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COWENTS:

Pl anni ng Submi ssion - 261695 Luckl ey House School, Luckley Road,
Wki ngham R&0 3EU

A group of residents directly inpacted by this application have

| ooked at the above pl anni ng subni ssion for the proposed
construction of a

new sports pitch with associ ated external works. W have forned a
group called Hart Dyke/ Denby C ose - Advocates for Countryside and
Envi ronment (HDC ACE)

Qur nmenbers have identified three concerns in connection with the
pl anni ng process that we would lIike to raise.

1) The notification of planning application has been posted to only
8 households. The noi se inpact assessnent shows a nuch further far
reaching effect (red zone), including two houses adjacent to the
land in Luckl ey Wbod.

2) To allow all affected residents an opportunity to respond we
woul d request an extended period due to the July/August holiday
peri od.

3) W& understand that the Planning and Transportation Conmmittee for
Woki ngham Town Council w sh to discuss this application at their
next neeting on the 8th Septenber.

Further to the process concerns above we consider that there is
insufficient information provided in the application for us to carry
out a thorough review. W have included sone of our initia
observati ons.

a) There is no nention of previous planning application 190286,
notification of refusal of planning perm ssion and how the refusa
reasons have been addressed in this application. Many of our
menbers were engaged in the previous planning appeal which was
ref used.

b) No Bat Survey has been submitted with the application. G ven
the mature trees and hedgerows adjoining the site the ecol ogica
report seens insufficient in this area. The ecological report is
only a prelinnary appraisal. W don't believe there is enough

i nformati on provided to enable the planning authority to di scharge
its duties

under the Conservation of Habitats and Speci es Regul ati ons 2017 (as
anended) .

c) No Ball Strike Survey has been subnmitted with the application.
The proposed pitch location is so close to the residentia
boundaries that residents need to understand the inplications of
living so close to the new school activities (for safety and

i nsurance purposes).

Resi dents have a genuine fear of the risk of personal injury and
property danage. W woul d expect to see a thorough risk assessnent
and nmitigation plans as an appendix to the planning application.

d) There are no el evations/cross sections illustrated of the inpact
of the fencing on any boundary, only sone sinple |ine draw ngs



shown.

For residents to fully understand the visual inpact of the proposa
it is requested to have further drawings for all the affected
properties sited on the boundary line.

e) In the anenity section of the planning and desi gn statenent
there are two statenents that are inaccurate.

f.1) "the new facilities are beyond the rear garden of the
adj oi ni ng houses". Qur garden is at the rear of our property, but
our house runs alongside the field, so this statenment just isn't
true. f.2) "this fence is kept away fromthe boundary with the

adj oining houses and is of sufficient distance to ensure no
intrusive effect upon their outl ook".

There is a further assertion (in the | andscape and character policy
section) stating "there would be little change to the physica
character" and "the general open character of the site and wi der

| andscape woul d therefore be retained". W consider that there is
absol utely no evidence for this or visuals to show or support these
st at enent s.

f) The application contains no evidence nor reasoning for
stification of the necessity of this development. W would like to
understand if Luckl ey House have actively sought facility sharing
arrangenents with Ludgrove School or had any discussions with WBC
regarding the new facility planned on the Gays Farm Site.

g) There is no nention nmade of loss of light fromthe inpact of the
new fenci ng.

h) There is no nmention of Sport England, and whether their advice
has been sought for |ayout of pitches, or suggestions of sound
reduction fencing/ball protection netting.

i) There is no nmention in the application of a plan to introduce
the bi odi versity enhancenent neasures, as suggested in the
prelimnary ecol ogi cal appraisal

The residents consider that the subnitted evidence is inadequate and
we therefore request that the planning officer deemthe application
i nconplete. W request that the further information, |isted above,
is submtted as part of a revised planning application, before
residents are asked to provide detailed comment.

Havi ng al so revi ewed t he noi se i npact assessnent report the
following coments/observations have been identified.

Initial Issues with the Noise | npact Assessnent as foll ows;

1. The site is not bordered by the railway, the railway is nuch nore
distant (two further fields) so this information is nisleading.

2. The survey was carried out in Novenber 2025 at a | ocation which
we di spute as appropriate as the spot borders the existing schoo
pl ay

ar eas.

3. I'n Novenmber the trees would not have had | eaves so this is not
representative of nost of the year

4. W\ have observed that a significant amount of vegetation was
renoved during | ast year, which further increased the sound
nmeasured. These factors could nmean the baseline sound is not



accurate. 5. W would Iike to seek reassurance that tenporary
residential building work, during Novenber |ast year, would not
have adversely affected the result.

6. Conpari sons used for cricket and rugby playing noises don't seem
representative of ganes being played, it ignores shouting,
screanmi ng, the use of whistles etc.

7. The report dism sses the noise fromthe athletics track as not
being significant. W have recent direct experience of sports days
and events, and the use of a PA system and consider it was
significant.

8. The report identifies 14 Hart Dyke Close as the nost affected
recei ver however the baseline neasure has not been taken from here.
In conclusion we would request a further, nore accurate, independent
noi se study be comni ssi oned.



