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COWENTS:

I live in Riseley, Berkshire and have for over 30 years and | wite
to object formally to

t he above planning application and to the cross boundary application
to Hart District Council (260917) . | note that very little of

the shown application actually falls within Hart District Council.

| believe that this application will have a significant inpact on
Ri sel ey's character, countryside setting, traffic and | oca
roads,wildlife, amenities and utilities.

| feel that this application is inappropriate in a countryside side
setting with ancient woodl and to one side and approach roads, Sun
Lane & Bull Lane, both being single track lane currently used as

f oot pat hs and bri dl enays.

The proposal is outside the defined settlenent boundary of Riseley
and as far as | can see for planning purposes of both councils is
defined as being in the countryside. The site is currently
agricultura

/ pastoral |and rather than previously devel oped | and

In the applicant's statenent he recognises conflict with the counci
devel opnent plan as he states that Riseley is a "Linited Devel opnent

Location" and the proposal does not neet various points of
Woki ngham s Core Strategy Policy.

In ny opinion the scale of 44 dwellings with associ ated people and
vehicles is not in any way a rounding-off of the village. It would
be a significant devel opnent into countryside which is outside the
settl enent boundary and cause significant problens for the village
as far as traffic, drainage, flooding, habitat destruction, |ight
pol lution, accessibility to doctors, dentist, schools etc.

Previ ous proposals for residential

devel opnent on this site or in this

part of Riseley, were previously rejected as

unsui tabl e. Nothing of any consequence has changed since these

previ ous

decisions, as the land still remains outside the settlenent

boundary, wthin

the countrysi de and dependent on the sane linited village services
The narrow rural |anes are the sane as are all the other issues such
as ancient woodland and wildlife habitats. So i woul d assune that
the sanme deci sion/conclusion should be reached this tine.

In addition a recent application for devel opnent on land to the east
side of Dukes Field Cottage (231443) was al so rejected by Hart

Di strict Council/Wkingham Di strict Council for a variety of reasons
( and is significant)as it included the |oss of an inportant

wood| and

buf fer,

fragmentation and isolation of green infrastructure, detrinental

i mpact on | andscape character, significant |oss of TPO protected
trees and associated inpact on wildlife habitats, and the site being



in an unsustainable | ocation

with a lack of services and anenities wthin wal king di stance.

Al'l of these rejection reasons apply to this devel opnent too and
shoul d support the conclusion that this devel opnent shoul d be

used.

The application site is part of the rural edge of Riseley. The

pl anni ng statenment describes the site as two pastoral fields divided
by a m xed tree and hedgerow belt, enclosed by hedgerows, trees and
informal field boundaries. The applicant itself accepts that

devel opnent of the site with

housi ng woul d "inevitably change" its |andscape contribution by

i ntroducing built devel opnent on pastoral |and which will exasperate
other issues for existing residents. The w dening of the junction of
Sun

Lane wi th Basi ngst oke Road woul d erode sone of the rural character
of the village right near the entrance to the village and coul d
cause danmmge to the roots of trees and hedges. This harmis not just
|l ocalised as the village is defined not only by its existing housing
but by its rural single track roads, paths, Ronman roads such as the
Devil's Hi ghway but also by its trees , hedgerows and the wildlife
that live in these areas of countrysi de and woodl and and use it and
the fields as a green corridor

In the applicant's own docunents it shows that Riseley has only a
limted

range of day-to-day facilities within wal king distance. The pl anni ng
statenent identifies facilities in Riseley as a village hall with
tea roomand a pub, and notes that Swallowfield, contains including
a small shop and a nedical practice. Therefore villagers have to use
a vehicle to access nost services as the bus service is linmted and
only runs hourly, (not on Sundays) and only goes to Readi ng. There

is no service to surroundi ng towns such as Basi ngst oke, Hook |,

Woki ngham and therefore no access el sewhere for enpl oynent
opportunities,schools, nurseries, leisure facilities etc. The
proposal details the Doctors in Swallowfield and Lanbs Lane Schoo

as 34 mn and 44 mnute wal k

respectively which nakes this site unsuitable for devel opnent both
for fanilies and elderly people w thout access to a vehicle
particularly as there are no cycl eways or conpl ete pavenents to

ei ther prem ses.

The devel opnent proposes junction anmendnents to the existing Sun
Lane / B3349 Basi ngstoke Road junction and the realignnent of Sun
Lane to provide a new access road with a footpath into the site. The
exi sting Sun Lane would be tied into the new site access road by a
new ni nor

priority junction arrangenent. | feel this is a major change to a
narrow rural lane and the junction to the B3349 is at a sensitive
edge of village location with a 60 nph speed linit in force and
between |isted cottages.

| feel that this devel opnent and the rel evant vehicle access is not
safe for either the vehicles, cyclists, pedestrians and horse riders
who currently have to use this narrow | ane. Al so the additiona
vehicles will worsen the queues at rush hour tines with traffic
trying to access the A33. W are already a rat run at peak tines and
what could anpbunt to a mininum of 88 extra cars is unthinkable.

This application will have a significant inpact on the outl ook of
properties on the Basingstoke Road and Yeosfield. | note that the
current application is an outline application for access and 44



dwel Il ings without any further detail. The planning statenent states
that |ayout, scale,

appearance and | andscaping will be determined later if outline
permi ssion is granted. But | feel those nmatters are central to the
deci sion due to the effect on nei ghbouring residents, including
over |l ooki ng, | oss of green space,

lighting, noise, loss of tranquillity and the day-to-day experience
of living beside the site. The site is at a higher point of the
village and therefore would be very visible to all and is therefore
unsuitable for this reason as well as others previously nentioned.

The application site as previously nentioned is very near to a site
of archaeol ogi cal inportance. The site lies immediately north

of a Roman road connecting London to Silchester .There is possible
archaeol ogical renains within the site as a consequence. | note that
the applicant will factor this in by a precautionary approach but
given the scale of the devel opnent works, access road, drainage and
services that will have to be put in, i think that this will not be
possi bl e.

The site lies within the 5 km buffer zone of the Thanes Basin Heat hs
Special Protection Area and the devel opnent will apply pressure to
their zone. As far as the biodiversity report, it identifies a
likely net loss of 8.98 habitat units, equivalent to a 59.54%/ oss.
It also states that this will be updated at reserved matters which
seens a very uncertain basis to nmake a decision on

Whil st | have no doubt there will be conpensatory offers to sweeten
the proposal but it does not change the fact that this piece of
land is a green area of the countryside with significance to the
village character , inportance to residents for leisure facilities
such as wal king, riding and significant inportance for wildlife
habitats and trees . There is an area of ancient woodl and to the
north and a area of deciduous

woodl and to the south-west. As i understand it ancient woodland is
to be protected.

The application site and its boundaries contain inportant tree and
he dge features. The arboricultural report surveyed 33 trees, nine
groups and two hedges. It identifies one Category A tree & seven
trees and three groups of Category B value. It also records

that trees T34 and T36 appear to be protected by Tree Preserva tion
Orders. There is also nention of an oak (T29 category b tree)

whi ch Root area woul d be severely inpacted by the new hi ghway and
associ ated excavation work particularly as no dig construction
techni ques cannot not be used. So possible that this oak will not
survive.

The drai nage strategy depends on details to be fixed later. There is
a current inpact of run off/flooding on existing properties and this
will be nade worse by the dwellings proposed and hard

| andscaping. | note that various investigations are proposed which
indicates that the applicant is aware that this is a problemand an
unsuitable site for devel opnent.

So for all the reasons |isted above | would ask that this
application is refused by both councils






