PLANNI NG REF . 261722
PROPERTY ADDRESS : One W/ I ow
: 30 Hartley Court Road, Reading, Berkshire

. RG7 1INS
SUBM TTED BY . M's Suzanne Buckner
DATE SUBM TTED : 16/ 08/ 2026

COWENTS:

My nane is Suzanne Buckner of 30 Hartley Court Road, Near Three
Mle Cross, Reading, Berkshire, RG/ INS. | wite in full support of
t he pl anning application No: 261722 nade by Janmes and Josh Frankham

My famly lived next to Janes and Joshua Frankham and their famly
for circa 10 years and found them pl easant and supportive
nei ghbours.

Having lived at Carosal House, Great Lea Common, Near Three Mle
Cross, Reading, Berkshire, RG/ 1NP since | was 6 years old, | have
lived in the nei ghbourhood for 53 years (I noved to 30 Hartley
Court in 2003) and have had no issues with the Frankhanis nor have
I had an issue with their famly. In fact, it has been the reverse
and particularly throughout the COVID-19 pandenic, | would have
struggl ed without their support as at the tinme | had 3 disabled
people living in ny househol d.

| have been particularly disturbed by a docunent which was put

t hrough ny door on 3rd August 2026, | now find that this docunent
was sent by the occupants of Lea Farm house. Because of the

hi ghl i ght ed passages referencing "one residential Gypsy and
Travel ler pitch" (which I find unbelievable that someone would fee
the need to highlight this) nmany of mny nei ghbours who are new to
the area have been upset and scared by this.

Furthernore : -

1. The AVE Excl usion zone. Having now studied this and the

Al dermaston zone in detail and having had a father who worked at
AVE, the

excl usion zone is dependent on one's interruption and would seemto
prohi bit any of the future devel opment plans that Wki ngham Bor ough
Council, Reading and West Berkshire have. |Indeed with thorough

exam nation one could question retrospectively the granting of

pl anni ng applications that have been granted in Spencer's Wod and
Three Mle Cross. The Richborough application for 420 hones etc
woul d appear unable to be approved if this zone is applied
strictly.

2. The use of the land. It is called Geat Lea Conmon for a reason
it is common ground and has been under trees for the 53 years | have
lived here. The word "Lea" or "Leah" is an Angl o- Saxon word
signifying a "clearing in a wooded area", at best the | and woul d
only be fit for grazing and nothing nore. Mdst of the deeds for the
houses around here will testify this - ny parents' house noted that
their land and those surrounding could only be used for the grazing
of pigs. The land's topography is lowlying and flat common-edge
terrain situated near |ocal drainage systens and feeder streans of
the Ri ver Loddon

catchnent. It has not been used for any agricultural purpose and
would not be fit to be used as such. If you look in the past it was
used for grazing for aninals.



3. Hstorically Leafields House: The nane Leafields transitioned
into a specific property residential narker (Leafields / Leafields
House) nestled alongside fellow historical plots |like Lea Farm
House, Carosal House (ny parents' house which was historically the
| aundry building for the Benyon estate), and Trehane al ong the

Great Lea | ane.

4. The ecol ogy point that has been nade is ludicrous as there was

ver a pond there. The land is a flood plain area and as such when
the trees covered the ground it devel oped a "swanp" area when it

rai ned which could not drain due to the trees.

5. The issuing of flooding is now taken care of by two points.
Firstly, the | and has been cleared and secondly, the "two caravans”
which will be static will not be anywhere near the area that has the
potential to flood.

6. In relation to the plot and the plans that have been submtted, |
find themwholly agreeable. | would question if this application was
not granted that this is due to racismby the |ocal people, and they
shoul d renenber various high court precedents in relation to the
protected characteristics of the group known as Gypsies. These
precedents include but are not limted to: Casey and Snith v
Secretary of State [2025], the Hi gh Court quashed planning refusals
for Traveller sites after finding that inspectors nmade fundanenta

m st akes regarding fl ood-zone risks and m scal cul ated evi dence from
statenents of common ground. Furthernore, In Mdle Valley DC v SSHCLG
[2025], the High Court dismissed a council's challenge and upheld a
pl anni ng i nspector's decision to grant perm ssion for Gypsy and
Travel l er pitches, ruling that appropriate devel opnents do not

i nherently harm Green Belt openness

7.1n relation to the notion that there will be increased traffic
and demand on | ocal anenities, this seens a strange objection in
light of the fact that the applicants currently live at Mereoak
par k.

Therefore, there will be no heavier demand on the |local anenities
than there are now. In terns of the increase in traffic, it wll
sinmply be deferred traffic from Mereoak Park and will be circa two
vehi cl es.

To conclude, | believe there is no sustainable reason in which this
pl anni ng application should be refused. | amin full and unwaveri ng
support of this application being approved.



