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COWENTS:

I wish to object to this planning application for the foll ow ng
reasons.

1. Asimlar proposal was part of a previous planning application
(PA190286) which was refused on appeal (APP/ X0360/W 19/3235572).
Sonme of the reasons for the refusal include protection of
countryside and wildlife, maintaining the settlenent boundaries
bet ween Woki ngham and Fi nchanpst ead, adverse inpact on nei ghbouring
properties and harmto the local |andscape and nothing in this
application changes these reasons, so they still apply.

2. Impact to local residents adjacent to the site. This plan

i ncludes an acoustic fence 3.5m high across the width of the two
proposed

pitches as well as netting of nearly double that height behind the
two rugby goal posts. As the plans show, these will be very close
to the boundary of the nei ghbouring houses and will be a significant
detrinental visual inpact on their properties as well as the inpact
of noise and the risk of damage fromballs that could cone over
their boundaries. The pitches are too close to residential
properties.

3. Flooding, the land is known by |ocal residents to be subject to
flooding and this risk to both the proposed sports pitches and the
surroundi ng area has not been adequately assessed. |f the
construction of the pitches is such that rain runs off the | and,
there is a greater flood risk to the surrounding residential roads,
particularly Luckley Road which has a history of severe floods.

4, There is already a significant issue with traffic for the schoo
and as this application does not include any additional parking or
mtigation of the current issues, the effect on local residential
roads will be adverse and significant.

5. Biodiversity. The ecol ogical report does not appear to have
covered the inpact on the known species in the area. Birds and bats
will be negatively inpacted by the netting and barriers proposed
ground based species including protected ones |ike great created
newts (which are known to be in the area) will be evicted and have
been excluded fromthe assessnent.

6. Settlement gap. In the local plan this site is defined as the
countryside and it is a green field, part of a defined green gap

bet ween the settlenents of Wki nghamtown and Fi nchanpstead. This
schene woul d cause significant erosion of the gap and would be a
change of character to the area

7. Trees and Hedges. There are inconsistencies in the plans in

di fferent docunents in the application, for exanple the proposed
acoustic fence has not been included in the Tree Protection Plan in
Appendi x 1. Looking at the equivalent plan in the Proposed Site
Plan docunment | see that the acoustic fence will abut the RPAs of 3
trees and cut across the RPAs of 3 trees. This would necessitate

t he

cutting of the tree canopies to acconmpdate the barrier and as 4 of
these 6 trees are protected by TPOs, the exclusion of this factor is
a serious onmission. There is also no assessnent of the acoustic



effect of having tree canopi es around an acoustic barrier and

assune that noise will ensue fromthe tree canopies brushing or
hitting the barrier depending on the wind speed and direction. An
acoustic barrier needs to be far enough outside the canopy area of
adj acent trees to allow for 10, 20 or nore years of growh of the
canopi es. 8. Tree Root Protection Areas. Demarcation of protective
barriers around the tree RPAs has been included in the plan in
Arboricultural Assessnent Appendix 1. However, for tree 70, a tree
with a TPO and for tree 71, these barriers are significantly within
the RPA and for tree 70 nearly a quarter of the root area will be
subject to

construction damage, ground conpaction and potential canopy damage
as well. RPA neans a protected area and this plan will have a high
negative inpact on a significant protected tree. Al so the ion of
the acoustic barrier will also require ground penetration across the
RPAs of the 6 trees along the western boundary, including tree 70
and nearly half of it's canopy dianeter. Not only are these
significant factors, but there is no discussion of them or
mtigation plans included in the application.

9. Safety. In talking to rugby players and particularly ones who
have sons who play and who have coached junior teans, they are very
concerned over several aspects of this pitch design. Firstly, they
are very concerned that significant tree trunks are close to the
pitch, particularly at the corners where inexperienced players nay
tackle and roll some distance. Tree 70 is too close to the corner
of the pitch for the players to be safe. Secondly, they believe that
any trees close to the pitch and certainly any that overhang it
require significant ground nmi ntenance to ensure the pitch surface
is cleared of all leaves and tree debris before matches. Thirdly
they strongly advise that ball-stopping netting is needed for a

wi der length than just behind the goal posts as younger and

i nexperienced players can kick balls high and wide and this would be
a threat to the properties bordering the pitch, and potentially to
any people enjoying their private gardens. | have not seen a safety
assessnent for this

application fromthe school for their players and visiting teans,

nor for the nei ghbouring properties and their owners and guests.
10. | also note that Sports Engl and have objections to aspects of

t he proposed pitch designs.

For these reasons | would ask the planning teamand the pl anning
conmittee to reject this application



