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COWENTS:
I wish to express ny objection to the proposed redevel opnent of this
land for a nunber of reasons, set out bel ow

1. This area of land was part of a planning appeal in relation to
PA190286 (pl anni ng appeal reference i s APP/ X0360/ W 19/ 3235572).

The pl anni ng appeal by the devel oper was di sm ssed on a nunber of
grounds by HM Pl anni ng I nspectorate in 2019. One of these was that
the land is "outside of any settlenent boundary." The inspector's
strong view was that there were many reasons to reject an
application that

i nvol ved devel opnent of this site, including protection of
countryside and wildlife, nmamintaining the settlenent boundaries

bet ween Woki ngham and Fi nchanpst ead, adverse inpact on nei ghbouring
properties and harmto the | ocal |andscape.

2. Wilst the current application does not include housing, it does
i nvol ve significant devel opnent of a site that is designated as
countryside and which is outside the settlenent boundaries. These
were key el enments of the Planning Inspector's decision in rejecting
the previous application to develop the site. Particularly egregi ous
is the prospect of the site being surrounded by a 3.5m high acoustic
screen (apparently included in order to mitigate the noise that the
site will inevitably engender when in use). Wiilst the Design
Assessnent Statenent states, "This fence is kept away fromthe
boundary with the adjoi ning houses and is of sufficient distance to
ensure no intrusive effect upon their outlook," this statenent is

di si ngenuous. Such a high structure will clearly be a visible,
extrenely proninent feature on the | andscape; to suggest otherw se

i s ludicrous.

It seens probable that the screen/fence would | oom over nei ghbouring
properties in an oppressive nanner, dom nating their outl ook

casting a | ong shadow and representing sonething that is far beyond
what any honmeowner woul d wi sh or expect to see adjoining, or even
visible from their house/garden, particularly in an area of open
countryside. This elenent of the plans al one renders the
application

ccept abl e.

3. The proposed devel opnent will have an inevitably adverse effect
on wildlife in the vicinity. It is well docunented that there are
bats and great crested newts in the vicinity, both protected

speci es.

However, the Ecol ogi cal Appraisal seens to have di sregarded both.
The inpact of the 3.5 netre acoustic screen on the |ocal bat
popul ati on al so appears to have been overlooked, not to nention the
likely inpacts of the 6.5 netre high netting on both bats and birds.

4. The Pl anning Inspector who rejected the earlier application to
develop the site carefully considered the inpacts on the trees,
including four TPO protected trees on the site. The applicant does
not appear to have considered the effect of the installation of the
acoustic fence on these trees, both in ternms of possible adverse

Sel



effects of the fence posts on the roots, as well as the shadow t hat
the fence will inevitably cast. It strikes nme that the application
has given no consideration at all to this issue.

5. There is no good reason to allow devel opnent of this site,
particularly given its recent planning history. Wilst the
applicant has hinted at a community benefit, it is not clear how

t hey woul d

offer this, particularly as their primary purpose is to the "neet
the needs of the [private] school."” As they state that it is
envisaged that the site will only be used in daylight hours (ie
general ly

during school hours), and the applicant considers that there will
be no inpact at all on highway use or parking, one wonders how this
mght realistically be achieved. In any event, the local authority
i s devel oping a new sports hub less than one nmle fromthis site,
which will (unlike this current application) be entirely of

general use and benefit to the wider comunity.

For these reasons, | would urge the Planning Conmittee to reject
this
application.



