PLANNI NG REF . 260439
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Bracken House
. Heath Ride, Heath Ride, Finchanpstead, Berkshire

: RG403QU
SUBM TTED BY : Ms J Jones
DATE SUBM TTED : 01/ 04/ 2026

COWENTS:
Pl anni ng Obj ection - Application 260439 (and rel ated proposa
260577)

I wish to object to this application on the follow ng planni ng
grounds:

1. Conflict with devel opnent plan policy

The site lies outside the defined settlenent boundary and is
designate d as countryside in the adopted 2010 Local Plan, the
energi ng 2024 Local Plan, and the Finchanpstead Nei ghbour hood

Devel opnent Pl an. Devel opnent in such locations is strictly
controlled, and this

proposal does not neet the policy tests for exceptions. It would
therefore conflict with the statutory devel opnent plan, contrary to
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Conpul sory Purchase Act 2004.

2. Unsustai nabl e | ocation

The site is not in a sustainable |location as defined by the Nationa
Pl anning Policy Framework (NPPF). It is not within reasonable
wal ki ng distance of essential services (shops, schools,

healthcare), has no realistic access to public transport, and | acks
saf e pedestrian or cycling routes. Future occupiers would be heavily
reliant on private vehicles, which conflicts with NPPF objectives to
pronote sustainable transport.

3. I nadequate and unsafe access

Access is via a narrow, rural, single-track road with linited
capacity and no proper surfacing in parts. This road is unsuitable
for the level and type of traffic likely to be generated, including
| ar ger

vehi cl es such as caravans. The proposal would intensify use of a
substandard junction with the B3430, raising highway safety
concerns, contrary to NPPF paragraph 115 (safe and suitable
access).

4. Harmto rural character and | andscape

The introduction of caravans, hardstandi ng, access works, and
associ ated activity would urbanise a currently rural, wooded | ane.
This woul d erode the character of the countryside and conflict with
policies seeking to protect |andscape character and | oca

di stinctiveness.

5. Loss of trees and inpact on biodiversity

Tree renoval has already taken place, and further devel opnent woul d
result in additional |oss of woodland habitat. This would have a
detrinental inpact on biodiversity, contrary to NPPF requirenents
for biodiversity protection and enhancenent.

6. I npact on drainage and infrastructure

The site lacks nmins drainage and utilities. The addition of

har dst andi ng and devel opnent would alter surface water runoff
patterns, increasing the risk of drainage issues and environnental



harm contrary to sustainable drainage principles in national and
| ocal policy.

7. Erosion of a strategic green gap

The site contributes to an inportant green gap between areas of

I and and historic rides. Devel opnent would reduce this separation
and underm ne policies that seek to prevent coal escence and protect
t he openness of the countryside.

8. CQut-of-character devel opnent

There are no conparabl e devel opnents in this i mediate area. The
proposal would introduce a formand intensity of use that is

i nconsistent with the established rural character, contrary to
design and pl ace-naking principles in the NPPF.

9. Precedent and cunul ative i npact

Granting pernission could set a precedent for simlar proposals
along this lane, leading to increnental change that woul d
significantly alter the character of the area over tine.

10. Previous refusal reasons renain rel evant

A previous application for the site was refused on hi ghway safety
and traffic grounds. Those concerns have not been adequately
addressed and remain valid material considerations.

Concl usi on

For the reasons above, the proposal conflicts with both |Iocal and
nati onal planning policy and would result in harmto highway safety,
environnental quality, and the character of the countryside. It
shoul d therefore be refused.



