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COWENTS:
Consul tation response to Speedy Fuels / G ove Service Station
Pl anni ng Application No: 252782

January 2nd, 2026
Dear Sir or Madam

| wite to register nmy strong objection to the application by Speedy
Fuel s & Lubricants Ltd for the change of use of the existing service
station to a fuel and oil storage distribution facility, and
associ at ed works.

| support and echo fully the nunerous robust concerns raised by

| ocal residents that highlight the severe potential harmto the

| ocal environnment in relation to flood risk, highway safety,

bi odi versity and environnental protection. The application is
conpletely

i nappropriate for its size, scale and use next to a woodl and and
nature area, not to nention densely populated by a local community
t hat whol eheartedly does not want this on their doorstep. The

pl anning application and proposals fundanentally do not accord with
the adopted | ocal plan or the National Planning Policy Franework
(NPPF) and shoul d therefore be refused.

Procedural |ssues:

The site location plan (ref.5104-24-90) shows the application site
outlined in red. No scale bar is provided.

The Council's validation requirenents (Septenber 2025) require a
site location plan to identify the extent of the application site,
usi ng up-to-date mapping (preferably Ordnance Survey based). The
submitted site location plan shows no CS licence. If the subnmitted
pl ans are using CS data, the applicant/agent is in breach of OS
copyright, and the application should be nmade invalid.

The application formdeclares that Notice was served on al

| andowners - specifically 'The Gl Centre' and 'Wki ngham Bor ough
Council' (WBC). However, the Land Registry identifies nultiple
Titles within the application site, and unregi stered | and. The
appl i cant does not appear to have advertised the application to
establish the owners of the unregistered |land and therefore Notice
may not have been served on all |andowners.

Furt her, normal cartographic convention is that an edging on a plan
drawn to define a particular area of land will lie within that |and.
Hence, the extent of the application site should show the red line
edging on the inside of the black line drawmn by Ordnance Survey. The
submitted site location plan relies on the OGS infornation at the
centre of the red line. Hence, the outside of the red |line extends
beyond the land controlled by the applicant or |and on which Notice
has been served.



The application is therefore procedurally incorrect and should be
made refused

Techni cal |ssues:
The application |acks sufficient technical input in various areas.

Envi ronnmental | npact Assessnent (EIA) - This is a highly sensitive
site. It is considered that the proposals could neet the thresholds
for EI A No such screening appears to have been undertaken and
therefore the inpact of the proposals cannot be properly or fully
assessed.

Flood Risk - As identified by others, alnobst the entire site is

| ocated within Flood Zones 2 & 3. Were any sources of flooding are
identified, the latest National policy requires a sequenti al test
to be undertaken. The submtted Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent (FRA) refers
to the need for a sequential test yet provides nothing further. This
is anmjor flawin the application given the acknow edged flood ri sk
issues in the local area and therefore does not conply with VWBC own
Local Plan. Mreover, the Flood and Water Managenent Act pl aces
statutory duties on risk nanagenent authorities to reduce flood risk
and prevent adverse flood consequences. The siting of a najor fuel
depot in an area subject to flooding would naterially conflict with
those duties, given the heightened risk of pollution, containnent
failure and exacerbation of flood inpacts during flood events.

Trees - The application is supported by a tree survey. This
identifies that there are Category B&C trees close the application
site boundary beyond the applicant's control. These arguably
contribute to the rural character of the area and formpart of the
adj acent Local WIldlife Site (LWS). The proposal introduces the
raising of the gro und levels along the southern site boundary al ong
with several retaining walls. These works woul d appear to fal
within the root protection areas (RPA) of these offsite trees. No
Arboricultural |npact Assessnent

(AIA) & Method Statenent appears to hav e been submitted to
denonstrate how the proposed works will be inplenented w thout
causing harmto these trees.

Ecol ogy - The building to be denolished was only identified as
having | ow potential for the presence of bats, therefore requiring
only one energence survey. Rural buil dings near woodl and and water
have a very high footprint for bats with records show ng high
nunmbers in the

area. It is highly dubious that only one survey has been requisite
for this application and therefore is not in keeping with NPPF

gui dance (193) that prioritises nmitigating inpacts, even
pronoting net gains for biodiversity and enhancing the natura
environnent in an area

already rich in biodiversity. How this application neets WBC s CP7
test to ensure that sites designated as of inportance for nature
conservation will be conserved and enhanced given its proxinity to
Loddon Lakes, is beyond ne.

Traffic - An increase of anticipated daily traffic to the extent of
one vehicle arriving every three mnutes to site is conpletely
unacceptable for a road that is already extrenely busy between two
villages. An industrial fuel depot should not be sited next to a
nature reserve and river supply, not to nmention the hours of



operation of the site which would contravene NPPF 185. Pl anni ng
applications should be refused if the application presents a
'severe residual inpact' to the local area (NPPF 116). Splay and
si ghtedness of traffic fromthe point of access to the site cannot
be adhered to in both

directions of travel, not to nention the knock-on effect that high
HGY nunbers woul d have on active travel locally.

Safety - the proposed site is very close to |local schools including
Charvil Piggott Primary School. Many children wal k t hrough the
village including along the Od Bath Road to school. The |oca

Nei ghbour hood Pl an expects new devel opnent to: "Enhance the

exi sting condition and provi de safe and easy access to | oca
anenities". This planning application includes no nitigation
measur es what soever and therefore presents a real and tangible risk
to both parents and children wal king to school

Sunmary:

In summary, the application has a nunber of procedural flaws and
should be invalidated. In addition, the application is |acking
sufficient technical detail which neans the proposals cannot be
fully assessed against relevant planning |ocal plan policies and
t he NPPF.

The | ack of thorough environnental assessnent falls short of the

m nimumrequired to enabl e the planning departnent to determ ne the
i mpact of devel opnent on the surroundi ng natural environnent,
including the nature reserve, wetl ands, protected species and trees.
The LPA has a duty to resist devel opnment where these inpacts are
unknown.

| strongly oppose the proposed devel opnent and woul d expect the
Pl anning Officer and Planning Conmttee to ensure that resident
concern is put first before comercial interest and refuse this
application.

Yours faithfully,

Leon Cook
WBC Conservative Council Candi date



