PLANNI NG REF . 252498
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Weat sheaf C ose

: R&AL15PT
SUBM TTED BY :J McKi nnon
DATE SUBM TTED : 16/01/2026

COWENTS:
I amwiting to formally object to the above pl anning application
based on the foll owi ng grounds:

1. Lack of Meaningful Consultation

There has been a significant |ack of transparency and cl ear

consul tation regarding the specific |location of the GRT site.

Resi dents have not been afforded a fair opportunity to engage with
the site-selection process, underm ning the procedural integrity of
the application. Even the leaflet provided by WBC to coment on this
pl anni ng application failed to nention this site was included, and
to the eye of residents not versed in planning rules, this could
easily be mi ssed under this consultation process.

2. | nproper Commercial Modtivation

It has been indicated by representatives of the University of
Reading in a recent neeting that the site's placenent seened to be
determ ned by commercial interests, which appears to be avoiding
i mpacting the property values of the new devel opnent. Pl anni ng
deci si ons shoul d be based on sustai nabl e devel opnent and | and- use
conpatibility as

hlighted belowin points 3,4,5,6, not the protection of the
applicant's profit margins at the expense of existing residents.

3. Failure of Social Integration

The proposal fails to neet the requirenents of various planning
Policy. Wth nultiple pitches already situated within a
one-kiloneter radius (e.g Mdle road and Bel vedere park) the
over-concentration of sites in this specific area prevents

i ntegration throughout the WBC

area and creates an inbal ance that contradicts the goal of fostering
a diverse and integrated community.

4. Unsuitable Access and H ghway Safety

The proposed access road (Berry Grove Lane) is entirely inadequate
for the intended use.

Arboricultural Inpact: The road is flanked by trees protected by
Tree Preservation Orders (TPGs). As these trees sit outside the
devel opnent boundary, the applicant |lacks the authority to perform
necessary road wi dening or mitigation, risking unlawful danmage to
protected natural

assets.

Equestrian Safety: The road is a regular route for horses. The
nificant increase in heavy traffic, specifically w de caravan-style
vehicles on a single-track road poses a severe safety risk. There is
insufficient provision for safe passing or reversing maneuvers when
encount eri ng hor ses.

5. Non- Conpl i ance with WBC Housi ng Topi c Paper

The WBC Topi ¢ Paper "Housing: Gypsy and Travel |l er Accommodati on”



mandat es that pitches be part of a "mixed conmmunity." This
application fails this test by: Placing the site in a renote corner,
isolated fromthe new district centre and | ocal anenities and
Failing to integrate the pitches within the prinmary residentia
fabric of the devel opnent. By deliberately segregating the site, the
applicant is in direct

conflict with the topic paper and the Local Plan's vision for

i nclusi ve, m xed-use communities.

6. Lack of Transparency in Site Allocation

This specific location was not identified in Table 3 of the WBC
Topi c Paper. Its sudden inclusion outside of the established
site-pronotion franmework denonstrates a | ack of transparency and
di sregards the evidence-based work previously conpleted by the
Counci |

7. Established Pl anni ng Precedent

A clear precedent for refusal exists in the inmediate vicinity.

Pl anni ng application 171063 (located only neters away) was

rejected in 2017, which only requested 3 pitches. The decision
notice stated the proposal was "inappropriate devel opnent” that
failed to contribute positively to the character of the area, citing
NPPF, Core Strategy

Policies CP1 and CP3, and MDD Local Plan Policies TB0O6 and TB21. To
e nsure consistency and fairness in the planning process, the sane
pol i cy-based restrictions nust be applied to this proposal



