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COWENTS:
Formal Objection to Richborough Estates' Proposed Devel opnent Pl an

Dear Pl anning officer,

Pl ease see ny conments below in response to the Richborough's
pl anni ng proposa

1. Location Qutside Defined Settlenment Boundaries

Ri chbor ough Pl anni ng Proposal docunent Reference:

- Page 5, Paragraph 2.1: Confirnms the site is | ocated outside the
defined settlenent boundary.

Woki ngham s Adopt ed MDD Ref er ence:

- Policy ADPP1 - Spatial Strategy (Page 23): Requires that mmjor
devel opnent be contained within defined settlenent boundaries.

- Policy ADPP6 - Eastern Area (Page 33): Specifically limts

devel opnent in countryside areas such as the one in question

bj ection: The proposed devel opnent lies clearly outside Wkinghanis
establ i shed settlenent boundary and is designated countryside. This
is not an allocated site for housing, and no exceptiona

ci rcunst ances have been presented that would justify an override of
t hese

restrictions. Allowing this application would be directly contrary
to strategic policies ADPP1 and ADPP6 and woul d open the floodgates
to further unjustified countrysi de devel opnent.

2. Unsustainable Scale, No Infrastructure Strategy

Ri chbor ough Pl anni ng Proposal docunent Reference:

- Page 10, Paragraph 3.2: Proposes the construction of 420 new
hones.

- No concrete plans or tinelines are presented for schools, GP
services, public transport, or conmmunity infrastructure.

Woki ngham s Adopt ed MDD Ref er ence:

- Policy CS5 - Infrastructure (Page 45): Requires new devel opnent
to deliver appropriate infrastructure upfront.

- Policy CS6 - Transport Infrastructure (Page 46): Stresses the

i mportance of transport capacity and access.

bj ection: The devel opnent woul d i ntroduce approximately 1,600 new
resi dents, placing unmanageabl e strain on schools, roads,
heal t hcare, and other services. There are no confirned commitnents
to

infrastructure delivery, and Ri chborough fails to propose a tineline
or funding guarantee. This anounts to pieceneal planning and is in
violation of CS5 and CS6.

We argue that no conditional or "future-dated" infrastructure
proposal s should be acceptable. There nust be no caveats all ow ng
land to revert to the developer if the council fails to deliver
amenities. |nstead:

Al'l infrastructure and conmunity benefits nust be funded and

i mpl ement ed upfront, as a prerequisite for any buildi ng work.



3. Energency Access and Evacuation Ri sk

Ri chbor ough Pl anni ng Proposal docunent Reference:

- Page 12, Paragraph 4.1: Al proposed access routes |ead toward
Bur ghfi el d.

Woki ngham s Adopt ed MDD Ref er ence:

- Policy CS6 - Transport and Access (Page 46)

bj ection: In the case of a genuine energency particularly one

i nvol ving the Atom c Weapons Establishnment (AWE) in Burghfield, or
even w despread flooding or fire this site becones a high-risk trap,
as all exit routes converge toward a single danger zone. This is a
gross failure of sustainable and safe design. It breaches CS6 and

vi ol ates NPPF Paragraphs 110 and 112, which require that new

devel opnents ensure safe and reliable access.

4. Presence of Protected Species - Ecol ogical Breach

Ri chbor ough Pl anni ng Proposal docunent Reference:

- Page 15, Paragraph 5.3: Refers to "prelimnary ecol ogi ca
assessnents" but provides no detailed findings, mtigation
strategies, or licensed species surveys.

On-Site Ecol ogical Reality:

- The site is confirnmed to be inhabited by bats, a European
protected

speci es.

- Deer are also regularly sighted within the field boundaries and
hedger ows.

Woki ngham s Adopt ed MDD Ref er ence:

- Policy CS17 - Biodiversity and Geodi versity (Page 43)

Legi sl ati on Breached:

- WIldlife and Countryside Act 1981

- Conservation of Habitats and Species Regul ati ons 2017 (UK
Habi t at s

Directive)

bj ection: Al UK bat species and their roosts are strictly
protected. It is a crimnal offence to:

- Damage or destroy a roost (even if unoccupied)

- Disturb bats during breeding, hibernation, or roosting

- Obstruct access to a roost

No |icensed bat surveys have been presented. The Ri chborough
proposal is therefore not only in breach of Policy CS17 but illega
under UK wildlife law. Proceeding with this devel opnent woul d
expose the council and devel oper to potential judicial review or
crimnal

enf or cenent .

5. Loss of Rural Landscape and Character

Ri chbor ough Pl anni ng Proposal docunent Reference:

- Page 18, Paragraph 6.2: M nimzes the devel opnent's visual and
ecol ogi cal inpact.

Woki ngham s Adopt ed MDD Ref er ence:

- Policy CS19 - Landscape and Historic Character (Page 49)

bj ection: The site currently serves as inportant green buffer |and,
connecting habitats and maintaining the rural identity of the area.
The | arge-scal e housi ng devel opnment would irreversibly:

- Renmobve mat ure hedgerows and visual corridors

- Reduce open space between vill ages

- Urbani ze rural settings



This is a clear violation of CS19, and the devel oper's downpl ayi ng
of this inpact is msleading and danger ous.

6. Pattern of Disregard - Richborough's Track Record

Ri chbor ough has a notable history of pursuing inappropriate,
premature, or specul ative devel opnents, including:

1. Shol den, Kent: Application for 117 hones rejected on
environnental grounds.

2. Hanmpton Magna, Warwickshire: Initial refusal due to transport and
i nfrastructure concerns.

3. Cheshire East: Legal dispute reached the Suprene Court over
protected "Green Gap" | and.

bj ection: Richborough has repeatedly challenged and attenpted to
circunvent |ocal devel opnent franmeworks, and they cannot be trusted
to act in the long-terminterest of the borough. To allow themto
proceed here on a site already in breach of six major planning
policie s and protected wildlife | aw would be to underm ne the

| egiti macy of Woki nghamis planning policy entirely.

7. Dangerous Precedent |f Approved

I f Woki ngham Bor ough Council or planning officers pernmt this
application to proceed despite the overwhel mi ng breaches, the

foll owi ng dangerous precedent will be set:

- Council policies will be seen as optional and no | onger
enforceabl e - Devel opers will be enbol dened to push further into the
countryside - Protected wildlife and ecological legislation will be
openly disregarded

- Future infrastructure demands will be ignored or "retrospectively
proni sed"

- Community trust in the Council's ability to uphold | ocal planning
rules will be |ost

8. |F THE APPLI CATION I S APPROVED Non- Negoti abl e Conditions for
Communi ty Benefit

Despite the nunerous breaches and | egal shortconings outlined in
this objection, should the Council and planning officers choose to
approve Ri chborough's proposed devel opnent, the follow ng mni num
conditions nust be inposed to protect the public interest and
preserve conmunity

cohesi on.

Absol ute Requirenent: No Caveats, No C awbacks, No Conditiona
Infrastructure

There nmust be no clauses that:

- Allow | and "reserved" for schools or clinics to revert back to
Ri chbor ough Est ates

- Defer infrastructure delivery to future stages

- Make community benefits contingent on future funding rounds

Al'l conmmunity benefits nust be delivered by the devel oper BEFORE any
housi ng constructi on begins.

This is in accordance with:

- NPPF Par agraph 58: Pl anning obligations nust be "necessary,
directly related to the devel opnent, and fairly and reasonably
related in

scale."

- Community Infrastructure Levy Regul ati ons 2010: Benefits nust be
secured in advance and enforced transparently.

8.1 Proposed Community Benefits - Mandatory

1. Wdeni ng and Upgradi ng of Local Roads



0 Ri chborough nust fund the w dening of all primary and secondary
roads inpacted by the devel opnent, especially those |eading into and
out of Burghfield and the w der parish area.

o Road i nprovenents nust neet Departnment for Transport safety and
ener gency evacuation standards.

2. Creation of a New Local Primary Schoo

oA full school site (not just land allocation), conplete with
construction, staff-ready facilities, and equi pnent, to acconmopdate
the incomng famlies.

oNo shared or split-site nodels pernmitted.

3. Direct Funding for Local GP Recruitnent and Practice Support

0 Ri chborough nust establish a ring-fenced fund specifically for the
recruitnent, retention, and operation of new general practitioners
and staff, in conjunction with local Cinical Conm ssioning G oups
(CCGs).

0 GP bui l dings nmust be constructed or expanded to accommopdat e at

| east 1,600 new patients.

4. Local Anenities: Shops, Gym and Community Centre

o0 The proposed |local centre nust include retail space, fitness/gym
facilities, and a community hub open to all I|ocal residents.

0 These nust be built and operational prior to any occupation of new
hones.

5. Significantly Reduced Housi ng Nunbers

o0 The proposed figure of 420 honmes is wholly excessive. W propose
that this be reduced by at |east 50% to a naxi mum of 200 hones, in
order to align with

?Policy CS4 - Housing Mx, Density, and Layout (MDD Page 42),

whi ch requires devel opnent to be "of an appropriate scale and
massing in relation to its surroundi ngs."

? NPPF Par agraph 124 & 127: Requiring devel opnents to be
"synpathetic to local character, including the surrounding built
envi ronnent and | andscape setting."

6. Protection of Privacy: No Back-to-Back Devel opnent

o New hones nust not back directly onto existing properties. This
avoi ds:

? Over | ooki ng

? Over shadowi ng

?Loss of residential privacy and anenity

Legal Reference:

0 Bui | di ng Research Establishnent (BRE) Guidelines on mninmm
spacing for privacy, as cited in:

?Fitzpatrick Devel opnents Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government [2008]: Failure to respect existing residentia
anenity can justify refusal

? Local authority design guides often specify a mnimmof 21 netres
bet ween rear el evations this nmust be uphel d.

9. Current Benefits Package is |nadequate

The benefits outlined by R chborough (Vi ewDocunent, Page 21
Par agraph 6.4) are:

- General i sed, underfunded, and vague

- Contain no enforceable comitnents

- Are unfit to support 1,600 additional residents

This "gesture package" does not address core pressures on
infrastructure, education, transport, or healthcare. The pl anni ng
authority nust not accept these token prom ses at face val ue.



10. Strong Recommendati on

G ven the scale of:

- Policy violations

- WIldlife | egislation breaches

- Emergency access failures

- Ecol ogi cal destruction

- Weak community benefit proposals

- And Ri chborough's track record nationally

W firmy reiterate that this application nust be rejected outright.
However, should it progress, the Council nust legally require that:

- Community infrastructure be delivered in full, in advance
Housi ng nunbers be hal ved

- All devel opnent respects existing homes and character

A detail ed ecological and | egal assessnment is conpleted

Failure to uphold these safeguards would be a dereliction of duty,
violate the Council's Local Plan, and set a dangerous pl anning
precedent for specul ative devel opnent across Wki ngham Bor ou

gh.



