
proposals that lie within or adjoining the Network’. In our submission, the words “or adjoining the 
Network” should be omitted as otherwise the policy is imprecise. For example, does the requirement 
only apply where sites, or development, immediately adjoins the network, are all aspects of the 
Network of equivalent role. There is also uncertainty at this stage as to whether the measures 
required by point B of the policy are necessary in order to make development acceptable.  
 
Policy TW8: Tree Canopy Cover  
This Policy represents an extremely onerous requirement which is likely to have significant 
implications on the deliverability of development. Furthermore, the Plan is not supported by any 
evidence to demonstrate that this requirement is feasible, or that it can be viably achieved.  
 
Policy TW9: Carbon Sequestration  
As far as we can establish, there is not analysis as to the feasibility or viability of all sites larger than 2 
hectares in size providing woodland to the necessary standards required to satisfy this policy. This 



Policy represents an extremely onerous requirement which is likely to have significant implications on 
the deliverability of development  
 
Policy TW10: Zero Carbon Buildings  
We note that the National Planning Practice Guidance states:  
 
“What optional technical housing standards can local planning authorities set?  
 
Local planning authorities have the option to set additional technical requirements exceeding the 
minimum standards required by Building Regulations in respect of access and water, and an optional 
nationally described space standard. Local planning authorities will need to gather evidence to 
determine whether there is a need for additional standards in their area, and justify setting appropriate 
policies in their Local Plans.  
 
Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 56-002-20160519  
 
Revision date: 19 05 2016”  
 
In this case, the scope of Policy TW10 goes significantly beyond additional and optional standards in 
relation to access and water. Furthermore, there is no analysis that the policy is feasible or viable.  
 
Policy TW11: Water Infrastructure and Flood Risk  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW12: New Homes  
DWS welcome the recognition in point A of the Policy that “The precise tenure mix of affordable 
housing will be determined on a site-by-site basis.”  
 
Point B of the Policy states: “Proposals for residential development will be expected to provide a mix 
of dwelling types and sizes to address the nature of local needs and contribute to the objective of 
creating a mixed and balanced community. To achieve this objective, new residential development 
should seek to include in their housing mix dwellings up-to 3 bedrooms.” This wording is of concern 
since it suggests that new residential development should not include dwellings of more than 3 beds. 
If that is the intention then the NP would support an approach which does not assist in creating a 
mixed and balanced community because it would require all new housing to be of small and medium 
sizes. Furthermore, we note that table 5-3 of the associated Housing Needs Assessment indicates a 
reduction in 4+ bed dwellings in Twyford between 2011 – 2020, thus indicating a reduction in the 
availability of larger family sized accommodation.  
 
DWS also note that house-purchasers are increasingly seeking more flexible space which can be 
used as a home office, thus leading to demand for larger properties.  
 
Policy TW13: First Homes  
We note this Policy establishes the requirement for First Homes to be secured with a minimum 50% 
discount from full open market value. DWS consider that increased discount compared to the 
minimum figure of 30% expressed in the National Planning Practice Guidance should be subject to 
viability assessment.  
 
Policy TW14: First Homes Exception Sites  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW15: Design Codes  
No comments  
 
Policy TW16: Buildings of Traditional Local Character  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW17: Twyford Community Hub (Old Polehampton School)  
No comments.  
 



Policy TW18: Community Facilities  
No comments.  
 
Policy TW19: Early Years Provision  
No comments.  
 
Summary  
DWS welcome the opportunity to make representations on the draft Neighbourhood Plan and request 
the opportunity to do so at future stages, including at the Examination and any hearing sessions.  
 
DWS consider that the land being promoted to the north of the A4 at Twyford represents a 
sustainable and deliverable solution that is capable of addressing a number of local issues including 
the shortfall of affordable housing, and by virtue of its comprehensive nature. The site is in a unique 
position to make land available (in conjunction with the allocation of the residential development 
proposed by DWS) for the expansion of the Piggott School which has the potential to provide 
significant enhancements for the operation of the school.  
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these matters with the Parish Council and those 
involved in the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan as it progresses. 
 
 

Lichfields on behalf of Berkeley Homes 
Twyford Gardens: The potential to the east of Twyford  
Berkeley is promoting the site known as Twyford Gardens for a mixed-use residential led 
development as part of Wokingham Borough Council’s (‘WBC’) emerging Local Plan Update (‘LPU’). 
Work undertaken by Berkeley to date demonstrates that the site could accommodate around 2,500 
homes across a range of sizes and tenures, including affordable homes for rent, shared ownership 
and First Homes. The site could also deliver 25,000m2 of new employment and commercial space, a 
school, community facilities and a variety of landscape amenities. The development is envisaged to 
provide a new train station with access to the Great Western main line and new Crossrail (Elizabeth 
line) services, alongside a local bus interchange, new station parking and a new relief road to the 
south of Twyford.  
 
Twyford is one of the largest and most sustainable settlements within the Borough in terms of 
transport links and employment opportunities, yet opportunities for growth within, north, south and 
west of Twyford are constrained by urban capacity, the A4 and the River Loddon flood risk/plains. By 
contrast, Twyford Gardens lies in an unconstrained location to the east of Twyford and its 
development would deliver clear benefits, including relieving congestion in the centre of the village, 
enhancing the vitality of existing community infrastructure and improving public access to natural 
open spaces.  
 
Representations were recently submitted to WBC’s Regulation 18 LPU Revised Growth Strategy 
consultation, which concluded in January 2022. These highlighted the potential for Twyford Gardens 
to become a successful and sustainable community, contributing towards future housing and 
employment needs in the hitherto underserved northern part of the Borough. While WBC is not 
currently pursuing a growth strategy allocating Twyford Gardens, Berkeley will continue to promote 
the site as the LPU takes shape and is keen to work with the Parish Council, local community and 
other stakeholders to develop a preferred vision for the site to deliver new homes, employment, green 
space and infrastructure. 
 
The benefits that delivery of Twyford Gardens could bring to Twyford  
Twyford Gardens does not lie within the designated neighbourhood area for Twyford (as shown on 
the plan appended to this letter), and the site will not therefore be subject to the proposed policies for 
determining planning applications in the area. However, the NP identifies several significant issues in 
the village that Twyford Gardens could help to resolve, particularly in the absence of any long-term, 
effective solutions identified through the NP or LPU.  
 
Sustainable travel & Twyford station  
As acknowledged within the emerging NP, Twyford has become an important commuter hub and 
Twyford Railway Station offers the most convenient and time-efficient services into London for any 



resident in Wokingham Borough, as well as other local areas. Passenger numbers – and the 
desirability of Twyford as a place to live – are likely to increase as a result of additional stations along 
the Great Western main line and the completion of the Elizabeth line, with a large number of 
commuters driving to Twyford to access the station. However, other public transport services are 
limited and parking for users of the railway station has been, and continues to be, a long-standing 
issue. This has led to pressures on parking in the village, congested roads and unsafe routes for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  
 
The location of Twyford Gardens benefits from an existing network of local bus stops, cycle and 
pedestrian routes, and work undertaken by Berkeley has demonstrated that it would be feasible to 
create a new railway station as part of the Twyford Gardens development, alongside a local bus 
interchange and new station parking. This presents a unique opportunity for sustainable growth 
focused around a new transport hub, encouraging a modal shift towards the use of public transport at 
the railway station(s) for longer journeys. In turn, this would reduce traffic, congestion and pollution in 
Twyford, thereby improving the attractiveness of routes for active travel modes such as walking and 
cycling. The provision of new connections would also result in improvements to the accessibility of the 
existing station, directly supporting objectives of the NP.  
 
Air quality  
The emerging NP also recognises that traffic is a major issue in Twyford. In particular, a significant 
amount of traffic passes through the Twyford Crossroads located in the oldest part of the village, 
leading to congestion at peak times, consequential noise and other forms of environmental pollution 
and low air quality. This resulted in the designation of the Crossroads as an Air Quality Management 
Area (AQMA) in 2016, yet good public transport links, facilities and schools in Twyford means that 
through-traffic and commuting to the rail station has only grown. The NP highlights that there is no 
scope for conventional means to increase capacity at the Crossroads (e.g. road widening or right-turn 
only lanes), and that the provision of alternative traffic routes presents the only realistic solution.  
 
Development of Twyford Gardens offers a means to deliver a new town centre relief road between the 
A4 and the south of the village, as well as other strategic enhancements to the A4 as a ‘sustainable 
transport’ corridor. The delivery of a new relief road would provide an alternative route for traffic to 
avoid the centre of the village, helping to alleviate congestion through the Twyford Crossroads AQMA. 
Combined with the potential to deliver a new railway station alongside additional station parking and a 
local bus interchange, Twyford Gardens therefore represents a significant opportunity to minimise 
impacts arising from pollution and achieve improvements to air quality. Reduced traffic volumes would 
also improve access to Twyford station and make the village centre more attractive to pedestrians 
and cyclists, constituting significant improvements for residents of the village.  
 
Summary  
Delivery of Twyford Gardens would benefit a number of key issues identified within the emerging 
Twyford Neighbourhood Plan. The strategic site is associated with a particular place-making 
opportunity to meet the area’s need for more development, while supporting sustainable travel and 
infrastructure that keeps pace with growth of the village.  
 
Berkeley aspires to work constructively with the community to create a shared vision for development 
to reflect local aspirations, and we hope that the comments made above will be helpful in doing so. 
Twyford Gardens has strong sustainability credentials and there is still potential for the site to come 
forward in future iterations of WBC’s Local Plan 
 
 

Boyer on behalf of Croudace Homes 
Croudace welcomes the production of a Neighbourhood Plan for Twyford, which is a positive and 
proactive step for the village. The comments provided below are therefore intended to assist the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group in further reviewing and improving the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, in order 
to facilitate a successful examination.  
 
Policy TW1 – Encouraging Sustainable Travel  
At ‘part a’ This proposed policy identifies an existing ‘Sustainable Travel Network’, as depicted on the 
Policies Map. At ‘part b’, it is indicated that;  
 



“Development proposals on land that lies within or adjacent to the Network should sustain, and where 
practicable, enhance the functionality of the Network by virtue of their layout and means of access 
and landscape treatment.”  
 
It is then added at ‘part c’ that;  
 
“Proposals that will harm the functioning or connectivity of the Network will not be supported.”  
 
The supporting information for Policy TW1 on page 25 also includes a plan which proports to show 
existing and proposed pedestrian and cycle routes, within the Neighbourhood Area. At Bridge Farm 
specifically, this plan identifies a proposed cycle route through the Bridge Farm site, as well as two 
Public Right of Way (PROW).  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, the proposed cycle route identified through the site occurs on what is 
currently a private street. Similarly, there are no existing PROW on the site and there are no 
proposals to create new ones. Indeed, neither the ‘Localism Act 2011’ or ‘The Neighbourhood 
Planning (General) Regulations 2012’ confer powers to create new PROW via a Neighbourhood Plan 
Area.  
 
Because of this, it is recommended that references to existing PROW, as shown on page 25 of the 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan, are removed, as these references are not factually correct. Rather, the 
drawing should instead refer to ‘opportunities to create potential new cycle and pedestrian routes’. 
 
Croudace is certainly supportive of the principles behind this proposed policy. However, it is further 
advised that the walking routes shown on page 25 do not presently exist and the new routes may not 
be deliverable along the alignments shown.  
 
For example, the north – south walking route depicted on the eastern boundary of Bridge Farm, 
appears to run across the A4. However, there is no scope to form a pedestrian link at the point at this 
exact location, because of the topography of the land. Similarly, the pedestrian route shown following 
the bank of the River Loddon, would pass through the adjoining property (Loddon Acres), run as a 
private B&B, before connecting to the A4. Noting the reliance on a private residential curtilage, it is not 
clear that this route is achievable.  
 
Nonetheless, the current planning application on Bridge Farm does seek to maximise opportunities for 
sustainable transport connections around and through the site. A new pedestrian crossing over the A4 
is envisaged. Similarly, a pedestrian / cycle prioritised route is proposed along the alignment of the 
current private street. Further connectivity will be provided through a network of tree-lined streets, as 
well as the large area of new parkland which is proposed towards the river. For reference, the latest 
proposed masterplan, as submitted to WBC, is provided at Appendix 1 to this representation.  
 
The principles behind proposed Policy TW1 are evidently well-intentioned and seek to promote 
sustainable development, which is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
However, the policy wording and the associated plan, on page 25 of the consultation document, 
should be amended to acknowledge that the identified routes are illustrative and need not be provided 
precisely on the alignments shown.  
 
Through these simple amendments, the policy will be made more readily implementable when it is 
applied to the assessment and determination of planning applications.  
 
Policy TW2 – Sustainable Accessibility and Mobility  
Croudace agree with the principle of this proposed policy, as it seeks to promote sustainable 
accessibility, mobility and travel planning, all of which contribute towards sustainable development. 
 
However, with reference to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (at paragraph 76 Reference ID: 41-
076-20190509), the proposed policy is strategic in nature. This is evidenced by the fact that it appears 
to duplicate existing policies in the Wokingham Borough Council Core Strategy (Core Strategy) and 
the Managing Development Delivery Plan (MDDP).  
 



Moreover, Policy TW2 is also likely to be superseded by the transport and design-related policies that 
are envisaged in the emerging Local Plan Update. This further indicates that this draft policy is of a 
strategic nature.  
 
As such, this policy (as presently formulated) is not consistent with NPPF paragraph 13, which 
confirms that Neighbourhood Plans may only include non-strategic policies.  
 
Policy TW6 – Improving Air Quality  
This proposed policy has merit, in that it seeks to help address recognised air quality issues 
associated with the Twyford Crossroads Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). Nonetheless, this 
policy would appear to be strategic in nature, noting that it is Wokingham Borough Council (as the 
relevant local authority) that holds statutory responsibilities relating to local air quality management, 
rather than the Parish Council.  
 
Policy TW7 – Nature Recovery and Climate Change  
Croudace support the principle of this proposed policy and are introducing significant riparian and 
terrestrial biodiversity enhancements within the proposed Bridge Farm development. However, with 
reference to the plan presented on page 41 of the consultation document (which supports policy 
TW7), it is noted that land bordering the River Loddon (within Bridge Farm and surrounds) is identified 
as providing riparian and floodplain woodland opportunities.  
 
Whilst new low-level planting in the area along the river may be possible, it should be noted that the 
Environment Agency may restrict the quantum of new tree planting in this location and indeed may 
object to any new such proposed planting, in order to protect the unimpeded functioning of the flood 
plain.  
 
It would therefore be appropriate to amend references to ‘riparian woodland opportunities’ and 
‘floodplain woodland opportunities’, by omitting references to ‘woodland’. Instead, the policy should 
make reference to ‘riparian biodiversity opportunities’ and ‘floodplain biodiversity opportunities’. This 
minor amendment will introduce a degree of flexibility, whilst still ensuring that the policy achieves 
relevant biodiversity objectives.  
 
Policy TW8 – Tree Canopy Cover  
Croudace recognises the benefits of increasing tree coverage and understands that this proposal is 
well intentioned. However, it is considered that the proposed requirement for a 25% tree canopy cover 
on development sites is excessive and problematic, for a number of reasons.  
 
Firstly, the Environment Act (2021) will soon require developments to generate a net gain in 
biodiversity of at least 10% over the baseline habitat status of the site. The introduction of 25% 
canopy coverage is potentially problematic in this context, because the Biodiversity Metric (i.e., the 
calculator produced by Natural England to categorise habitats and calculate biodiversity losses and 
gains) promotes the provision of alternative habitats, such as different forms of scrubland, over new 
woodland. Because of this, the provision of 25% canopy cover risks impeding the delivery of other 
habitats that can better achieve the required 10% net gain in biodiversity. In any event, habitat 
provision should be reflective of ecology relevant to the site in question.  
 
A further concern is that a requirement for 25% canopy coverage is likely to impede the provision of 
other forms of open space and green infrastructure. The adopted Core Strategy, MDDP and the 
emerging Local Plan Update, confirm that development proposals are obliged to provide public open 
space in accordance with a range of typologies, to address a wide range of needs and objectives. The 
requirement to provide canopy coverage at the level envisaged in proposed Policy TW8 would 
potentially impact the delivery of other green spaces.  
 
The proposed policy also has potential implications in terms of the density of achievable development, 
which may lead to a conflict with NPPF Section 11. This requires higher density development in 
locations which are well served by public transport, such as Twyford. Lower levels of development 
density may also lead to a less efficient use of land. In turn, this may require additional land to be 
brought forward at Twyford in order to accommodate identified housing needs.  
 



It is also noted (with reference to PPG paragraph 76 Reference ID: 41-076-20190509) that this policy 
is strategic in nature, because it seeks to set out a blanket / overarching direction and aims to shape 
the broad characterises of development. It would also introduce effects that may impact on the 
delivery of Bridge Farm, as a strategic allocation in the emerging Local Plan allocation, which would 
undermine the broader spatial strategy.  
 
Policy TW9 – Carbon Sequestration  
This proposed policy is strategic in nature, as it requires developments to either provide woodland 
planting in accordance with a specific verification process (the Woodland Carbon Code) or make a 
financial contribution to the Wokingham Borough Carbon Offset Fund. This is a Borough-wide 
arrangement, which is not specifically related to Twyford.  
 
As such, what is proposed in draft Policy TW9 is not within the reasonable remit of a Neighbourhood 
Plan’s non-strategic policies. Planning obligations of this nature are a strategic matter, for 
consideration with the Local Plan-making process, where wider factors can be taken into account. 
Indeed, the proposed policy is likely to have viability implications, which do not appear to have been 
given sufficient consideration at this stage.  
 
Policy TW10 – Zero Carbon Buildings  
Croudace supports the move to net zero carbon development and this proposed policy is well 
intentioned. However, this policy is strategic in nature as it goes beyond setting out localised aesthetic 
/ character requirements for new buildings or describing place-making strategies. Rather, this policy 
proposes detailed technical environmental and design requirements that would be better applied on a 
consistent Borough-wide basis.  
 
In the interests of sound planning, sustainable design / energy efficiency requirements should not be 
set at the level of the Parish or Neighbourhood Area. This would create enormous complexity for 
developers and is likely to impact on the deliverability of development. Indeed, NPPF paragraph 20(d) 
expressly identifies “planning measures to address climate change mitigation and adaptation”, as a 
dimension of strategic policies.  
 
The strategic nature of this policy is further highlighted by the fact that it will be superseded by an 
equivalent policy in the emerging Local Plan Update. This is actually acknowledged in the supporting 
text to the proposed policy.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan-making process provides limited scope for matters such as viability to be 
fully considered, which is necessary in order to ensure compliance with the NPPF. This is telling by 
the fact that (at paragraph 5.60) the consultation document seeks to justify the Policy TW10 with 
reference to a viability assessment published by Cornwall Council. This level of assessment is not 
sufficient, given the potentially significant viability implications of what is proposed.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the requirements set out under the draft policy are not necessarily the 
most appropriate methods of delivering on net zero carbon and there is no evidence base to support 
the specific definitions, criteria and standards proposed. On a point of clarification, if a policy of this 
nature is retained in the Neighbourhood Plan, reference should be made to ‘carbon net zero’, rather 
than zero carbon buildings.  
 
Policy TW11 – Water Infrastructure and Flood Risk  
Croudace agrees with the principles behind this proposed policy. However, the NPPF at paragraph 
20(b) and (d), confirms that the management of flood risk and drainage infrastructure, is a strategic 
matter that has many implications above the level of the Parish or Neighbourhood Plan. In stipulating 
that developments must be accompanied by a flood risk assessment, the proposed policy also 
duplicates policies within the MDDP and Core Strategy, and will be overridden by a future flood risk 
policy in the emerging Local Plan Update. We also note that NPPF Section 4 sets out, on a national 
basis, the circumstances when an FRA will be required.  
 
Policy TW13 – First Homes  
The Government’s ‘First Homes’ policy provides very clear guidance on what constitutes First Homes, 
stating that they;  
 



a) “Must be discounted by a minimum of 30% against the market value;  
 
b) Are sold to a person or persons meeting the First Homes eligibility criteria (see below);  
 
c) On their first sale, will have a restriction registered on the title at HM Land Registry to ensure this 
discount (as a percentage of current market value) and certain other restrictions are passed on at 
each subsequent title transfer; and,  
 
d) After the discount has been applied, the first sale must be at a price no higher than £250,000 (or 
£420,000 in Greater London).”  
 
First Homes are the government’s preferred discounted market tenure and should account for at least 
25% of all affordable housing units delivered by developers, through planning obligations. Draft Policy 
TW13 proposes that First Homes will be discounted at a rate of 50% below market value. Croudace 
does not dispute that housing affordability represents a key issue in Tywford. However, this level of 
deduction is very significant and could have viability implications, which have not been tested. At 
paragraph 5.76 of the consultation document it is stated that;  
 
“It is not considered that viability will be an issue when land values are high. Whilst the Affordable 
Housing Viability Study for WBC in June 2008 was undertaken prior to the introduction of the First 
Homes product, its analysis does suggest that the rural parts of Wokingham, which includes Twyford, 
may be able to sustain higher affordable housing requirements than in the urban areas, due largely to 
higher values for market units”  
 
This level of assessment is not sufficient to justify the envisaged 50% deduction, noting that the 
housing market has changed significantly since 2008. Therefore, although the PPG and the relevant 
Ministerial Statement allows for different discount rates to be applied, the PPG (at Paragraph: 002 
Reference ID: 10-002-20190509) also indicates that viability remains a key consideration for Plan-
making, stating that;  
 
“Policy requirements, particularly for affordable housing, should be set at a level that takes account of 
affordable housing and infrastructure needs and allows for the planned types of sites and 
development to be deliverable, without the need for further viability assessment at the decision 
making stage.”  
 
In the absence of a robust assessment of viability, it cannot be known if proposed Policy TW13 is 
consistent with national planning policies. Croudace suggests that regard is had to the guidance 
prepared on this matter specifically the document ‘Testing the Viability of Proposals within your 
Neighbourhood Plan’ 1 . The Local Plan Update will also be subject to viability testing in due course 
and the Neighbourhood Plan Group may wish to make reference to that information as it is produced. 
 
Policy TW15 – Design Code  
This proposed policy indicates that development proposals should have regard to a range of design 
guidelines and codes, as set out in the ‘Twyford Design Guidelines and Codes Report’. This is set out 
at Appendix C of the consultation document.  
 
Croudace supports this aspect of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan in principle. However, it will be 
necessary to ensure the ‘Twyford Design Guidelines and Codes Report’ is consistent with the MDDP 
and other standards applied by WBC through supplementary planning documents.  
 
As a specific point, there does appear to be an inconsistency in respect of ‘DC04.4 Building heights, 
density and housing mix’. This finds that existing properties “tend to be 1- or 2-2.5-storey high”, but 
then goes on to state the new developments should propose a maximum height of two storeys. It is 
not clear why new development should be of a lower height than those that already exist in Twyford. 
In any case, it is not appropriate to preclude the development of any taller buildings, in all 
circumstances, as this could preclude good design.  
 
It is also added that the Twyford Design Guidelines and Codes Report, is an extensive and complex 
(but potentially very significant) document. Noting this, there would be merit in consulting on this 
document in its own right, rather than treating it as an addendum to the Neighbourhood Plan. 



 
Conclusions  
Croudace Homes welcome the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan for Twyford and recognises the 
effort and thought that has gone into the consultation draft, and its supporting documentation.  
 
However, as currently prepared, many of the proposed policies appear to be strategic in nature and 
therefore exceed the permitted scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. Other policies are also inconsistent 
with national policies and/or are not supported by sufficient evidence to confirm their effectiveness 
and/or their potential to result in wider implications.  
 
It is recommended that the policies referenced in this representation are revisited, in order that the 
Neighbourhood Plan can be refined and achieve full compliance with legislation, and national and 
local planning policies. This will be necessary for the Plan to comply with the ‘basic conditions’ test 
and successfully pass the independent examination process. 
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
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Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/.../revised-growth.../.. 
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
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Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/.../revised-growth.../...  
The space for clarification that we are referring to is the Malvern Green Open space in Twyford. 
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
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should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
 
 

Resident 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood Plan. My comments are specific to the 
need for the Neighbourhood Plan to include specific designations for Local Greenspace within in, as 
supported by the NPPF at para 101.  
 
I note that the draft Local Plan designates all green spaces in Twyford with that designation, which 
affords them a level of protection under the NPPF, but the NP has not, which appears an oversight. 
 
Please see Council article below: https://news.wokingham.gov.uk/.../help-protect-green.../ Help us 
protect your special green spaces for future generations - Wokingham Borough News Centre  
 
Almost 80 areas of green space have been proposed for special protection from development by 
Wokingham Borough Council. The authority is consulting on a revised growth strategy for its new 
Local Plan, a document which will determine where new homes and amenities like roads and schools 
should go between now and 2038. As part of that, it suggests designating 79 areas as Local Green 
Spaces.  
 
All the LGS in Twyford have already been assessed by WBC as meeting those requirements, and I 
would hope you can rely on their evidence base on this matter found on the link below to amend the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan accordingly: https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-
policy-information/revised-growth-strategy-consultation/?categoryesctl91f252ff-550d-4cfa-a838-
92ef2cb5f83c=1078  
 
 

Resident 
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It is unfortunate that this plan cannot be co-ordinated with other adjoining parishes. Each of the 
parishes alone is too small to have great sway with WBC. This has also led to some important 
omissions, secondary education and medical facilities which in the first instance is outside of Twyford, 
and in the second shared with other parishes. Both of which are impacted by any development in the 
surrounding area.  
Until the parishes in the North of WBC can speak with one voice, it seems unlikely that much will 
happen.  
But more specifically,  
TW1- the map of the routes stops at the parish boundaries, although only a policy the need for 
additional infrastructure to carry out the scheme needs to be identified.  
TW2- As the closing paragraphs admit- not much will happen.  
TW3- Unfortunately, WBC have little interest in improving Twyford station.  
TW4 & 5- laudable.  
TW6 - considering all the time and effort already expended is this still worth persuing.  
TW7 7&8- laudable and doable.  
TW9-!5 are national (or should be)  
TW16- doable  
TW17- will it ever be?  
TW18 &19- doable. 
 
 

Charvil Parish Council 
As many of the issues that affect Twyford also affect the neighbouring villages, we are generally 
sympathetic to the aims of the plan.  
Many of the proposed walking and cycle routes would pass through the neighbouring villages, and the 
plan for a cycle route from Twyford Station to Charvil and even Woodley is something the Charvil 
Parish Council would support in principle.  
There are, however, one or two points that caused concern, mainly on the basis that "No Parish is an 
Island", and directly impact on Charvil and/or other neighbouring villages. Policy TW7: NATURE 
RECOVERY AND CLIMATE CHANGE p.39 While this seems sensible, this part covers Loddon 
Nature Reserve which is effectively the same green space as Charvil Country Park and Charvil 
Meadows. Both villages need to have a common approach, so our Neighbourhood Plans need to 
align, and Charvil Parish Council are concerned as to how this can be ensured.  
Charvil PC also has concerns about the introduction of a wier, and feel that they could ony support 
this idea if all possible environmental impacts are explored, including effects on biodiverity, fish, 
flooding beyond Twyford's borders, and that the benefits in terms of green energy are considerable. 
There is also the issue of sewage in the river, and this needs to be dealt with before anything else is 
done.  
POLICY TW11: WATER INFRASTRUCTURE AND FLOOD RISK Twyford NP highlights the threat of 
flooding, and highlights the threat at Charvil Meadows, but the proposed policy only requires a site 
specific evaluation. Charvil PC is would like a downstream impact element to this requirement as, for 
example, Bridge Farm has potential to impact Charvil properties and roads?  
In the section Outside the Planning Policies, there were concerns about some of the plans to reduce 
the issues at the cross roads in Twyford.  
In particular, there is a suggstion that greater use of Stanlake Bridge would reduce traffic flows 
through Charvil, but there is no evidence to support this.  
The idea of banning 7.5t vehicles from the A3032 approaching Twyford crossroads would mean all 
large vehicles using the A4 through Charvil - so effectively pushing all of the most polluting vehicles 
through Charvil on the A4. It is aknowledged that they would have travelled through Charvil on the Old 
Bath Road to get to Twyford anyway, but by concentrating them all on the A4, the road will become 
busier and more dangerous as they will be travelling at higher speeds than on Old Bath Road. Given 
the proximity to the cycle track to the Piggott, this is far from ideal.  
The new set of traffic lights near to the Waggon and Horses pub would mean pushing all of the 
pollution and traffic into Charvil. Given that at busy times of day, the tailback is down to the Waggon 
and Horses, this would mean that the tailback could stretch to the homes in Charvil, pushing the 
pollution problem from Twyford to Charvil. It would also make the road far more dangerous to cyclists 
and pedestrians, than is the case currently - and even more cyclists will be trying to use the pavement 
for self preservation's sake. This idea seems very ill thought out and creates more problems than it 
solves. 
 



 

GWR 
Train travel has been significantly impacted by the covid 19 pandemic, and although ridership is 
recovering it should be recognised there is uncertainty regarding this, however improving access to 
the railway is a priority for GWR. We have also seen a strong recovery in parking at Twyford station.  
 
It's clear that improving bus services and interchange at Twyford station is important, and we are keen 
to work with Wokingham Borough Council, the parish council and other organisations to promote and 
develop this. If opportunities arise for a sustainable parking option in an optimum location we believe 
there is a strong case for it to be explored to enhance access to the railway, mitigate current 
overcrowding challenges and improve the customer experience. GWR are also excited to work with 
partners to improve potential walking and cycling access at the station, and we look forward to 
working with the parish council to deliver on the aims of the plan to promote sustainable access to the 
railway. 
 
 

Network Rail 
Network Rail is a statutory undertaker responsible for maintaining and operating the country’s railway 
infrastructure and associated estate. Network Rail owns, operates, maintains and develops the main 
rail network. This includes the railway tracks, stations, signalling systems, bridges, tunnels, level 
crossings and viaducts. The preparation of development plan policy is important in relation to the 
protection and enhancement of Network Rail’s infrastructure.  
 
London Main Line runs through the plan area – there are no level crossings.  
 
Policy TW1 and TW3 of the NDP aims to support the development of facilities that encourage 
sustainable travel including the improvement of the railway stations through the provision of secure 
and adequate cycle parking and improved accessibility and parking.  
 
As Network Rail is a publicly funded organisation with a regulated remit it would not be reasonable to 
require Network Rail to fund rail improvements necessitated by commercial development. It is 
therefore appropriate to require developer contributions to fund such improvements.  
 
We would appreciate the council providing Network Rail with an opportunity to comment on any future 
planning policy documents. We look forward to continuing to work with you to maintain consistency 
between local and rail network planning strategy. 
 
 

Resident 
Section 7.23 - If make London Road one way away from the crossroads and improve / encourage use 
of Stanlake Bridge could lose 1 traffic light phase, reduce pollution through less traffic and waiting 
shorter times. Would increase traffic through Springfield but could also make narrowed bit of road one 
way out of Springfield into Waltham Road to reduce that.  
 
Re cycling one of the major issues is secure parking esp at station. Has an awful reputation which 
would put even keen cyclists off.  
 
Re station access - I think you could increase your walking circle to 10 mins (most people would be 
prepared to do that - I do) which would include a lot more of the village. Also a circle for 10 mins 
cycling would include all the village plus Ruscombe plus South Charvil if the cycle way gets built. 
 
 
Resident 
1. The proposed calming for Wargrave road would be very welcome and a good idea. Also why can't 
the speed limit be reduced to 20mph as has been done in Henley and Wokingham?  
 
2. The proposed cycle route through King George VI field would be very detrimental to the playing 
field. The proposed route does not take into account that there is a path around the field (The Twyford 
policies map seems to have omitted the path). The cycle route seems to take the same route as the 
walking path, hence pedestrians and cyclists will have to share what is already a very narrow path. I 



feel pedestrians should not be forced off this path. Also the route goes in between the skate 
park/shelter/hard core paying area and children's play area. This area is busy at times with young 
children running around and to introduce an official cycle route would not be good idea. Also the 
cycling route then goes along Amberley Drive where there is often cars parked and it's also a bus 
route. Much better would be to put the cycle route along Wargrave route implementing the various 
calming measure mentioned in the report. The road has much better sight lines and with calming 
measure would be a better option for all.  
 
3. I would like the small green space opposite the entrance to Wensley Close to be added to local 
green space. Agree with the other proposed green spaces.  
 
4. Agree pavement in the centre of the village should be made wider and should include both High 
Street to Polehamption Close and also Church Street. A ban on heavy goods would also be welcome.  
 
5. While the centre of the village is a problem regarding traffic I feel the alternative of trying divert 
traffic via Stanlake Lane - New Road and up to the T junction with the A4 by Sheeplands/Dobbies 
would probably not work. Little account seems to have been taken the Stanlake Lane is narrow and 
walking along this is already difficult at times. Also the junction with the A4 is very busy, especially at 
peak times, so it will not necessarily save time for people wishing to go to Sonning or Woodley areas.  
 
6. I agree that more parking at the station is not sustainable. It will only create more traffic problems.  
 
7. I would like to see the 'walking area' around the centre of the village to be made larger.  
 
8. The Bridge farm area, if no longer a farm, should be made a nature reserve. Quite a bit of it is in 
the flood plan and it would be very beneficial for the people of Twyford to have a natural area. 
 
 

Resident 
I agree with the Neighbourhood plan, considering the limitations which have been placed by the 
amount of traffic, and new homes which are required. I understand that there is limited ability to widen 
the pavements in the area immediately south of the crossroads. I agree that increased parking at the 
station is not a good solution and would support a good park and ride scheme. 
 
 

Resident 
This is an excellent Neighbourhood Plan and I can see so much work has gone into thinking about 
Twyford for the future, I support it.  
I do have a few comments, in the description of North Twyford it talks about Middlefields and 
Pennfields quite a few times, firstly these are located in Ruscombe not Twyford and secondly I don't 
think they're especially representative of North Twyford, using Amberley would be a better 
representation of the area. The photos of North Twyford also include photos of Ruscombe Buisness 
Park and Pennfields.  
I do really like the idea of partially pedestrianising London Road but I'm not sure if going through 
Waitrose carpark would just clog up the car park, I would definitely support a trail before anything was 
decided long term to see how it works. 
 
 

Transport for London 
Thank you for consulting Transport for London (TfL). TfL operates rail services from Twyford station 
which will form part of the Elizabeth line from 24th May 2022. The station is covered by Crossrail 
safeguarded limits (shown by dashed purple lines on the map below). TfL / 
CRL_Safeguarding@tfl.gov.uk and Network Rail are statutory consultees and will need to be 
consulted on planning applications submitted to the Local Planning Authority.  
 
There are no current plans for Twyford station following recent upgrade works carried out in readiness 
for the Elizabeth line. These included:  

• New customer information screens and signage  

• 200+ metre long platforms  



• Accessibility by lifts  

• Step-free from platform to street  
 
Although Great Western Rail is the Station Facility Owner, TfL should also be consulted at an early 
stage on any proposals affecting the station.  
 
We note concerns about future car parking pressures at the station and support proposals in the 
Neighbourhood Plan to encourage alternatives to additional parking including improved walking and 
cycling links to cater for local journeys, along with better bus services from further afield. 
Consideration could also be given to greater controls to avoid on street car parking by station users. 
We welcome the intention to seek contributions from developments to support improvements to local 
walking and cycling routes and station facilities. 
 
 

WBC 
In terms of general comments on the draft policies:  
 
Policy TW1: Encouraging Sustainable Travel:  
- Part C of the policy should be revised to be more positively worded, for example ‘Proposals that 
support, and where possible, enhance the function and connectivity of the Sustainable Travel Network 
will be supported.’  
- Highways Team has commented that the policy does not mention the Borough’s MyJourney initiative 
(https://www.myjourneywokingham.com/) or school travel plans (Modeshift STARS travel planning 
platform) to encourage sustainable travel.  
- Highways Team has commended that there is no mention of signage on the plans, which can be 
used to encourage the use of walking and cycling routes. Suggest additional criteria, for example 
‘Make an appropriate contribution towards improved wayfinding, including signposted links to key 
infrastructure, public transport hubs/services, green spaces and Green Routes and Greenways 
networks, where appropriate.’  
- Policies Map identifies ‘opportunities for improvement’ but no mention in the policy about what this 
means for development affecting those areas. Should these be identified on a ‘community projects’ 
map instead, if there’s no land-use policy associated with them Policy  
 
TW2: Sustainable Accessibility and Mobility:  
- Highways Team commented that Part A of policy should include reference to ‘cycle safety’. Also no 
mention of sustainable deliveries e.g. secure communal parcel drop areas to limit the number of vans 
on the network.  
- Other suggested amendments to policy wording (see attached document)  
- Supporting text and policy could also refer to the user hierarchy as set out in the WBC Living Streets 
guide and is aligns with direction of travel in Policy C2 of the draft LPU. Hierarchy seeks to influence 
the design of new development to prioritise pedestrians first as part of place making. The SAM 
framework is useful, but is less of a land-use matter and more about behavioural change (could be 
moved to community projects section) Policy  
 
TW3: Twyford Railway Station:  
- Improvements at and access to Twyford Railway Station is welcomed. Highways Team commented 
that they would expect to see increased provision of electric vehicle charging spaces at the station 
(although note this is included under ‘sustainable travel needs’.  
- Minor amendments suggested to improve clarity for the decision maker, for instance to seek 
contributions towards the cost of measures to improve facilities at station, in particular to increase 
secure cycle storage (policy wording lifted from PP.12 of Radley Neighbourhood Plan – see attached) 
- Note, the eastern parcel of land at Stanlake Meadows (set out in Plan 11) is proposed to be 
designated as a Local Green Space through the draft Local Plan Update. Useful to understand the 
future aspirations for this area.  
 
Policy TW4: A Thriving Village Centre:  
- Highways Team commented that any proposed changes on/to the highway network would need to 
be discussed and agreed with Wokingham Borough Council  
- Part C – given the widening of Permitted Development Rights, how far can this be achieved?  



- Para 5.20 – how would an applicant demonstrate this in practice. Perhaps consider requirement to 
undertake a marketing exercise  
 
Policy TW5: Village Centre Regeneration Area:  
- Highways Team has commented that this should not be at the detriment of safety to pedestrians and 
other road users (e.g., cyclists and buses)  
- Highways Team has commented that any proposed changes on/to the highway network would need 
to be discussed and agreed with Wokingham Borough Council Policy  
 
TW6: Improving Air Quality:  
- Suggest moving second sentence in Part B to supporting text  
- Part A should align with Policy HC6 of the draft LPU which requires air quality assessments for 
certain types of development, before moving into contributions to the Air Quality Action Plan.  
- How far is it reasonable for development (e.g. a school) in one part of the parish, where it can be 
proven there would be no material impact on the Crossroads Air Quality Management Area, to be 
expected to contribute towards actions in the AQAP?  
- Further review of Policy HC6, and re-ordering of Part A and Part B of Policy TW6 so that it provides 
clarity for a decision-maker by weighing up positively the planning balance as a material consideration  
 
Policy TW7: Nature Recovery and Climate Change:  
- Policy and principles broadly welcomed. Ecology Officer has commented that it would be important 
to recognise how the Nature Recovery Network integrates with the surrounding environment beyond 
the parish boundary, as to aid consideration of wildlife corridors and identifying sensitive receptors 
outside the parish that may be affected by development within Twyford parish  
- Ecology Officer has commented that two Biodiversity Opportunity Areas either side of Twyford 
parish: Loddon Valley Gravel Pits BOA and Waltham Woods and Parklands BOA, could also be 
mentioned. Further info can be found here: https://berkshirelnp.org/what-we-do/strategy/biodiversity-
opportunity-areas  
- Net gains in biodiversity should also be referred to, which is a key requirement of national policy and 
legislation (and the emerging Environment Act)  
- Part F is at odds with the thrust of the policy as it suggests there might be instances where green 
infrastructure isn’t retained. Suggest this could be re-worded as follows: ‘Existing trees, hedgerows 
and other landscape features should be retained, and where possible enhanced, as an integral part of 
development proposals. This includes appropriate measures to secure their protection during any 
construction phases’  
 
Policy TW8: Tree Canopy Cover:  
- Landscape Officer has commented that this is quite a prescriptive policy which offers limited 
flexibility in decision making and question as to how it would be applied in practice. For example, the 
draft LPU does not propose a policy objective of achieving a canopy cover of 25% of site area on all 
applications. Noted that the Tree Strategy may have guidance relating to tree canopy cover but is at 
early stages of preparation  
- Ecology Officer has commented whether a connection should be made between this policy and 
green routes/green route enhancement areas?  
- Policy mainly replicates wording from Policy DM34 of the Wycombe Local Plan for which is 
supported by an SPD. A lot of detail and evidence would be required to support the policy.  
 
Policy TW9: Carbon Sequestration:  
- Ecology Officer has commented whether reference in the policy to the ‘Woodland Carbon Code’ 
should instead refer to the UK Forest Standard, as this is a means to measure the quantity of carbon 
sequestered by woodland. It does not set out a standard for woodland creation.  
- Not clear how this is different or adds additional detail to the requirements of Policy TW8 – consider 
whether Policy TW8 and TW9 can be combined?  
- What is the justification for the 2ha threshold?  
- The Carbon Offset Fund doesn’t exist yet, as it is proposed in policy in the emerging LPU. This 
would need to be acknowledged in the supporting text and kept under review as the timing of the two 
plans become clearer.  
 
Policy TW10: Zero carbon buildings:  

https://berkshirelnp.org/what-we-do/strategy/biodiversity-opportunity-areas
https://berkshirelnp.org/what-we-do/strategy/biodiversity-opportunity-areas


- Passivhaus typically would achieve 80-90% improvement in emissions over Building Regulations 
Part L. For comparison, the new Future Homes Standard will seek to introduce from 2025 that all new 
homes achieve 75-80% emissions reduction against Building Regulations Part L with an interim 
improvement from June 2022 of 31%. Therefore, this policy is seeking to go beyond the standard 
expected at a national level and therefore is likely to be seen as failing the basic conditions.  
- Therefore, while I admire the ambition here, in order for a policy that introduces such standards to 
ever be justified, it would need to produce technical evidence to demonstrate its requirements are 
economically viable. While the policy includes reference to ‘where feasible’, supporting para 5.60 
states scheme viability will not be an acceptable reason for not meeting policy requirements. This 
conflicts with national policy, in that there isn’t sufficient evidence to justify the policy requirements are 
viable. It’s difficult to see how it would be proportionate for a neighbourhood plan to commission the 
level of evidence required to justify developments achieving Passivhaus standard. I’m not aware of a 
NP that has justified similar policies.  
- Instead it would be more realistic – and involve a much lower evidence threshold – for the policy to 
require all relevant developments to comply with the Future Homes Standard (where it could 
encourage the 75-80% standard to be achieved in advance of 2025, but not mandate it). The policy 
could then go on to ‘encourage’ developers to go beyond this, which could be demonstrated by 
recognised sustainability assessment methods (e.g. Passivhaus).  
- Policy currently diverges from the LPU approach of setting different requirements for minor and 
major development.  
- Point C – refurbishment would not necessarily need planning permission  
- Point D – requirement for whole life cycle carbon assessments is an emerging policy that strategic 
plans have introduced. The LPU is seeking to introduce similar and the LPU is a more appropriate 
mechanism for introducing this requirement.  
- Point E – the requirement for an Energy and Climate Statement for all except householder apps is 
inconsistent with the WBC Local Validation List which requires Energy statements only for major 
apps.  
- The group may wish to review the Centre For Sustainable Energy’s guide to Neighbourhood 
Planning in a climate emergency here https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/CSE-
neighbourhood-planning-in-a-climate-emergency-feb-2020.pdf 
 
Policy TW11: Water Infrastructure and Flood Risk:  
- Refer to the Water Cycle Study Report that was published for the draft LPU, as this evidences 
Wokingham Borough as an ‘area of water stress’. Report is published here: 
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=475412 
- Landscape Officer has commented that there is no reference to Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) – policy should cross refer to the Twyford Design Guidelines and Codes Documents and the 
Council’s SuDS Strategy. Report available here: 
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=417843 
- Part C repeats requirements of national policy regarding Flood Risk Assessments. It is not 
necessary to repeat national policy or policies in the Local Plan.  
 
Policy TW12: New Homes – Tenure and Mix:  
- Housing and Projects Team has commented that the proposed affordable housing mix differs slightly 
from LP policy. WBC does not specifically encourage rent to buy properties and we question whether 
our Registered Providers would accept this as an affordable tenure on sites coming forward. WBC 
position is currently 70% social rent; 30% shared ownership. Introduction of First Homes – 70% social 
rent, 25% First Homes and 5% Shared Ownership. See First Homes Interim Policy Statement here: 
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=619714   
- Housing and Projects Team welcome approach for new developments to be made of at least 50% 1, 
2 and 3 bed homes, but still some demand for 4 bed homes for social rent given numbers waiting on 
the council’s housing register  
- Suggested amendments to Part B of policy to align with recommendations in the Housing Needs 
Assessment. Amendments lifted from Policy RES1: Residential Mix and Standards of the Cumnor 
Neighbourhood Plan, which seeks to support a proportion of smaller dwellings (1 to 2 bedrooms)  
 
Policy TW13: First Homes:  
- Housing and Project Team has commented that although NPs can apply a different % discount for 
First Homes, this may have a potential conflict with policy development for the draft LPU  

https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/CSE-neighbourhood-planning-in-a-climate-emergency-feb-2020.pdf
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/CSE-neighbourhood-planning-in-a-climate-emergency-feb-2020.pdf
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=475412
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=417843
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=619714


- Noted that the Housing Needs Assessment produced by AECOM states (paragraph 82) that: ‘It 
remains clear that 50% discount is the most appropriate from an affordability perspective. It is worth 
noting that higher discounts may have implications on development viability and the overall amount of 
Affordable Housing that developers are able to deliver. This risk should be discussed with the Local 
Authority if the Neighbourhood Plan is to include policy provisions on this topic.’. Seeking a 50% 
discount for First Homes in policy would introduce concerns regarding viability. The revised policy 
wording could instead refer to ‘at least 25% First Homes discount’. There is also likely to be potential 
implications for other types of affordable housing to be delivered in the area if a higher discount for 
First Homes is pursued.  
 
Policy TW14: First Homes Exception Sites:  
- Consider applying a ‘Local Connection Test’ to ensure that First Homes are available to those with a 
local connection to Twyford parish in which the scheme is located  
- Cross refer to the Housing Needs Assessment evidence  
 
Policy TW15: Design Codes:  
- Appropriate detail in policy and evidence, but would question whether Part B is repetition of national 
policy and elements of Part A. Could move to supporting text to qualify the policy text.  
- Has the steering group considered design guides/codes in relation to the Bridge Farm allocation in 
the draft LPU. Note, its nearest character area is the 1950s/70s housing ‘north of the village’ area, 
albeit separated by the railway line. Useful to understand design expectations of the allocation site for 
synergy with the draft LPU  
 
Policy TW16: Buildings of Traditional Local Character:  
- Conservation Officer has questioned the use of ‘sustain’ and ‘enhance’. Policy wording should be 
more reflective of the NPPF wording regarding non-designated heritage assets.  
- Further amendments suggested to assist a decision maker where a development proposal affects 
non-designated heritage assets. Including Buildings of Traditional Local Character.  
 
Policy TW17: Twyford Community Hub (The Old Polehampton School):  
- No comments  
 
Policy TW18: Community Facilities:  
- How will developers be able to demonstrate that a community facility is no longer suitable or viable? 
Suggested amendment to include a marketing exercise in the supporting text to policy.  
 
Policy TW19: Early Years Provision: - No comments  
 
I would highlight that should any areas of concern that were previously raised at the early stages of 
the plan’s preparation not be sufficiently addressed by the qualifying body in the future submission 
version of the plan, the Council is likely to continue to raise these matters through a formal response 
to the submission plan consultation (Regulation 16). 
 
 

Resident 
As part of the Neighbourhood Plan working group I not surprisingly have nothing else to add to the 
proposed Plan other than to endorse it. 
 
 

Highways England 
We have reviewed the above consultation and have ‘No Comments’. 
 
 

Historic England 
Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above neighbourhood plan. On the basis of 
the information currently available, we do not wish to offer any detailed comments at this stage. 
 
 

National Grid 



An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 
assets which include high voltage electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines.  
 
National Grid has identified that it has no record of such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area. 
 
 

Natural England 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft neighbourhood plan. 
 
 

Surrey County Council 
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council in regards to the Twyford Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Please note that we have no comments to make. 
 
 

Waverley Borough Council 
Thank you for consulting Waverley Borough Council on the Draft Twyford Neighbourhood Plan. We 
have no comments to make. 
 
 

Resident 
I wholeheartedly agree with the neighbourhood plan, I feel that it truly explains what is import in 
Twyford and how we can grow as a village through the future. I strongly think the conservation area 
needs to be retained and cared for, seeing as so many buildings with historical importance were lost 
back in the 1960s and not to mention the small new builds popping up in old streets that are not in 
keeping. I wish this plan was put in place a long time ago as we sadly lost the true character of the 
front of our victorian terrace back in the 80's - I believe when they didn't appreciate original brick work 
or sash windows! We have to keep the charm of Twyford for as long as possible! 
 
 

Resident 
I fully support the Twyford Neighbourhood Plan committee and its aims. This published draft plan is 
needed for the future protection and development guidance of this Parish of Twyford. It will also give 
greater representation when discussing planning matters with Wokingham District Council. 
 
 

Thames Water 
Policy TW11 and the supported text in Section 5.67 are supported. New developments have the 
potential to adversely impact on the water and sewerage networks resulting in issues such as sewer 
flooding, pollution of land and watercourses or problems of low/no water pressure. To avoid such 
issues arising it is essential that new development is aligned with any necessary water or wastewater 
network upgrades where there is insufficient current capacity.  
 
In relation to Section 5.67, developers should also engage with Thames Water at an early stage to 
discuss water requirements to serve their developments to ensure that any necessary upgrades to the 
water network are aligned with development. It may also be beneficial to add that local upgrades can 
take 18months to 3 years to complete with 3-5 years for more strategic upgrades. In addition, Thames 
Water provide a free pre-planning service to discuss and advise on water and wastewater 
infrastructure requirements. Amendments could be made to the text to reflect these points. 
 
 

Resident 
Completely oppose using Waitrose's car park as a through route. It is a car park, always busy with 
shoppers and pedestrians, including children, going in and out of the store. It would be dangerous to 
put traffic through it. The blithe statement about reconfiguring the car park spaces is ridiculous. The 
entrances are narrow and unsuitable. Getting out on to Wargrave Road is difficult already ( especially 
to turn right). The proposed through traffic would cause delays into and out of the car park for 
shoppers. The through traffic itself would have to stop to allow people into and out of parking spaces 



and for shoppers to get to and from cars. This would cause lots of congestion and queues. Traffic will 
also try to rat run through every other possible street. Really bad idea. 
 
 

Resident 
Great to see Cycling Infrastructure included.  
 
Would love to see the routes in Twyford and over to Charvil / Over the ford. Although these are partly 
outside Twyford Parish. 
 
 

Resident 
I am in favour of adopting a neighbourhood plan. Twyford should remain a village and although new 
housing is needed it should be small scale and of mainly 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings to aid the young 
people in the village to get on the housing ladder. 
 
 

Woodley Town Council 
Members noted that a map of the neighbourhood plan appeared to include a proposed route, 
presumed for pedestrians and cyclists, heading west from the south side of Twyford Station into 
Charvil. It was noted that, if this route carried on as far as Park Lane in Charvil, there could be a 
potential for a cycle route which runs north from the Airfield in Woodley to Twyford Station. A cycle 
route in this location is something which the Town Council has been interested in for sometime, and 
was included in our response to Wokingham Borough Council's walking and infrastructure 
consultation. 


