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COWENTS:
bj ection to Planning Application 252498 - Wki ngham Bor ough Counci

I wish to formally object to planning application 252498 for the
foll owi ng reasons

1. Unsuitability of Betty G ove Lane as an Access Road

The proposed access route via Betty Grove Lane is a narrow
single-track lane which is wholly unsuitable to support the |eve
and type of traffic associated with this devel opnent. The | ane
cannot safely accommopdat e caravans, energency service vehicles,
refuse

col l ection vehicles, or maintenance vehicles. The linited width,

| ack of passing places, and rural nature of the |ane nake it

i nappropriate for regular use by |large or heavy vehicles, creating
both safety risks and practical access problens.

2. Unsafe Junction with Ml e Road

The junction of Betty Grove Lane with Ml e Road is unsafe,
particularly for caravans. Vehicles entering Betty Gove Lane from
Mol e Road or exiting onto Mol e Road would face significant
difficulties due to limted visibility and the nmanoeuvring space
required for caravans. This presents a serious highway safety
concern for both site users and other road users.

3. Access Road Qutside the Red Line Boundary

The proposed access road is not included within the red Iine
boundary of the devel opnent site. As it lies outside the application
area, it should not be relied upon or proposed as the prinmary nmeans
of access. Essential infrastructure such as access routes should
formpart of the developnent itself to ensure proper assessnent,
control, and

delivery.

4. Lack of Transparency and | nadequate Public Consultation

Wil e the requirenment for GRT pitches was nentioned at the public
consul tation neeting, the specific location of the proposed site was
never discussed. Residents were therefore not nmade aware that this
particul ar | ocation was being considered, and it appeared in the

pl anni ng application w thout prior know edge or neaningfu

consul tati on.

Furt hernore, the nei ghbour notification issued by Wki ngham Borough
Counci|l on 4 Novenber 2025 nmade no nention whatsoever of the
proposed GRT site. This omission is significant and m sl eadi ng, as
it failed to alert residents to a key elenent of the application. As
a result, residents have not been provided with transparent or

conpl ete

i nformati on and have been unable to properly informthensel ves or



respond fully to the proposal. This |ack of openness and clarity
undernm nes the integrity of the consultation process and prevents
meani ngf ul conmmuni ty engagenent.

5. Lack of Information About the Nature of the Pitch

The application provides no clear information about the nature of
the pitch. It is unclear whether it is intended for pernmanent
settlenent or tenporary use, how long it would be occupied, or what
facilities would be provided. This lack of detail prevents residents
from perly understandi ng or assessing the inpact of the proposal

6. Isolation from Conmmunity and Anenities

The proposed site is isolated fromthe wider comunity and i s not

| ocated near any existing amenities or services. This risks socia
isolation for those using the site and is contrary to good pl anni ng
principles. The pitch would be far nore appropriately located within
t he new devel opnent, where access to anenities, services, and
conmunity integration could be achieved.

7. Flood R sk

The proposed site is known to flood. Locating a pitch in an area
prone to flooding raises serious concerns regardi ng safety,
habitability, and long-term sustainability. This issue has not been
adequately addressed in the application

8. Over-Concentration of GRT Pitches and Lack of Site Selection

Evi dence

There are already approximately 20 GRT pitches in the |ocal area

(16 at Bel vedere Park and 4 on nole Road), as well as an existing
site in Arborfield, resulting in a significant concentration of such
provision in this snmall part of the borough. Wen the Wki ngham
devel opnment was constructed, no GRT pitches were delivered as part
of that schene. It is therefore unclear why additional pitches
shoul d now be |l ocated in such close proxinmty, creating an
over-concentration in one area.

The application provides no evidence that alternative |ocations
across the borough or within the w der devel opnent were properly
consi dered, assessed, and ruled out as unsuitable before this site
was sel ected. There is also no supporting evidence denonstrating
that nmeani ngful research or assessnent has been carried out to
confirmthat this particular location is appropriate in terns of
access, safety,

flooding, availability of anenities, or integration with the
conmmuni ty.

Wthout clear justification, site selection evidence, or an

expl anation of the decision-making process, it is inpossible to
understand why this |ocation has been chosen over potentially nore
suitabl e and sustai nable alternatives.

Concl usi on

| acknow edge the requirenent for GRT pitches and recognise the

i mportance of neeting this identified need. However, the proposed

| ocation is wholly unsuitable for the reasons outlined above,

i ncludi ng unsafe and i nadequate access, |ack of transparency,
isolation fromanenities, and flood risk. On a devel opnent of this
size, there is surely a nore appropriate and sustainable | ocation
that would better neet the needs of future occupants while ensuring
safety, accessibility, and integration with the wider comunity. |



therefore strongly object to planning application 252498 and
respectfully request that it be refused inits current form



