PLANNI NG REF . 260577
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Nine Mle Ride
. Finchanpstead, Berkshire

: R0 3NL
SUBM TTED BY : M WFrewin
DATE SUBM TTED : 29/04/2026

COWENTS:
# Objection to Planning Application 260577

**Application:** Full retrospective application for the change of
use of land for the stationing of caravans to form2 no. Gypsy and
Travel l er pitches, plus access and ancillary works.

**Site:** Caravan Site, Land South of Valois, Range Road,
Fi nchanpst ead, R&G40 3NR

** Appl i cant:** Sheridan

| wite as a nearby resident to object to this application. The
objection is based on the nmaterial planning grounds set out bel ow
The retrospective status of the application is not, in itself,
either a ground for refusal or a reason to grant permission; the
proposal falls to be assessed on its planning nerits as though the
devel opnent had not yet been carried out. Wiere | refer belowto
wor ks al ready undertaken on the land, | do so because those works
are thensel ves evidence of the planning harns in issue.

## 1. Departure fromthe statutory devel opnent plan

The site sits outside every defined settlenent boundary in the
borough and is designated as countryside in:

- the adopted Wki ngham Borough Core Strategy and Managi ng
Devel opment Delivery Local Plan (2010);

- the energi ng Woki ngham Local Pl an Update (2024 consultation
draft);

and

- the made Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an

None of these plans allocates the land for traveller accommobdation
or for any other form of devel opnent. Section 38(6) of the

Pl anni ng and Conpul sory Purchase Act 2004 requires the determ nation
to be nade in accordance with the devel opnent plan unless materi al
consi derations indicate otherw se. The subm tted docunents discl ose
no such

consi deration of sufficient weight to displace the clear conflict
with the plan.

## 2. Departure fromthe Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS,
Decenber 2024)

Par agraph 26 of the PPTS requires |ocal planning authorities to
"very strictly limt newtraveller site devel opnent in open
countrysi de

that is away fromexisting settlements or outside areas allocated in
t he devel opnent plan." The site here is in open countryside, is
detached fromany existing settlenment, and is unallocated. It falls



squarely within the category of devel opnent that national policy
directs the Council to strictly limt.

Par agraph 27 directs authorities to attach weight to the effective
use of previously devel oped, untidy or derelict land. The
application site is none of those: it is woodland and greenfield in
character, and the |loss of trees and introduction of hardstanding
represent a degradation of that character rather than the
rehabilitation of disturbed |Iand.

## 3. Unsustai nabl e | ocation

The site fails the sustainability tests in the National Planning
Pol i cy Framework (NPPF) and the PPTS;

- there are no shops, schools, GP surgeries or other day-to-day
services w thin wal ki ng di stance;

- Range Road has no footway and no surfaced pedestrian route to any
settl enent or service;

- there is no cycle infrastructure linking the site to nearby
settlenents; and

Cccupants woul d be wholly dependent on private notor vehicles for
every daily activity. That outcone conflicts with NPPF Chapter 9
(Pronoting sustai nable transport), with PPTS Policy B (which
requires reasonable access to local services and facilities), and
wi th adopted and energing | ocal plan policies directing devel opnent
to sustainabl e

| ocati ons.

## 4. H ghway safety

The Council has previously refused devel opnent on | and served by
Range Road on hi ghway safety grounds. The reasons given on that
earlier refusal included:

- intensified use of the substandard junction of Range Road with the
B3430 Nine Mle Ride, to the detrinent of road safety and traffic
flow, and

- additional traffic on Range Road itself, a road substandard in

wi dt h and construction, increasing the risk of accidents.

Nei t her circunstance has changed. The Range Road / Nine Mle Ride
junction is unaltered, and Range Road remai ns a single-track
unsurfaced | ane w thout passing places. O particular note in this
case, the applicant has carried out works to widen the carriageway
of Range Road. Those works, undertaken by the applicant, are direct
evi dence that the existing highway is inadequate to accomodate the
vehicle types associated with the proposed use. A road that has had
to be widened by a private individual in order to be used by their
vehicles is, by definition, not fit to serve a residentia

devel opnent as exi sting.

The previous refusal reasons remain nmaterial considerations in the
determ nation of this application. They have not been overcone.

## 5. Harmto rural character and the green gap



Range Road is part of an undevel oped tract between established
routes through the wider forest |andscape, including Nine Mle Ride
and

Sandhurst Road, and is identified as part of a green gap in the

Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an. Denonstrabl e harm has
al ready arisen, and woul d continue, through

- the loss of trees fromthe site

- the stationing of caravans, representing residential built form
within a stretch of countryside that is currently otherw se
undevel oped;

- the introduction of hardstanding and a vehi cul ar access onto the
road frontage;

- external lighting and associ ated vehicle novenents, including at
night, in an area where neither was previously present; and - the
cunul ative urbanising effect on a rural |ane where no conparabl e
resi dential devel opnent exi sts.

These effects are inconsistent with adopted and energing |l ocal plan
policies requiring devel opnent to respect the character of the
surroundi ng area and the street scene, and wi th nei ghbourhood pl an
policies protecting the green gap

## 6. Drainage and utilities

The site is not served by mains drai nage, nmains sewerage or mains
utilities. The subnmitted application has not adequately
denonstr at ed:

- how foul drainage is being managed wi thout harmto groundwater or
surface water quality;

- how the hardstanding now in place affects surface water runoff,
and what nmitigation is in place; or

- how utility provision has been or will be achieved wi thout further
di sturbance to the rural setting.

Wthout that information, the Council cannot be satisfied that the
devel opnent accords with NPPF Chapter 14 (climate change, flooding
and coastal change) or Chapter 15 (conserving and enhanci ng the
natural environnent). The retrospective nature of the application

is no answer to this point: harmthat has already occurred is harm
the Council is entitled to weigh, and the absence of supporting

t echni ca

i nformati on does not becone | ess material because the devel opnent is
in place.

## 7. Biodiversity and the natural environnent

The site conprises wooded countrysi de. The devel opnent entails the
| oss of trees, the introduction of hardstandi ng over what was
previously perneabl e and vegetated ground, and the | oss of woodl and
habitat. The application shoul d denonstrate conpliance with the
statutory biodiversity net gain requirenent and with NPPF Chapter
15. The conbi ned effect of hardstanding, residential occupation
external lighting and vehicle novenents anounts to a materia
adverse effect on the ecological value of the site and the
surroundi ng woodl and. None of that harmis mtigated by the

devel opnent havi ng al ready been undertaken



## 8. Availability of nore suitable sites

To the extent that there is an identified need for additiona
travell er pitches in the borough, PPTS paragraph 27 directs
authorities to attach weight to the use of previously devel oped,
untidy or derelict land. Qher locations are better served by
infrastructure, closer to services, and have safer highway access.
Identified need should be net through the plan-naking process and
the allocation of suitable sites, not by the regularisation of an
unal | ocat ed, unsustainable countryside site that has been brought
forward outside that process.

## Concl usi on

The proposal conflicts with the statutory devel opnent plan and with
nati onal Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. The hi ghway safety
reasons that led to the previous refusal of devel opnment served by
Range Road renai n unaddressed, and the applicant's own w dening of
the carriageway is direct evidence that the highway is inadequate.
The devel opnent causes material harmto hi ghway safety, rura
character, the designated green gap, biodiversity, and sustainable
transport objectives. The retrospective character of the application
does not |essen any of that harm and there are no nateri al

consi derations of sufficient weight to outweigh it.

The application should be refused.



