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COWENTS:
Ref : Planning Application Nunmber 251413 Robin Lodge Nursery, Part
Lane Swal | owfi el d

Pl ease note that | wish to nmake a fornmal objection to this
application. M objections to this are as foll ows:

Fl oodpl ain. The land covered by the application is on a floodpl ain.
I have lived in one of the properties overlooking the |and for over
25 years and al nost every year that land floods. (there is
phot ogr aphi ¢ evidence to support this).

Noi se. The application shows car parking for 12 cars and 2 lorries
and storage for heavy equipnent. This, together with the
possibility of the yard beconmi ng a working tinber yard or builders
yard, woul d

result in a huge increase in noise. As stated in Planning, Design &
Access Statenment the business on the site wo uld now undert ake: -
Loggi ng

- Choppi ng

- Chi ppi ng

- Storage

- Parking forestry plant and nachinery

These are activities that, if undertaken using commercial machinery
(the application also includes a huge building to store this
machi nery), creates huge anmounts of noi se and waste.

Traffic. Vehicles noving in and out of the yard would greatly

i ncrease the anount of traffic on Part Lane; the lane is a single
| ane carriageway with linted passing places and woul d becone
dangerous with such an increase in traffic. As the application is
for storage of very large forestry nachinery that cannot be used
onsite this will require the use of Iow loaders to get themin and
out to every job.

I npact on Swallowfield Village: The statenents in the application
here do not fit with the statenents nade to Bruce Abbott and nyself
on 8th Novenber 2021 by John Ayres, Managing Director and owner of
Ex-Arny Builders. |In summary, the | and covered by the planning
application is owed by two separate entities and they nay one day
be joined up but there was no formal plan to do this at that point,
the two sections can be seen clearly separated on the plan by a
fence with a pedestrian and a vehicle gate in it between the two
properties. M Ayers described this plot as "a conmercial yard"
The plan as drawn wup is mainly hard standing, car parking, an
office building and a | arge vehicle storage building. There is
nothing that differentiates it as "Forestry" and could be used as
any sort of commercial yard (Builders, Lunber, Storage etc). As
such, the application for this part of the site should be for a
commercial yard and this would require a change in usage on the
appl i cation.

a) The land with Building Unit "B" is owned by Ex-Arny Builders Ltd
is sinply a coomercially sal eabl e/l easable office and this would
require a change in usage on the application



- 1500SgM

- Cant een

- Cl oak room

- 1T Comms room

- Stores

-2 Ofice areas

- 12 desi gnated car parking spaces

oThere will be serious inpact on the residential community as
having a comercial yard (or even a forestry heavy nachinery)
yard will greatly increase:

a) Vol une of heavy traffic getting stuck in Part Lane

b) Heavy traffic through the village and through the village of

Ri sel ey

c) Noise, dust & air pollut ion caused by the stated:

- Loggi ng

- Choppi ng

- Chi ppi ng

- The engi nes of the big nmachines and transporters

o0 The transportation of large forestry machinery into and out of the
site on Low Loaders will definitely inpact the |Iocal highway
network. oAs over 1/2 of the entire site will have buildings, car
parking or hard standing on themthere will be a considerable |oss
of

f1 oodpl ai n.

Previ ous Application 201233 2023
This was turned down and went to appeal, Appeal nunber 3339803 2024.
The appeal was di sm ssed.

I have reviewed the plan/site | ayout docunments for both applications
231233 (2023) and 251413 (2025) and the only change is the

renoval of the 2.0mhigh Earth Bund. The "new' site/plan is stil
actual |y dated Novenber 2022 and shows that the application is in
effect identical to the one that was refused on appeal

| have reviewed the appeal decision docunent: | believe that the new
application does not resolve the reasons for dism ssing the appeal

| believe that the new application fails to resolve the foll ow ng

i ssues issues in the appeal Decision docunent dated 7/11/2024

| have used nunbering convention fromthe Appeal Decision Docunent
and retained itens that remain unresolved; |isted belowin bold
italic

nunber s

Mai n | ssues

3. The main issues are: (i) whether the location of the proposed
devel opnent woul d be appropriate, taking account of devel opnent plan
policies and its effect on the character and appearance of the area;
(ii) whether the proposed devel opnent woul d increase the

likelihood of flooding in the area; and (iii) the effect of the
proposed

devel opnent on biodiversity, including protected species.

Reasons

Locati on

4. The appeal site is located outside of any defined settlenent
boundary and is therefore considered to be part of the countryside
for planning purposes. Policy CP11 of the Wki ngham Borough Core
Strategy, 2010 (the LP) sets out that devel opnent outside of
developnent limts will not normally be permtted except where,
anong other things, it contributes to diverse and sustainable rura
enterprises.



7. However, the overarching purpose of the policy is, in part, to
mai ntain the quality of the environnent. In addition, Part 2 of the
policy requires that devel opnent proposals should not lead to
excessi ve encroachnent or expansi on of devel opnent away fromthe
original buildings. The clear aimhere is to preserve the character
and appearance of the site and its surroundings, and this
requirenent is replicated within other LP policies.

8. The Council has noted that the site is located within | andscape
area A2, the Loddon River Valley, and that the area is a rura

| andscape that is characterised by far reaching views, wth bl ocks
of woodl and and houses and farns in between. The appeal site is
situated between existing devel opnent to the north and south and is
relatively well contained which neans that it does not share sone
of the

characteristics of the wider |Iandscape in this area. However, as one
travel s south along Part Lane, away fromthe village of
Swal | owfi el d, the character of the area quickly transforns from
urban to rural. The appeal site, being nostly open and quite
verdant, fornms an inportant part of this transition.

9. The appel |l ant has provided an updated | ayout plan which reduces
the amount of hardstanding on site, and also clarifies that it would
be gravel based. However, despite this, | amof the view that the
anmount of hard standi ng proposed woul d be quite excessive and woul d
have the effect of urbanising the site, thereby reducing its
openness and dancy and eroding the transition fromurban to rural
11. While public views into the site would be very limted, this
does not nean that the hard standing and bund would not lead to
harm Indeed, it seens clear to ne that the proposal would have a
negative effect on the character and 1Council refs: 181365 and
173339 https://ww. gov. uk/ pl anni ng-i nspectorate 2 Appeal Deci sion
APP/ X0360/ W 24/ 3339803 appearance of the area. As such it would
conflict with LP Policies CP1, CP3 and CPl11l, as well as Policies
CC03 and TB21 of the Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery Local Plan, 2014
(the MDD). The rel evant aspects of these policies seek to ensure
that devel opnment maintains the quality of the environnent while
preserving character and appearance, including green infrastructure
networ ks such as areas of countryside.

FI oodi ng

13. However, the Franework does require the provision of a suitable
site-specific flood risk assessnent (FRA). An FRA, prepared by
Qdyssey in January 2023, was subnitted as part of the planning
application process. The Environnent Agency (the EA) objected to
the FRA on the basis that it does not adequately assess the flood

ri sks posed by the devel opnent. The highlighted deficiencies are

qui te nunerous and are nostly technical in nature. They incl ude,
anong other things, a lack of information in relation to site

| evel s, clinmate change allowances and nmitigation for the | oss of any
fl oodpl ai n storage.

14. | note that (Qdyssey has prepared a suppl enentary note to respond
to the EA's comments. However, the EA has maintained its objection
as part of a subsequent response for this appeal. Based on the

i nformati on provided by the EA, | can find no reason to disagree
with their assessnent that the FRA is not sufficient.

15. On that basis, it has not been denonstrated whether the proposed
devel opnent woul d increase the |ikelihood of flooding. As such, it
woul d conflict with LP Policy CP1 and MDD Policies CC09 and CCl10,
the rel evant aspects of which seek to ensure that devel opnent does
not increase flood risk



Concl usi on

19. | have found that the appeal proposal would cause harmin
relation to character and appearance and fl ood risk. In conbination
the harmwoul d likely be quite considerable. Consequently, the
proposal would conflict with the devel opnent plan taken as a whol e,
notw t hstanding that | have not found harmin relation to

bi odi versity. Whilst the forestry business could provide sone
economi ¢ benefits for the local area, and there is potential for

bi odi versity enhancenents on-site, any such benefits are likely to
be noderate in nature. Accordingly, there are no nmateria
considerations, either individually or in conbination, that outweigh
the identified harm and associ ated devel opnent plan conflict. The
appeal is therefore

di smi ssed

As the new application fails to resolve so many of the problens
listed in the Appeal Decline docunent | believe that it essentia
t hat Woki ngham Pl anni ng Departnents refuses the "new' application.



