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Pl anni ng application 260439 - Range Road

As a local resident | wish to fornally object to this planning
application for a gypsy/traveller pitch on Range Road. | recomend
that this application nust be considered al ongside the inpact of the
adj acent "sister" site (Planning Application 260577) as the

conbined and cunulative inpact will be even nore severe

The site is classified as countryside in the Wkingham Di strict
Council local plan.

Unaut hori sed works (on 260577) have al ready caused danmge prior to
any planning perm ssion being granted, underm ning confidence in
any of the two proposals. This devel opnent is unsustainable and
shoul d be

rejected due to harmto highway safety, the countryside, harmto
wildlife and | ocal anenity.

My objections are based on the followi ng planning policy and safety
concerns, which | trust the Council Planning Teamwi |l uphold.

1. Woki ngham Strategic Pl an

Fundanentally this proposed devel opnent is at conflict with

Woki ngham Local Devel opnent Plans - the site is situated within the
countryside and sits outside the settlenent boundaries defined in
the 2010 Wbki ngham Local Pl an, the 2024 draft Local Plan, and the
Fi nchanpst ead Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an.

Range Road serves as a key green gap between historic forest rides
like Nine Mle Ride and Sandhurst Road. This devel opnent woul d erode
this gap, as defined in the Finchanpstead Nei ghbourhood Devel opnent
Pl an. Together with Pl anning Application 260577, these applications
represent a substantial and harnful encroachnent into the "green
gap", so nust be considered together

The | oss of woodl and and countryside with the installation of
har dst andi ng and caravans woul d have a detrinental inpact on the
| ook and character of this |lane and surroundi ng area.

This planning application contradicts all these issues and should be
rejected outright. Alternate sites should be identified in the
strategic plan to accomopdate the travellers' requirenents.

2. Road Safety and Access

Range Road is a narrow, single-track and unnade rural lane that is
structurally unsuitable for the passage of |arge vehicles and
caravans. This has al ready been denonstrated by the danage caused to
the I ane by the attenpted novenent of caravans/static hones recently
onto the | and opposite (Planning Application 260577). The danmge

has i ncl uded unaut hori sed w dening of the I ane into verges (owned

by residents), renoval of trees and extensive damage to tree roots.

Thi s proposed devel opnent would increase the traffic at the junction
of Range Road and the B3430 (Nine Mle Ride). This junction has
previ ously been deened substandard (Ref: F/2006/8196) and a risk

to road safety as it is severely constrained by restricted sight



lines and gradient. The alternative access of Range Road onto
Sandhurst Road exits onto a fast-noving main traffic road.

Movenent of |arge vehicles such as caravans / static hones down the
Range Road woul d not allow for easy passing for |ocal resident cars
(or energency services), forcing anyone trying to access the |ane
to reverse dangerously back onto a very busy Nine Mle Ride.

The road junction is too narrow to accomobdate the turning circle of
| arge vehicles and caravans. This was recently evidenced when a
nobi | e home on a | ow | oader caused chaos and obstructed traffic for
several hours on NNne Mle Ride, forcing other vehicles to
dangerously nount the footpath to pass the obstruction

This junction was a key factor in the refusal of application

F/ 2006/ 8196. Since then, traffic volunes have increased
substantially, but the conditions of the junction have not i nproved,
exacerbating this huge safety risk that is already recognised by the
Counci |

3. Personnel Safety
There is no safe pedestrian access or cycleway al ong Range Road, so
the site is not a genuinely sustainable |ocation

4. Ecol ogi cal Harm and Bi odi versity Loss

The ecol ogi cal inpact of this proposed devel opnent is severe and
irreparable. Fundanentally, under Wki ngham Policy TB23 and MDD
Pol i cy TB10, the proposal nust avoid adverse inpacts on the Special
Pr otection Area (SPA). The proposal fails this test. In

addi tion;

The applicant has already felled nmany trees on the site, prior to
requesting planning pernmission or carrying out an effective

ecol ogi cal survey. The proposed "no-dig" solution (in the Agent's
Pl anning Statenent) to protect TPO-covered trees is probably
technically

i npossible to protect the long-termsafety of the protected trees
and their roots via digging, conpaction and drai nage run off from
the proposed developnent. It will require utilities (water, power,
sewage) to be installed. This will require digging through
protected root zones, leading to the eventual death of the woodl and
screeni ng.

There are already existing drainage and surface water concerns in
the area, which risk being exacerbated by devel opnent of the site.

The site is hone to many species including Bats, Roe Deer, Badgers,
Rabbits and Tawny OMs. The |oss of woodl and threatens these
habitats and danage to the site has already seen an inpact to
wildlife

specifies such as ow s and deer (one has recently died as it was
frightened out onto NNne MIle Ride unable to find its way back to
the woods) . Unauthorised lighting fromthe adjacent site

(Pl anni ng

Application 260577) already denonstrates extrene |ight pollution
visi ble fromafar. This "urban gl ow' conflicts the rural identity
of the historic forest and constitutes a major change in character



The current proposal ignores how the devel opnent will neet

Bi odi versity Net Gain (BNG requirenents. This, along with
digging through tree roots and the probable renoval of nore trees
will lead to future wildlife degradation

5. Wndfall dassification

The proposal describes this as a "suitable windfall site" which
totally contest. Under Wkingham Policy TB10, a site nust be
"adjacent to an existing settlement' and 'avoid inpacting the
separate identity of settlenents'. This proposal fails both - it
encroaches into an established and recogni sed green gap and inpacts
the rural identity of Range Road as a woodl and corri dor

6. Concl usi on

This is the first of two known, but nmaybe the first of a nunber of
additional potential simlar, planning applications al ong Range
Road. Therefore, | urge the Council to reject this proposal and
prevent irreversible "rural creep" and harmto the Finchanpstead
countryside and green belt.



