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COWENTS:

bj ection to planning application ref. 260774 / Planning Portal ref.
PP- 14522801: Land North of Sun Lane, Riseley outline application
for up to 44 dwellings, including affordable housing, wth access,

| andscapi ng and associated infrastructure

| wite as a resident of Riseley, Berkshire, to object formally to
the above planning application. | live in the village and have a
direct interest in the effect of this proposal on Riseley's
character, countryside setting, |ocal roads, neighbouring anenity,
heritage assets, ecol ogy and drai nage.

The application is described as an outline application with al
matters reserved except access for the construction of up to 44
dwel I i ngs, including affordabl e housing, together with access,

| andscapi ng and associ ated infrastructure. The application is a
cross-boundary proposal subnmitted to Wki ngham Borough Council and
in parallel to Hart District Council, with the planning statenent
identifying both councils as the Local Planning Authorities for this
application. The planning statenment states that only approxi mately
0.03 hectares of the red line falls within Hart District, with all
of the devel opnent parcel falling w thin Wki ngham Borough, while
the detail ed access and hi ghway works are located largely within
Hart Dis trict. For that reason, | ask both Councils to treat this
obj ection as applying to the devel opnent as a whole and to the
access works in

particul ar.

For the reasons set out below, | respectfully ask that planning
pernm ssion be refused.

1. The proposal is inappropriate devel opnent in the countryside
outside the settlenment boundary

The application site is |ocated outside the defined settl enent
boundary of Riseley and, for planning policy purposes in both
Woki ngham Bor ough and Hart District, is located within the
countryside. The site currently conprises agricultural fields /
pastoral |and rather than previously devel oped | and. The proposa
woul d therefore extend built devel opnent into open countryside on
t he south-western edge of the village.

The applicant's own planni ng statenent recognises conflict with the
devel opnent plan. It states that Riseley is a "Linited Devel opnent
Location" and that Core Strategy Policy CPl7 envi sages housing
delivery in Limted Devel opnent Locations with sites generally not
exceeding 25 units, while al so acknow edgi ng that the present
proposal is over that threshold. It further accepts that the
proposal does not pass the criteria in points 1 to 7 of Core
Strategy Policy CP11l, which governs devel opnent outside settlenent
limts, and

concludes that there is "sone conflict" with CP11. The applicant

al so acknow edges sone conflict with policies CP1, CP6 and CP1l in



its
concl usi on.

In ny view, the scale of up to 44 dwellings is not a nodest

roundi ng-off of the village. It would represent a substantia

i ncursion into countryside, beyond the settlenent boundary and above
the scale normally contenplated for a linited devel opnent |ocation
The fact that Wbki ngham Borough Council has a housing | and supply
shortfall does not renove the requirenment to assess whether this
particular site is suitable, proportionate and consistent with the
spatial strategy. The planning statenent relies heavily on the
tilted balance, but it also confirms that the scheme conflicts with
countryside, sustainability and accessibility policies that remain
important to the proper planning of Riseley.

| also understand that previous proposals for residentia

devel opnent on this site, or on materially simlar land in this

i medi ate part of Riseley, have previously been rejected as

unsui tabl e. Nothing of substance has changed since those earlier
decisions: the | and renains outside the settlenment boundary, within
the countrysi de, dependent on the sane linmted village services and
narrow rural | anes, and subject to the sane |andscape, ecol ogical
heritage and anenity

sensitivities. The Councils should therefore be slow to depart from
the earlier conclusion that this is not a suitable |location for

resi dential devel opnent.

A recent and highly rel evant Wki ngham Bor ough Counci | adj oi ni ng

|l ocal authority consultation response to Hart District Counci
application 231443, concerning | and east of Dukes Field Cottage,
Norton Road, Riseley, reinforces the sane point. In that objection
Woki ngham

Bor ough Council objected to residential devel opnent in Riseley on
grounds including the |loss of an inportant woodl and buffer,
fragmentation and isolation of green infrastructure, detrinental

i mpact on | andscape character, significant |oss of TPO protected
trees and associated inpact on wildlife habitats, potential adverse
i mpact on the Devil's Hi ghway Roman Road, potential overl ooking of
nei ghbouring dwel li ngs, uncertainty over the nmanagenent of retained
woodl and and trees, and the site being in an unsustainable |ocation
with a lack of services and anenities w thin wal ki ng di stance. Those
are not renote or irrelevant concerns: they are directly anal ogous
to the issues raised by the present application, and they support

t he

conclusion that residential developnent in this sensitive part of

Ri sel ey woul d be unsuitable and shoul d be refused.

2. Harmto the character and appearance of Riseley and its
countryside setting

The application site is part of the rural edge of Riseley. The

pl anni ng statenment describes the site as two pastoral fields divided
by a m xed tree and hedgerow belt, enclosed by hedgerows, trees and
informal field boundaries. The sane statenment identifies the site as
falling within the Stanford End Whoded Sand and Gravel Hills
Landscape Character Area and the Riseley Farned Cay Low and
Landscape Character Area. Those | andscape areas are described as
including rural lanes that are often narrow and lined with verges,
ditches and mature trees, and, in the case of the Stanford End
character area, as having an isolated and rural character.



The applicant itself accepts that devel opnent of the site with
housi ng woul d "inevitably change" its |andscape contribution by

i ntroducing built devel opnent on pastoral |and. The pl anning
statenment al so

accepts that the new access and the w dening of the junction of Sun
Lane wi th Basi ngst oke Road woul d erode sone of the rural character
It further concludes that the proposal would cause sone harmto the
| andscape and sone conflict with Core Strategy Policies CP1 and CP3
and Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery Local Plan Policies CCO3 and TB21
whi ch seek to retain or enhance the condition, character and
features contributing to | andscape character

This harm shoul d not be disnissed as nerely localised. Riseley's
character is defined not only by its existing built form but also
by the way the village sits within a network of fields, hedgerows,
mat ure trees, woodl and edges and narrow rural |anes. The application
site forns part of that transitional green |and around the village
and hel ps maintain the sense that Riseley is contained within, and
shaped by, its surroundi ng countryside. The proposal woul d urbanise
t he

sout h-western edge of the village, introduce a new estate road and
junction works, and replace a pastoral field with built formand
associated infrastructure. It would al so erode the green corridor
created by the existing hedgerows, tree belt and surrounding
vegetation, which presently hel ps connect the site with the
adj oi ning | and around Bull Lane, Sun Lane and the nearby woodl and.
Woki ngham Borough Council's recent Dukes Field objection is
significant because it treated the |oss of a woodl and buffer
fragmentation and isolation of green infrastructure, and detrinmenta
i mpact on | andscape character in Riseley as reasons to object to
resi dential devel opnent. The sane | andscape and green

i nfrastructure concerns apply here. That would materially dimnnish
the rural approach to the village from Sun Lane and Basi ngst oke Road
and would conflict with the objectives of CP1, CP3, CC03 and TB21.

3. Unsustainabl e |ocation and excessive reliance on the private car

The applicant's own docunents show that Riseley has only a linited
range of day-to-day facilities within wal king distance. The pl anni ng
statenent identifies facilities in Riseley as a village hall with
tea roomand a public house, and notes that Swallowfield, around
1.6 kmto the north, contains a w der range of services including a
smal | shop and a nedical practice. The planning statenment accepts
that nost villagers are likely to need to travel el sewhere for

enpl oynent, higher-order facilities, secondary and post-16
education, l|arger conveni ence and conpari son shopping, and | eisure.

The Travel Plan Statenent confirns the limted nature of |oca
facilities. It lists Riseley Menorial Hall and Tea Room at

approxi mately 510 netres, Wellington Farm Shop at approxi mately 705
metres, the Bull at Riseley public house at approxi mately 440
metres, and Riseley Tennis Club at approxinmately 570 netres fromthe
site

access. However, it also identifies Swallowfield Post Ofice and
Parish Stores at approximately 2,610 netres, Swallowfield Medical
Practice at approximately 2,680 netres, and Lanbs Lane Prinary
School at approximately 3,555 netres, with wal king tinmes of

approxi mately 33, 34 and 44 m nutes respectively. That is a poor
basis for a new



devel opnent of up to 44 dwellings, particularly for fanmlies, older
resi dents or those w thout easy access to a car

Public transport provision is also linmted. The cl osest bus stops
are identified as the Dog and Partridge stops on Basi ngst oke Road,
but the 145 service operates only on Tuesdays with one service
across the day, while the 600 service is described as hourly between
Readi ng, Mereoak Park & Ride, TVSP, Swallowfield and Ri seley. The
nearest rail station is Reading, approximately 13.5 km by cycle from
the site and approxinmately 42 m nutes away by bicycle. The Trave

Pl an Statenent therefore relies on a conbination of wal ki ng,

cycling, bus and rail options which, in practice, are unlikely to
nmeet the everyday needs of nany househol ds without regular private
car use.

The applicant's planning statenent expressly acknow edges that any
devel opnent in or near Riseley would result in sonme reliance on
private notorised transport because residents nust travel further
afield to access services not provided locally. It also acknow edges
that the location of the site nmakes it nore reliant on the private
car. This concern is al so consistent with Wki ngham Bor ough
Council's recent objection to the Dukes Field proposal, which
expressly

identified an unsustainable location with a | ack of services and
other anenities within wal king distance as a reason for objection
In ny view, that conflict should be given substantial weight,
particularly given the scale of the proposal and the acknow edged
conflict with Core Strategy Policy CP6, which seeks devel opnent in

| ocations offering transport choice and mninising travel distances.

4., Harmto the local highway network, Sun Lane and road safety

The access proposals are a central part of the application, not a

m nor technical matter. The devel opnent proposes junction anendnents
to the existing Sun Lane / B3349 Basi ngstoke Road junction and the
realignnment of Sun Lane to provide a new access road with an

adj acent footway into the site. The access road is proposed as a
5.5 netre carriageway with 10 netre junction radii. The existing Sun
Lane would be tied into the new site access road by a new ni nor
priority junction arrangenent. The application al so proposes works
to extend the

exi sting driveway to Col dharbour Cottage so that it ties into the

i mproved Sun Lane.

This is a significant intervention in a narrow rural |ane and at a
sensitive village-edge junction. The Travel Plan Statenent itself
descri bes Sun Lane as a rural |ane currently accommodati ng shared
use by pedestrians and cyclists. It also confirnms that there are no
dedi cated cycling routes in the inmediate vicinity of the site and
that cyclists would generally share carriageway space wth vehicles.
Pedestrian and cycle safety therefore depends heavily on the
character and qui etness of the existing |anes, which would be
materially changed by the creation of a new estate access.

The Transport Statenent figures summarised in the planning statenent
p redict 25 two-way vehicul ar novenents in each of the AM and PM

net wor k peak hours, equivalent to around one vehicle every two to
three

m nutes on average, and 199 two-way vehi cle novenents overall. Those
addi ti onal novenents woul d be concentrated on a rural |ane and
junction arrangenent that is not designed as a nodern residentia

di stributor road. The issue is not sinply whether the hi ghway



network can absorb a theoretical nunber of trips; it is whether the
resulting access arrangenents woul d be safe, synpathetic and
appropriate in this village-edge |ocation.

Hart District Policy INF3 is identified by the applicant as
requiring, anong other natters, safe, suitable and convenient access
for all users and no severe inpact on the operation, safety or
accessibility of the local or strategic highway networks. Wki ngham
Core Strategy Policy CP6 similarly requires devel opnent to nitigate
adverse effects on the local and strategic transport network and not
to cause highway problens or traffic-related environnental problens.
In ny view, the application fails to denonstrate that this scal e of
devel opnent can be accommodat ed wi t hout harnful change to Sun Lane,
unaccept abl e pressure on shared pedestrian and cycling routes, and
adverse effects on the rural highway environnent.

5. Adverse inpact on nei ghbouring anenity and the living conditions
of existing residents

The proposed devel opnent would sit directly beside existing hones on
Yeosfi el d, Basi ngstoke Road, Sun Lane and near Col dharbour Cottage
and Pound House. Although the application is in outline, the

i ndicative |ayout places private rear gardens backing onto the
private gardens of existing Basingstoke Road properties and

i ntroduces built

devel opnent into |and which currently forns part of their rura

outl o ok. The applicant accepts that the devel opnent would result in
a

change to the outlook from properties al ong Basi ngst oke Road and
Yeosfi el d.

The |l ack of reserved matters detail makes this concern nore serious,
not |ess. The planning statenent states that |ayout, scale,
appearance and |andscaping will be determned later if outline
perm ssion is granted. Yet those matters are central to the effect
on nei ghbouring residents, including overl ooking, enclosure,

lighting, noise, loss of tranquillity and the day-to-day experience
of living beside the site. It is premature to conclude that

nei ghbouring anenity woul d be acceptable when the final |ayout,
design, levels, lighting,

| andscapi ng and construction inpacts are not before the Councils.

The proposed access works woul d al so affect existing residents
closest to Sun Lane and Basi ngst oke Road. The applicant's own
community letter recogni sed that Col dharbour Cottage and Wodnmans
Cottage would be nore directly and indirectly inpacted by the
proposed access works. The Councils should give substantial weight
to the harm caused by placing a new estate access and associ at ed
traffic novenents in close proxinmity to existing dwellings on a
narrow rural |ane.

6. Harmto heritage assets and their rural setting

The site is highly sensitive in heritage terns. The pl anning
statenent identifies two nearby Grade Il listed buil dings, Pound
House on the north-eastern boundary and Col dharbour Cottage on the
sout hern side of Sun Lane. The Historic Environnent Assessnent
confirns that Pound

House is approxinmately 10 netres fromthe application site and is a



16th-century listed building. It also confirns that Col dharbour
Cottage is approximately 10 netres fromthe application site and is
a late-16th-century tinber-franed cottage with a thatched roof.

The applicant's Hi storic Environnent Assessnment accepts that the
application site forns part of the wider rural setting of

Col dhar bour Cottage and that it enabl es the significance of the
cottage to be appreciated in its rural context. It further states
that key views towards Col dharbour Cottage fromthe south would be
altered by both the built devel opnent and, nore specifically, by the
provi si on of

vehi cul ar access from Sun Lane, including renoval of part of the
hedgerow al ong Sun Lane. The assessnent concl udes that the

devel opnent is anticipated to result in a mnor negative change to
t he

si gni ficance of Col dharbour Cottage through changes to its wi der
setting.

The assessnent al so acknow edges that the application site likely
akes a minor contribution to the significance of Pound House as part
of its historically rural village-edge setting. It concludes that

t he proposed devel opnent would result in a negligible negative
change to the significance of Pound House through changes to its

wi der setting, although that nmay need to be revi ewed once detailed
designs are available. This is an inportant qualification because
the application is in outline and the final design is not yet fixed.
The pl anning statenent itself quotes NPPF paragraph 212, which
requires great weight to be given to the conservation of designated
heritage assets, irrespective of whether harmis substantial or |ess
than substantial. In ny view, the identified harmto Col dharbour
Cottage, the alteration of key rural views from Sun Lane, and the
resi dual uncertainty created by the outline nature of the
application provide strong reasons to refuse perm ssion.

7. Archaeol ogi cal concerns and insufficient certainty at outline
st age

The application site has archaeol ogical sensitivity. The Hi storic
Envi ronment Assessnent states that the site lies immediately north
of a Ronman road connecting London to Silchester and that there is
noder at e archaeol ogi cal potential within the site due to its
proximty to that inportant Roman road and its | ocation between a
possi bl e

Romano-British roadside settlenent to the west and a known Iron Age
settlenent to the south-east. The assessnent also identifies
post - nedi eval ridge and furrow earthworks within the site which are
likely to be inpacted by devel opnent. Wki ngham Borough Council's
recent Dukes Field objection also identified potential adverse

i mpact on the Devil's Hi ghway Roman Road as a reason for objection
whi ch reinforces the need for a precautionary approach to

devel opnent fecting this historic |andscape.

Policy TB25 is cited in the Historic Environnment Assessnent as
requiring detail ed assessnent where devel opnent is likely to affect
an area of high archaeol ogi cal potential or an area likely to
contai n archaeol ogi cal renains, with a presunption that appropriate
measures should be taken to protect remains by preservation in situ
wher e

practical. The applicant proposes to deal with this through a
precautionary approach secured by condition. G ven the scal e of



ground di sturbance across nost of the site, including foundations,
drai nage, |andscaping, access and services, | do not consider that
deferring the issue is adequate. The Councils should require greater
certainty before permission is granted, particularly where the
assessnent itself states that ground inpacts are likely to occur
across the majority of the site.

8. Ecological harm loss of the wildlife corridor, biodiversity net
gai n uncertainty and anci ent woodl and constraints

The site includes pastoral fields, hedgerow boundaries and a centra
belt of trees. The planning statenent states that the nearest
designated site is Stanford End M1l and Ri ver Loddon SSSI
approximately 1.1 kmfromthe site, and that the site lies within
the 5 km buffer zone of the Thanes Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area. The Shadow Habitat Regul ati ons Assessnent is said to conclude
that the proposed devel opment nmay lead to likely significant
effects, alone or in conbination, fromrecreational pressure on the
Thanmes Basin

Heat hs SPA, with SANG and SAMM contri butions anticipated. That is a
mat eri al ecol ogi cal concern, not a nere adnmnistrative nmatter

The applicant's biodiversity figures also raise concern. The

pl anni ng statenment states that the Biodiversity |Inpact Calcul ation
identifies a likely net loss of 8.98 habitat units, equivalent to a
59.54% 1l o0ss, and a likely |Ioss of 0.18 hedgerow units, equivalent to
4.54% |t also states that the creation of 11.14 habitat units of

ot her neutra

grassl and and 0.58 hedgerow units would be required to achieve the
10% net gain threshold and satisfy the trading rules. The pl anni ng
statenent then says the netric will be updated at reserved matters
stage and that neasures may be provided on site or off site. In ny
view, this level of uncertainty is unacceptable for a greenfield
site on the rural edge of the village. The site should not be
treated as a blank or disposable parcel of land sinply because
conpensat ory

measures may |l ater be offered el sewhere. Its present inportance lies
in the way the fields, hedgerows and central tree belt work together
with the surrounding land to forma continuous green corridor at the
edge of Riseley. That corridor contributes to the novenent, foraging
and sheltering opportunities of wildlife and to the soft,

undevel oped edge between the village and the countrysi de. Once
built over and suburbani sed, that connective function would be
materially weakened even if sone | andscaping were later introduced
within the schene. The recent Dukes Field objection is especially

i mportant on this issue because Wki ngham Borough Council expressly
objected to the

fragmentation and isolation of green infrastructure and to the
significant loss of TPO protected trees and associ ated i npact on
wildlife habitats. The present application raises the sane type of
harm but on a larger residential schene, and the Councils should
not treat later nmitigation, off-site biodiversity provision or
reserved matters | andscaping as a substitute for retaining the

exi sting connected wildlife corridor

The site also lies next to sensitive wodl and. The pl anni ng
statenent states that the site is immediately bordered by a parce
of ancient woodland to the north and a parcel of priority deciduous
woodl and to the south-west. The arboricultural report states that
ancient woodland is an irreplaceable habitat and that the NPPF



stipulates a 15 nmetre buffer around desi gnated ancient or

sen - anci ent woodl and where

devel opnent shoul d be avoi ded. The Phase 1 Geo-Environnental and
CGeot echni cal Ri sk Assessnent identifies the nearest designated
ancient woodland as St Leger's Copse, approxinately 7 netres to the
north-west of the site. The recent Dukes Field objection also raised
uncertainty over how retai ned woodl and and trees could be properly
managed foll owi ng devel opnent, which is a practical concern that
applies equally here given the proximty of sensitive woodl and,
hedgerows and retained tree features. These constraints shoul d wei gh
heavily agai nst allowi ng a new housing estate on this site.

9. Tree inpacts and unresol ved arboricultural constraints

The application site and its boundaries contain inportant tree and
hedge features. The arboricultural report surveyed 33 trees, nine
groups and two hedges. It identifies one Category A tree, seven
trees and three groups of Category B value, with the renaining
trees, groups and hedges mainly Category Cor U It also records
that trees T34 and T36 appear to be protected by Tree Preservation
O ders.

The principal arboricultural issue is the inpact on T29, a Category
B oak. The arboricultural report states that a new adoptabl e hi ghway
is proposed within T29's Root Protection Area. It further states
that excavation and | owering of ground levels are required, that
no-di g construction techni ques cannot be used due to hi ghway
adoption

requi renents, and that excavation within the Root Protection Area is
t her ef ore unavoi dabl e. The report acknow edges that this would cause
direct disturbance and | oss of roots, a reduction in functiona
rooting area, and a residual arboricultural inpact that cannot be
fully mtigated through design. It concludes that the works woul d
give rise to a noderate adverse arboricultural inpact and an
increased risk to the future health and retention of T29.

This is a serious and unresol ved constraint. The report states that
detailed mtigation nmeasures will be devel oped at reserved matters
stage, including arboricultural supervision, tree protection and
post -construction nonitoring where appropriate. However, nitigation
and nonitoring do not renove the acknow edged direct root

di sturbance or the increased risk to a mature Category B oak. The
harmto trees and hedgerows is another reason why the proposed
access arrangenent is unsuitable.

10. Drainage, groundwater and environnental risks have not been
olved with sufficient certainty

The applicant's drai nage strategy depends on details to be fixed

| ater. The planning statenent states that the indicative nasterplan
has space for drainage solutions and that surface water would be
attenuated on site before being punped to the western edge of the
site and conveyed off site to the east towards an ordinary

wat er cour se adj acent to the Devil's Hi ghway, which outfalls to Long
River. It also states that final details for foul and surface water
drai nage woul d be determ ned at reserved matters stage.

The evidence shows that drainage is not a negligible issue. The

pl anni ng statenment acknow edges that sonme sections of Sun Lane and
Bull Lane are lower-lying and susceptible to flooding. The
Groundsure material records a historical flood event on site in July



2007 from local drainage / surface water. It also records the

hi ghest surface water flooding risk on site as a 1 in 1000 year
event with depths between 0.3 netres and 1.0 netre, and a noderate
groundwater flooding risk on site and within 50 netres. The Phase 1
Geo- Envi ronnental and Geot echni cal Ri sk Assessnent states that
groundwat er seepages are anticipated at relatively shall ow dept hs.

The sane Phase 1 report recommends intrusive ground investigation
soakaway testing, boreholes, groundwater nonitoring wells, in-situ
testing, soil and groundwater |aboratory testing, and a Tier 2
generic quantitative risk assessnment before final reconmendations
are nade. In ny view, that denonstrates that material ground
groundwat er and drai nage i ssues renmain unresolved. It is not
appropriate to grant outline permssion for up to 44 dwellings on
the basis that critical drainage and ground investigation details
can be settled later.

11. I nadequate comunity engagenent for a mmjor village-edge
devel opnent

The pl anning statenment states that this is major devel opnent and
that there is an expectation in the Wki ngham Statenent of Conmunity
I nvol verent that there will be sone engagenent with the |oca
community. It also states that on 12 March the applicant sent
letters to 37 hones by first-class post. At the tine the planning
statement was witten, no comments had been received.

For a proposal of this scale on the edge of a snall village, a
single letter exercise to 37 hones is not sufficient neaningfu
engagenent. The application would affect the wider village
community, not only imedi ate nei ghbours. Residents use Sun Lane,
Bul | Lane, Basi ngstoke Road, |ocal bus stops, walking routes and
village facilities, and the devel opnent woul d affect the character
and setting of Riseley as a

whole. The Iinmted consultation undertaken by the applicant should
be given little weight in support of the proposal

| recognise that the proposal would provide housing, including

af f ordabl e housing, and that the applicant relies on Wkingham
Borough Council's current housing |and supply position. However,
the benefits nust be wei ghed against the site-specific harns. Those
harns i ncl ude devel opnent outside the settlenent boundary in the
countryside, conflict with CP11 and CP17, the fact that this site,
or materially simlar land in this i mediate part of Riseley, has
previ ously been considered unsuitable for residential devel opnent,
harmto | andscape character, |oss of transitional green |and around
the village,

severance and urbani sation of an existing wildlife corridor forned
by the site's hedgerows, tree belt and surroundi ng vegetation
fragmentation and isolation of green infrastructure, harmto
wildlife habitats, uncertainty over the |Iong-term managenent of
retained trees and woodl and, reliance on the private car, adverse
change to Sun Lane and the |ocal highway environnent, harmto the
setting of listed buildings, archaeol ogical risk including the
proximty of the Devil's H ghway Roman Road, biodiversity net gain
uncertainty, inmpacts on ancient woodl and and trees, and unresol ved
drai nage and ground

investigation matters. These are also the types of concerns that
Woki ngham Bor ough Council relied upon in its recent objection to
resi dential devel opnent at Dukes Field in Riseley.



The applicant's own planning statenent accepts that the proposa
conflicts with CP1, CP6 and CPll, that the site is nore reliant on
the private car, that devel opnent woul d cause visual inpact, and
that there would be countryside policy conflict. It also accepts
that there would be sone | andscape harmand conflict with CPl, CP3,
CC03 and TB21. In ny view, these harns are not outwei ghed by the

cl ai med

benefits and are not capabl e of being nmade acceptable nerely by
ditions or by deferring key details to reserved matters.

For all of the reasons set out above, | respectfully request that
Woki ngham Bor ough Council and Hart District Council refuse planning
perm ssion for this application

| also ask that this objection be placed in full on the public
planning file and taken into account in the determ nation of the
application. Please keep ne inforned of any amendnents to the
proposal , any officer recommendati on, the date of any pl anning
conmittee neeting at which the application will be considered, and
the final decision. If officers are nminded to recomend approval, |
respectfully request that the application be referred to pl anni ng
committee for determination, and that nenbers undertake a site visit
so that they can properly appreciate the rural character of Sun Lane
and t he surroundi ng countryside, the relationship with nei ghbouring
hones, and the effect on nearby listed buil dings.



