PLANNI NG REF . 260577
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Ranpse
. Range Road, Woki ngham Berkshire

: R0 3NR
SUBM TTED BY : David Craddock
DATE SUBM TTED : 29/04/2026

COWENTS:
bj ection to planning application 260577

The Pl anni ng Application includes a nunber of nmaterial inaccuracies
and omi ssions that | feel should be corrected in order for the
application to be properly consi dered.

The Application does not include the Applicants full details, with
their Forenane not provided for sone reason

The Application states that the work or change of use had al ready
started when in fact work only began after the Application was nade
on the 6th March 2026.

The Application states that the work or change of use had been

conpl eted by the 6th March 2026 which is incorrect, work on the site
(including fencing, introduction of a gate and the bringing of a
static caravan onto the site) took place after 6th March 2026.

Whil st a small touring caravan was brought on site at sone point in

the night presunably to denpnstrate that soneone was "living" there
this was just perfornmative. The small touring caravan has since
been noved off the site. It should also be noted that the

devel opnent of the site as set out in the plans is still not
conpl et e.

The applicant has responded "No" to the question "Does the proposed
devel opnent require any materials to be used externally?". This
shoul d be Yes given that the fencing and gate facing onto Range Road
is significant in size and |l ocation

Under Pedestrian and Vehicle Access, Roads and Rights of Way the
applicant states that there is no new vehicul ar access proposed to
or fromthe public highway. This is incorrect as the site did not
previ ously have an access point to Range Road (access had
previously been via Valois Farn). After the planning application
was nade on the 6th March 2026 the applicant nmade an access point
ont o Range Road (a Byway and hence public hi ghway).

Under Vehicle Parking the applicant has said no to the question
"Does the site have any existing vehiclel/cycle parking spaces or
wi |l the proposed devel opnent add/renove any parki ng spaces?" The
site did not have any vehicle parking prior to its devel opnent and
t he pl anned

devel opnent includes a parking area. As such | would say that the
statenent is false as parking spaces are being added.

Under Trees and Hedges it states that there are no trees or hedges
on the proposed devel opnent site. There were trees in the south west
corner (now renoved) and trees on the boundary with Range Road
(sone of which were renoved to nmake way for the Access road). As
such the statenent that there are no trees on the proposed

devel opnent site is

fal se.



Under Assessnent of Flood Risk it states that surface water will be
di sposed of via a Sustainable Drainage System and a Soakaway. There
is nothing in the plans provided that set out where the Sustainable
Dr ai nage System and Soakaway are (to be) located or how they wll
function. The aspect of the site neans that any surface water wll
flow fromthe site and onto Range Road. Range Road itself has no
drai nage which neans that the surface water will flow down and
either into Silverstock Bog which is a Local Wldlife Site or onto

t he

ndhur st Road which currently suffers fromfrequent flooding which is
a safety risk for drivers. Contaninated water fromthe site could
therefore pollute the Silverstock Bog. Increased run-off will

i ncrease the degradati on of Range Road which is unnade.

Bi odi versity - The decision to put this in as a retrospective

pl anning application is a clear attenpt to avoid the net gain
requirenent. The current plans will see nbst of the site covered in
hardcore and as a result there will has been a significant reduction
in biodiversity.

Foul Sewage - It is concerning that there are no plans for Foul
Sewage. There are currently what appear to be a portable shower and
toilet unit on site (note that these are not in the plans) and a
cess pit. There is no nmains sewage on the |ane and so how the fou
sewage is to be dealt with needs to be resolved. There is a risk
of local watercourses being polluted by foul sewage and this risk
nmust be

el i m nat ed.

| believe that the application does not do enough to satisfy CPl as
they do not sufficiently linit any adverse effects on water quality
(including ground water), do not ensure the provision of adequate
drai nage and avoid increasing (and where possible reduce) risks of
or fromall forns of flooding (including from groundwater).

| do not believe there to be any utilities to the site. The water
main runs along NNne Mle Ride and the electricity cones up Range
Road fromthe Sandhurst Road but only as far as Valois Farm The
lack of utilities to the site and the lack of facilities for
recycling of

wat er and waste to hel p reduce per capita water consunption or
on-site renewabl e energy features (as set out in CPl) would
suggest that the site is not sustainable.

It should be noted that in order to access electricity and water the

applicant has partaken in illegal activity. For electricity the
applicant dug a cable into the private verge outside of Valois Farm
and under their driveway in order to illegally tap into the

electricity supply. For water it is understood that they have
tapped into the water supply of Valois Farm This is a flagrant
di sregard for the health and safety of neighbours and those using
t he | ane.

Waste Collection - It is concerning that there are no plans for
Waste Collection. |If refuse bins were to be pernanently positioned
outside of the gates to the site this would not be in keeping with
t he



character and appearance of the area (designated after all as
count rysi de).

In the section Residential/Dwelling Units the application states
that proposal will include a gain, |oss or change of use of
residential units. At the tinme of the application this was the case
but in the followi ng section it says that there are two existing
units.

Currently there is only one unit (static and touring caravan) on

the site so either way the response is incorrect. The response is
i nconsi stent and shoul d be revi sed.

The Design and Access Statenent includes a nunber of materia
i naccuraci es:

"The | and appears to have historically been part of a residentia
garden until subdivided and sold." This is factually incorrect. The
| and has never been part of a residential garden as can be seen in
Tab 3 - Local Ad Maps, it was woodl and that was cl eared for

pasture. Up until recently it was used as pasture for grazing

ani mal s.

"The proposed devel opnent is conpliant with the Wki ngham Loca
Plan." The statement is incorrect as the site lies within

desi gnat ed

countryside and is outside the settlenent boundary, contrary to FNDP
Policy AHD1, with no allocation for devel opnent in the 2010

Woki ngham Local Plan, the 2024 draft Local Plan nor the FNDP

"The devel opnent has a very linmted effect on the areas | andscape
and is nerely an "infill' devel opnent in an existing residential
area." The statement is incorrect as the site lies wthin designated
countryside and is outside the settlenent boundary, it is not
therefore "infill". The site already has had a significant inpact
on the areas | andscape. The devel opnent woul d i ntroduce an

urbani sing effect into a rural setting, contributing to increnental
encroachnent into the countryside, contrary to FNDP Policy D2.

"The access is from Range Road onto NNne Mle Drive. The access is
already in existence and is safe. The intensification in use through
t he devel opnent is mininmal and should be no nore than four vehicul ar
novenents a day. The access is safe."

The reference to the access being safe twice belies the fact that it
is far fromsafe.

The application states that there should be no nore than four

vehi cul ar novenents per day. Gven that there are typically 3
vehicles on site and the site is not fully occupied | would say that
the applicant is understating the nunber of novenents each day. The
proposal woul d generate additional traffic on Range Road which is
sub standard in respect of width (circa 2.8mw de) and

construction (it is unpaved, uneven and nuddy after rain). In
March 2026 the Applicant took it on hinself to wi den the road
between the site and Nine Mle Ride (the wi dening was done to all ow
access to Range Road for their caravans). The material renoved
was piled high onto the renaining verges creating an eyesore but

al so maki ng the verges inaccessible for all but the nobst sure
footed. Range Road is well used by dog wal kers, runners and
cyclists, additional traffic conbined with the lack of refuge at



the sides of the road due to the illegal w dening of the road nean

that the risk of accidents to road users will be increased. As such
t he devel opnent is contrary to policies in Core Strategy Policy CP6
- Managi ng Travel Denand.

The proposal woul d generate additional traffic on the substandard
road junction of Range Road with B3430 Nine Mle Ri de which would
adversely affect road safety and the flow of traffic. When exiting
Range Road the junction has very poor visibility of traffic fromthe
right. | would estimate visibility of less than 30 netres fromthe
right which is significantly I ess than the mni nrumforward
visibility that would be required for a new road junction on a 30nph
road. This conbined wth a sloping aspect up onto the B3430 and
hi gh preval ence of

speedi ng nakes the junction high risk and unsuitable for use by
caravans. As such the developnent is contrary to policies in Core
Strategy Policy CP6 - Managi ng Travel Denand.

As noted above, Range Road is typically 2.8mwide (with the
exception of where it was illegally w dened) and has a nunber of
mature trees on its verges. Wth a typical static caravan being 4m
or nore wide (in the docunent "Caravan Plans & El evations" the ca
ravan in the plan is 4 netres wide), | consider Range Road to be
unsuitabl e for bringing such large units onto the site. This was
denonstrated when the

Applicant tried and failed to bring a static caravan onto the site.
I am al so concerned that further w dening of Range Road woul d be
required to get a static caravan of the size proposed onto Range
Road fromthe B3430 and then from Range Road onto the site w thout
further wi dening of Range Road, damage to the verges and renoval of
trees.

The stretch of Range Road between the B3430 and the site is single
track and has no passing places. For Vehicles entering Range Road
fromthe B3430 fromthe east there is limted visibility of any
vehi cl es com ng up Range Road to the junction until they are on
Range Road. This neans that one of the vehicles will need to
reverse on a narrow and substandard road (possibly with a touring
caravan). This increases the risk of accident for all road users.
As such | consider the location is unsuitable for such large static
caravans and is not in conpliance with in Core Strategy Policy CP6
- Managi ng Trave

Denand.

CP1 states that plans should "denonstrate how t hey support
opportunities for reducing the need to travel, particularly by
private car in line with CP6". By the increasing the risk to nore
vul nerabl e road users such as horse riders, cyclists and wal kers,
the current application will only increase the need for travel by
private car

rat her than seeking to reduce it.

In the docunent "Aboricultural Inpact Statenent" it states that no
trees were renoved as part of the developnent. This is a false
statenent. Mature oak, holly and birch trees were renoved to nake
access to the site (the "track"). These can be seen on Google
Street

Vi ew.

The statenent also says "It is proposed that as a precaution that



matting is placed under the track to nmininise any potential effect
on the trees." | would question why this was not done when the
"track" was first built and whether this will ever be done
retrospectively?

It is also stated that " The possibility of conpaction of the soi
around the OCak Trees due to vehicular novenent is mninmal. The main
area of roots of the trees are unaffected by the

devel opnent." This is subjective and given that the verge which is
Ii kely to contain the roots of the trees was renoved to nake way
for the "Track" and the |aying of hardstanding | would say there was
damage to the roots of the trees and continued use of the "Track"
will result in further damage.

| note also that the Aboricultural I|npact Statenent was conpl eted by
the agent rather than a qualified Arboriculturalist. The statenent
was prepared after the trees on site had been chopped down to nake
the access "track"”. It is not clear whether the agent has even been
toth e site and if so, how could he nake the assertions nade.

I do not believe the proposed devel opnent is in conpliance with
Policy CC03 of the Core Strategy Policy as the felling of the trees
to nmake access to the site was not in conpliance with the need to
protect and retain existing trees.

As noted above the devel opnent will change a piece of grazing |and
to an area predom nantly covered by hardcore. This will result in a
reduction in the biodiversity of the area. For the reasons above

do not believe the proposed devel opnent is in accordance with the
Core Strategy Policy CP7: Biodiversity, CP3 (d) and MDD Policy
TB23: Biodiversity and Devel opnent.

In the docunent "GCN' it is stated "The site was devel oped fol |l owi ng
a fingertip search of the land for Geat Crested Newts." Devel opnent
of the site took place after 6pmon the 6th March when is was

al r eady

dark. | would suggest therefore that a finger tip search would be
unlikely to identify anything given the level of light. | would

al so question whether a fingertip search is the best way of |ocating
such animals. | note also that the GCN docunent was conpl eted

al nrost a nonth after the site was devel oped which coul d suggest
Great Crested Newts were an afterthought, why conplete a search for
sonmet hing you didn't know you had to conplete a search for?

In the docunent "Tab - 12 - Redacted Contanination Screening. It
states that the Proposed |and use will be Donestic and Agricul tural
Wth so much of the |and now covered in hardcore | don't believe the
land is still fit for Agriculture. It states that past |and use was
Donestic and Agricultural, this is not the case. The |land was used
for aninmal grazing and has never been for Donestic use.

In response to the statenent "Wat have the existing buildings
onsite been used for?" the agent has responded with "Believed to be
storage and accommodation". Wen the docunent was conpleted by the
agent on 04 March 2026 there were no existing buildings onsite and
as such this declaration was false at the time it was nade. The
only buildings on the site are those put there by the Applicant.

In the section Waste Disposal Activities they have said that there
was evi dence of denolition activities on site and that "There was
evi dence of previous devel opnent on the land. The land is heavily



di sturbed.” At the tine of conpleting the docunent there was no
rubble in the field and it had been used for animal grazing for nmany
years. The land was not heavily disturbed until the 6th March 2026
when several tonnes of building rubble (e.g. concrete, bricks,

tiles etc) were

deposited on the site (to formhardstanding for the caravans) and
the privately owned road outside of the site to allow better access
to the site by the applicant. Wiilst the site pre-devel opnent is

hi ghl y

unlikely to have been contaminated (given its previous use), the
rubbl e brought onto the site by the applicant could be contam nated.

In the Docunent "Conmmunity |nvol venent Statenent” it is stated by
the agent that "The applicant purchased the I and on the open market
so it is assuned that no-one had any objection as to what use it
was put, provided that it net the requirenments of the Local Plan and

Pl anning Policy." This response beggars belief for a nunber of
reasons.
Firstly, | cannot see how it can be assuned that because it was

purchased on the open market that no one coul d have objections.
There are no nechanisns for the comunity to object when the land is
purchased on the open market and as such this statenent is untrue.
The | ocal conmmunity are not objecting to the applicant purchasing
the land, they are objecting to its (illegal) change of use.
Secondly, whilst the land had been on the open narket it did not

sell and was taken off the market. |t was whilst off the narket
that the land was sold to the applicant and as such this is another
false statenent. In the second part of the statenent says that no
one woul d have

obj ections "provided that it met the requirenents of the Local Plan
and Planning Policy." Again, if the applicant actually thought this
and had any consideration for the inpact on the comunity they would
not have devel oped the site before planning approval had been
received. There has been no "Community I nvol venent" and the
applicants actions by developing the site after 5pmon a Friday and
wor ki ng wi th heavy machinery into Saturday norning, and conti nuing

t hroughout the weekend. This caused disrupted sleep and a
significant anount of distress for local residents. They also

bl ocked Range Road on a nunber of occasions w thout notifying |oca
resi dents such as when they conpl eted w deni ng works on Range Road
(a private road). Such actions show their total disregard for

| ocal residents.

In the Docunent "Landscaping Details" it states "The access is
through about a 10m gap between trees covered by tree preservation
orders." Mature oak, holly and birch trees were renoved to nake
access to the site. The tree renoval would have been in breach of
the TPO The docunent labelled "Tab - 1 - Access" does not actually
show where the site accesses Range Road. The access to the site is
to the right of the picture and a picture of where the actual access
has not been provi ded, possibly because the picture would show the
trees that were renoved in breach of the TPO

In "Landscaping Details" it is also stated that "The site is well
shi el ded from public views and should have a mininmal effect on the
character and appearance of the area.”" Wilst this is subjective
believe it to be fundanentally untrue. The site is visible from
Range Road which is a public byway and from nei ghbouring
properties. The devel opnent of gate and frontage is not synpathetic



to the area

(designated as countryside). At night the site is floodlit which
results in significant light pollution which is detrinental to
wildlife and not in keeping with the sites classification as
countryside. In order to provide access for caravans the applicant
wi dened Range Road (a private road) and piled the renoved spoil
stone and rubble onto the remaining verges. This has resulted in an
eyesore that is not in keeping with the character of appearance of
t he area.

The sloping nature of the site neans that it will be clearly visible
fromthe properties on NNne Mle ride which will be |ooking down on
th e site.

The Woki ngham Bor ough Landscape Character Assessnent of 2019 sets
out sone Landscape Quidelines which are not being nmet by this
application. For exanple:

"Conserve the rural character between adjacent towns and village
centres, to protect the

i ndividual identity of settlenents, and retain their sense of

physi cal and visual separation that hel ps define them In particular
protect the sensitive areas of open |and remaining along the B3016
and the A321 between Fi nchanpstead and Woki ngham retain bl ocks of
woodl and al ong the rides and rear of properties under threat from
backl and

devel opnent." This devel opnent is in one of the "sensitive areas of
open | and renai ning along the B3016 and the A321 between

Fi nchanpst ead and Wki nghant'.

"Encourage retention of wooded edges and boundari es al ong roads,
while retaining existing views to open countrysi de and wooded
ridges. Mnimse fencing and ot her boundary structures." The renoval
of trees to allow access to the site and the high gate and fencing
that face Range Road are not consistent with the guidelines.
"Reduce and prevent further noise and |ight pollution through the
sensitive siting of any

new devel opnent, especially any proposed night-tine lighting." The
flood lighting on the site is not consistent with the guidelines.

There is no | andscaping set out in the plan to offset the inpact of
the site on the character and appearance of the area. The proposa
is out of keeping with the established character of the area and
fails to enhance the street scene, contrary to FNDP Policy D3, 1b
and Policy AHD3,3 which states that proposals should have
appropriate landscaping to mtigate their inpact on the surrounding
| andscape.

In the proposal the anpbunt of |and covered by hard standing is
excessi ve given that space is only required for two Gypsy/ Travel |l er
pi tches and vehicle parking. The anmount of hard standing could
acconmodate a far |arger nunber of caravans or vehicles. This
excess of hardstanding will result in additional run-off onto Range
Road, a loss of biodiversity and is out of character with other
properties in the area.

The Policy TB10: Traveller Sites of the MDD is rel evant and has not
been net as the application is not able to prove that:

a) The site is located in the Borough's existing settlenents or is
adj acent to an existing settlenent either with or adjacent to the
Bor ough;



The site is designated as countryside and outside the settlenent
boundary in the 2010 Woki ngham Local Plan, the 2024 draft |ocal plan
and t he Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Plan. The site is
not adjacent to an existing settlenent as there is a field between
it and Nine Mle Ride. Approval of the application will encourage
urban creep and further Gypsy/ Traveller sites on Range Road ("the

| ane") (of which there is currently one al so seeking pl anni ng
per m ssion 260439), significantly changing the character of the

| ane.

b) The site has access to a range of |ocal services such as shops,
health facilities including doctors, schools, and a range of
anenities including play areas and other recreation facilities.
The site is over lkmfromlocal facilities which is not considered
to be close and in effect the the distances are unlikely to be
covered other than by car. Range Road is an unnade road that is
very nmuddy after periods of rain and this neans that wal king wll
be inpractical and will only increase vehicle use on the |ane.

c) Unacceptabl e i npacts on the character and appearance of the
surroundi ng | andscape will be mninised through the sensitive and
appropriate design of the schene.

The application if viewed in conjunction with the Gypsy/ Travell er
site (application 260439) on the opposite side of Range Road from
this proposal will have a significant inpact on the character and
appearance of the |l andscape. The local |andscape is largely

woodl and with four houses set back from Range Road. The | ack of
detail in the plan about how the inpact on the character and
appearance of the area will be nminimsed nean that this requirenent
is not net. The y/Traveller pitch would result in a physica

i ntrusion of developnent into this verdant woodl and area. The
presence of four caravans, two of which would be static, and
ancillary outbuildings together with the trappings of residentia
par aphernalia would be substantially out of place in the current
setting. From Range Road the change to the

appearance of the area would be very noticeable and this would be
significantly harnful to the present appearance of the area. This
woul d be contrary to the provisions of Core Strategy Policy

CP3(a).

If both applications for Gypsy/Traveller sites (this and the
application opposite) were to be approved then they would equate
to 50% of the current dwellings on Range Road. | consider this to
be

di sproportionate to the scale of the existing settlenent and so
contrary to the requirenments of Core Strategy Policy CP2(d) (i)

Core Strategy Policy CP9 seeks to nmanage growh in the borough to
achi eve sustai nabl e devel opnent and the strategy includes allow ng
devel opnent within the devel opnent linmts of Finchanpstead. The site
lies outside of the defined village boundary of Finchanpstead and in
an area recogni sed as countryside.

Policy CP11 of the CS also applies in these circunstances and it
advocates a general presunption agai nst devel opnent except in a few
exceptional cases which does not explicitly include gypsy and
traveller sites. The requirenents of CPll are not net in any way by
t he proposal .

In conclusion, application should be rejected on account of the
nunber of material, inaccuracies, errors and oni ssions.



The pl anned devel opnent should be rejected for a nunber of reasons
whi ch are:

The site is designated countryside and the requirenents for

devel opnent of such a site have not been net.

The site is not sustainable with no access to utilities and only
accessi ble by a notor vehicle via a substandard road.

The devel opnent of the site will damage wildlife and not generate a
net bi odiversity gain.

There will be loss of anenity and increase in danger to the users of
Range Road.



