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Re: Pl anning Application for Loddon Valley Garden Vill age

Devel opment at New ands Farm Arborfield

| MPORTANT NOTE: PARALLEL PLANNI NG APPLI| CATI ONS

Two pl anning applications are currently running in parallel for the
Loddon Valley Garden Village devel opnent:

1. University of Reading (Hall Farm - Application Reference
252498 2. d eesons / New ands Farm (R& 9JD) - Application

Ref erence 252769 Both applications naterially inpact Monks Cottage
and the surrounding community. Wilst this fornmal response
specifically addresses Application Reference 252769, the

obj ections, concerns and coments raised herein apply equally to
bot h applications. These applications are intrinsically |inked and
formpart of the sane overall devel opnent schene. It would be
negligent for themto be considered in isolation

The cunul ative inpact of both applications nust be assessed together
as the conbined effect on Monks Cottage with respect to the |oca
infrastructure, transport networks, utilities, flood risk, ecology
and the wider comunity is far greater than either application
considered separately. Any deternination of one application wthout
full consideration of the other would be fundanentally flawed and
contrary to proper planning assessnent principles.

Critically, the environnental assessnents subnmitted with these
applications are fundanentally flawed because they consider inpacts
on Monks Cottage from each application separately, whereas Mnks
Cottage will be positioned between and engul fed by, both

devel opnents. The actual inpact will be cunulative fromboth

devel opnent s

si mul t aneously. Environnental assessnents eval uating noise, air
quality, construction disruption, traffic and other inpacts from
only one application fail to reflect the true conditions Mnks
Cottage will experience. The property will face inpacts from both
devel opnents at the sane tine, creating a conbined burden that has
not been properly evaluated in either application's environnenta
docunentation. This represents a serious deficiency in the
assessnent nethodol ogy that undernines the validity of the
concl usi ons reached.

STATEMENT OF OPPGCSI TI ON

I formally and unequivocally object to the above pl anni ng
applications for the proposed Loddon Valley Garden Vill age

Devel opnent. This

devel opnent represents fundanental |y unsustai nabl e, inappropriate
and undeliverabl e planning that will cause severe and irreversible
harm My objections centre on:- the unprecedented inpact on Mnks
Cottage, a 200-year-old property that will be entirely surrounded by
the devel opnent site; the absence of railway access creating

car -dependent sprawl generating up to 11,700 additional daily
vehi cl e novenents; the unfunded M4 bridge critical to transport
strategy; the l|ack of adequate assessnment of the contractua
commitnent for Newlands Farmto naintain water supply to Monks



Cottage and Thames Water's ability to deliver the required clean and
waste water infrastructure in a tinely fashion; inadequate
assessnent of the inpact to Monks Cottage as a Built Heritage
property; unreliable SUDS systens with 30-90% effectiveness placing
properties at flood risk; permanent destruction of 8.72 hectares of
priority habitat, ancient woodl ands, and veteran trees; devastating
impact on wildlife including deer, badgers, foxes, stoats, weasels,
dormouse, ow's, 852 invertebrate species, 94 bird species, 9 bat
species, critically endangered

European Eels; |loss of the Best and Most Versatile agricultural |and
and the grossly inequitable concentration of over 90% of borough
devel opnent in the south pf the borough whilst infrastructure is

al ready at breaking point. These are fundanental flaws that render

t he devel opnent undel i verabl e and unsustai nabl e. The applications
nmust be

ref used.

MONKS COTTAGE: UNPRECEDENTED PCSI TI ON W THI N THE DEVELOPMENT SI TE
Monks Cottage is a 200-year-old property that sits within the heart
of the devel opnent site, bordered on all sides by the proposed Hall
Farm (Application 252498) and d eeson (Application 252769)
applications. W are in a unique position as the nost inpacted
privately owned property wthin the devel opnent area

Monks Cottage has existed within a rural agricultural |andscape for
its entire history. As one of the renaining buildings within the
former Arborfield Hall estate, the heritage significance of the
property is intrinsically linked to this rural setting the

rel ati onship between the historic building, which acted as
farmworkers cottages and its agricultural surroundi ngs has defined
the property's character for two centuries. As such, the property
has been consciously preserved as a rural setting by multiple deed
owners across 200 years of its inhabitance.

The proposal to fully surround this historic building with up to
3,930 hones across both the Newl ands Farm and Hal | Farm devel opnents
represents the conplete obliteration of the rural context that
defines the heritage asset's character and significance.

Unl i ke typical planning objections from nei ghbouring properties,
Monks Cottage will be entirely engulfed by this nmassive devel opnent
of circa 3,900 hones, schools, enploynent areas, and extensive
infrastructure, materially changing the fabric of its present
character. The construction period will span nultiple years,
meani ng prol onged di sruption during the build phase foll owed by

per manent transformati on of the property's setting post-conpletion
The scale of inpact is

t heref ore nmassive both during the extended construction period and
in perpetuity once the devel opnent is operational

The proposal to construct such devel opnent around an exi sting
occupi ed dwelling represents an extraordinary planning scenario
that denands exceptional scrutiny and protection neasures that are
entirely absent fromthe current application

| NADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF HERI TACE HARM TO MONKS COTTAGE

The Built Heritage assessnent in the New ands Farm Environnenta
Statenent identifies Monks Cottage as a built heritage asset of
historic interest, yet concludes that the devel opnent will cause
only "negligible harm to its setting, with effects "not considered
significant in terns of EIA Regulations." This assessnent is wholly
i nadequate and fails to reflect the true extent of heritage harm
Monks Cottage is a 200-year-old property that has existed within a
rural agricultural |landscape for its entire history. As one of the
remai ning buildings within the former Arborfield Hall estate, the



heritage significance of the property is intrinsically linked to
this rural setting the relationship between the historic building,
which acted as farmworkers cottages and its agricul tural
surroundi ngs has defined the property's character for two
centuries. The proposal to fully surround this historic building
with up to 3,930 honmes across both the Newl ands Farm and Hall Farm
devel opnents represents the conp lete obliteration of the rura
context that defines the heritage

asset's character and significance. As such, the property has been
consciously preserved as a rural setting by nmultiple deed owners
across 200 years of its inhabitance.

The transformation froma peaceful rural dwelling with open
agricultural surroundings to a property entirely engul fed by

hi gh-density suburban devel opnent cannot reasonably be characterised
as "negligible harm" The assessnent appears to evaluate setting

i npacts fromthe New ands Farm devel opnent in isolation
fundanmentally failing to consider the cunul ative heritage harmfrom
bei ng positioned between two nmajor housing devel opnents. This

met hodol ogi cal flaw undermnes the credibility of the entire
heritage assessnent.

The concl usion that effects "would not be considered significant in
terns of ElIA Regul ations" may be technically correct under narrow
El A net hodol ogy, but does not address the substantial heritage harm
in planning policy terms. The National Planning Policy Franmework
requires great weight to be given to the conservation of heritage
assets and harm significance of a heritage asset through devel opnent
within its setting that requires a clear and convi nci ng
justification. The applications provide no such justification

The irreversible heritage harmwill result from surrounding a
200-year-old rural dwelling with suburban sprawl, permanently
severing the historic relationship between the building and its
agricultural landscape setting that has existed for two centuries.
To disniss this as "negligible" denonstrates either a fundanmenta

m sunder st andi ng of heritage significance or a deliberate
understatenent of harmto facilitate devel opnent approval. Neither

i s acceptable.

| NADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF MAI NTENANCE OF CONTRACTUAL WATER SUPPLY

| NFRASTRUCTURE

The Newl ands Farm Environnental Statenent contains a critica

om ssion regardi ng water supply infrastructure. The application
provi des no nention of existing contractual commtnents for

mai ntai ning the water supply that runs across the proposed

devel opnent site to Mnks

Cottage. There is no plan, no details, and no assessnent of how the
applicant will ensure that existing water supply infrastructure will
not be disrupted during the constructi on phase or operationa

peri od.

The docunent acknow edges that Thanmes Water nust provide "a new
pot abl e water supply" to "address the capacity shortfall in the
exi sting network off site," yet provides no information about:

- Protection neasures for existing water nmins during construction
activities

- Disruption mtigation plans if water infrastructure requires

di versi on or upgradi ng

- Contractual commtnents with Thanes Water regarding water supply
delivery and nmi nt enance

- Contingency plans if water supply is disrupted during the extended
construction period (2027/28 to 2033/ 34)



- Asset protection zones around existing water infrastructure

- Bi ndi ng guarant ees about Thanmes Water's ability to deliver
required

infrastructure

- I npact on existing users, including Monks Cottage, if water nmins
are damaged or require tenporary shutdown

This onission is particularly concerning given Thanes Water's
current predicanment requiring 18.7 billion investnent between 2025
and 2030 to address failing infrastructure. |If Thanes Water cannot
maintain critical existing infrastructure, how can it possibly
deliver new water supply capacity for increnental builds whilst
protecting existing water infrastructure serving properties |like
Monks Cottage? The conpl ete absence of any assessnent, plan, or
contractua

conmitnent regarding water supply infrastructure represents a
fundanmental flaw in the application. Water supply is essenti al
infrastructure, and the application provides no credible assurance
that existing supply will be protected or that new capacity will be
delivered. This is unacceptable and renders the devel opnent
undel i ver abl e.

CONSTRUCTI ON PHASE | MPACTS

Whi | e planning applications typically do not consider nuisance and
di sruption during construction periods, the exceptional scale and
duration of this devel opnment spanni ng decades nakes construction

i mpact a significant material consideration that cannot be disnissed
as tenporary inconveni ence.

| npact on Monks Cottage

The construction period for the full devel opnent will span decades
during which Monks Cottage will be engulfed by building activity on
all sides. Environnental Statenent Chapter 15 acknow edges
significant noise inpacts but fails to properly identify Mnks
Cottage as a Noise Sensitive Receptor requiring special protection
Proposed nitigation neasures appear designed for properties
external to the developnent site and are wholly inadequate for a
property surrounded by construction zones.

Construction inpacts will include: severe and prol onged noi se
pollution fromnultiple directions sinultaneously with no
satisfactory buffer zone or respite; dust generation affecting air
quality and property condition; vibration damage risks to the

buil ding structure; conplete |oss of privacy and peaceful enjoynent
and serious safety concerns regarding construction traffic around an
occupi ed dwelling. The application provides no credible assessnent
of how these inpacts will be managed for a property within the
construction zone, nor adequate safeguards post-conpletion

| npact on Wder Community

The construction phase will bring disruption to the entire
surrounding area over nultiple years. Installation of
infrastructure including roads, sewage systens, schools, and the M4
bridge will generate w despread noise, dust, vibration, and traffic
i mpacts affecting existing residents in Arborfield, Shinfield, and
surroundi ng areas. Heavy goods vehicle novenents, plant nmachinery,
and construction traffic will create congestion and safety concerns
on |l ocal roads already operating at or near capacity.

TRANSPORT, H GHWAYS AND TRAFFI C

| npact on Monks Cottage

The construction phase will bring thousands of heavy goods vehicle
novenents t hrough and around the site over multiple years, with no
assessnent of construction traffic routing, safety neasures for
existing residents within the site, or protection fromdanage to



property and infrastructure. For Monks Cottage, |located within the
devel opnent site, there is no escape fromconstruction traffic
novenents around an occupi ed dwelling. The application provides no
credi bl e safety protocols for protecting residents living within an
active construction zone, creating unacceptable risks from heavy
vehi cl e novenents, site access conflicts, and construction activity
on all sides.

The operational phase will see Monks Cottage surrounded by roads
carrying an estimated 7,800 to 11, 700 additional vehicle novenents
daily, fundanentally transform ng the property froma peaceful rura
setting to one engul fed by high-volume traffic corridors. This
creates severe ongoi ng health and safety concerns incl uding:

i ncreased

accident risk from high-volunme vehicular activity on all sides
significant air quality degradation fromvehicle em ssions affecting
respiratory health; chronic noise pollution inpacting nental and
physi cal well being; and conplete |oss of the safe, quiet environnent
that currently defines the property.

Qur family specifically chose this rural location due to existing
health conditions requiring a quiet, peaceful, |owpollution

envi ronnent. The dramatic increase in traffic volune and associ at ed
pollution will directly conprom se their health and wel | bei ng,
maki ng the property unsuitable for continued occupation

| npact on Wder Community

This application represents fundanmental |y unsustai nabl e devel opnent
that will create a car-dependent conmunity wth wholly inadequate
transport infrastructure. The transport deficiencies al one warrant
refusal .

The devel opnent site has no direct railway station access. The
nearest stations at Wnnersh, Wki ngham and Readi ng are severa
mles distant wth no realistic walking or cycling access. This
geogr aphi ca

i sol ation neans the devel opment will generate an estimated 7,800 to
11, 700 additional vehicle novenents daily.

The application presents this as a sustainable "garden vill age" but
the reality is a |large suburban estate that will be alnpbst entirely
car -dependent. Nearly 10,000 new residents will have no practica
alternative to private car ownership, fundanentally contradicting
nati onal and | ocal planning policies pronoting sustainable transport
and reduci ng carbon eni ssions.

Woki ngham Bor ough Counci| has invested in numerous cycle |anes

t hroughout the conmmunity, yet these remain seriously underutilised,
denonstrating that cycle infrastructure al one does not create nodal
shift wi thout genuine connectivity and safety. The application fails
to denonstrate how residents of this devel opnment could safely access
exi sting cycle networks. There is no viable route fromthe

devel opnent site to existing cycle |anes without travelling on
dangerous roads unsuitable for cycling. The proposed cycle
infrastructure within the devel opnent will be simlarly isolated
creating another underutilised facility that fails to provide a
realistic alternative to car use. Wiilst the application references
future bus services, history denonstrates such services are
invariably underutilised and ultimtely w thdrawn or reduced to
mnimal |evels. Wthout railway access and with di spersed
destinations, bus services cannot provide a realistic alternative to
car use. The application fails to provide binding conm tnents
regardi ng bus service frequency, routes, operating hours, or

| ong-term fundi ng.

The devel opnent will generate massive traffic increases on roads

al ready operating at or near capacity. The A327 Readi ng Road, Lower



Earl ey Way, and local roads through Arborfield and Shinfield wll
experi ence severe additional congestion. The application fails to
denonstrate that existing junctions can accommpdate this traffic

i ncrease without unacceptable delays and safety inplications.
Traffic nodelling relies on unrealistic assunptions about nodal
shift given the lack of railway access.

The proposed M4 bridge is critical to the devel opnent's transport
strategy, yet there are serious unresolved concerns about its
funding and delivery. The application fails to provide clear

evi dence of

secured funding. Bridge construction over a ngjor notorway is
extraordi narily expensive, requiring extensive engineering, safety
nmeasures, and coordi nation with National H ghways. Wt hout
transparent evidence that funding is secured and sufficient, there
is real risk the bridge will never be built.

If the M4 bridge is not delivered, the devel opment becones
fundanmental | y unworkabl e. Northern portions would have severely
constrai ned access, forcing all traffic through southern access
points and creating bottlenecks on already congested roads. The
devel opnment woul d be left with i nadequate connectivity, underm ning
the entire nmasterplan. The application nust denonstrate, through

bi nding | egal agreenents and financial guarantees, that the M4
bridge will be delivered before a specified nunber of dwellings are
occupi ed.

The application also fails to adequately assess cunul ati ve i npact
with other mmjor developnents in the area. The cunul ative effect
will be gridlock during peak hours, with severe inpacts on air
quality, journey tines, and quality of life for existing residents.
UTI LI TI ES | NFRASTRUCTURE - THAMES WATER SEWAGE CAPACI TY

| npact on Monks Cottage

The installation and of sewage infrastructure will create additiona
di sruption through excavation, pipe |aying, and connection works.
For Monks Cottage, this represents yet another source of noise,
vibration, traffic, and disturbance that has not been adequately
assessed or

mtigated

I f Thames Water fails to deliver new sewage or significantly
upgraded infrastructure for Arborfield Sewage Treatnent works and
attenpts to connect the devel opnment to existing sewage
infrastructure that is already operating at or near capacity, this
could lead to increased sewage flooding risks, reduced service
reliability and environnental pollution affecting Monks Cottage.

| npact on Wder Community

The application's reliance on Thanmes Water to provi de adequate
sewage infrastructure represents a fundanental risk to the

devel opnent' s

viability and deliverability. Thames Water is experiencing an

unpr ecedented financial and operational crisis that casts serious
doubt on its ability to deliver the sewage works upgrades required
to serve 3,900 new hones.

Thanes Water is in severe financial distress, carrying debts of 16
billion and facing record regulatory fines for environnental
failures. The conpany's historical |ack of investnent neans new
capital investnent progranmes are under severe pressure, wth Thanes
Water struggling to nmamintain and upgrade existing infrastructure, so
new capacity for major devel opnents is not priority.

Thames Water needs to invest 18.7 billion between 2025 and 2030 to
address failing infrastructure, including outdated sewage worKks,
chro nic | eakage problens, and sewage spills. If Thanes Water are
struggling to maintain critical existing infrastructure, it



questions the tinely delivery of increnental sewage works capacity
required for nearly 10,000 additional residents at Loddon Vall ey
Garden Vil l age.

Even i f funding were avail able, Thanes Water faces severe resource
and | abour constraints that nake tinely delivery highly doubtful

The

wat er industry is experiencing significant skills shortages, and
specialist infrastructure projects require experienced engi neers and
contractors who are in extrenely short supply.

Wt hout guaranteed sewage capacity, this devel opnent cannot proceed.
The application nust denonstrate, through binding | egal agreenents,
that sewage infrastructure will be delivered at specific phases
before specified nunbers of dwellings are occupied. No such
guarantees are evident in the application materials. The application
provi des no answers about delivery risks and no contingency plans.
FLOOD RI SK, DRAI NAGE AND SUDS

| npact on Monks Cottage

Monks Cottage currently exists in a rural setting with natura

drai nage patterns, close to fields that periodically flood. The
whol esal e transformation of surrounding agricultural land into hard
surfaces, roads, and buildings will fundanmentally alter water flow
patterns, potentially placing the property at significantly

i ncreased flood risk.

The application relies on Sustainable Urban Drai nage Systens

(SUDS) to nmnage surface water runoff. However, recent research
reveals that SUDS regularly fail in practice, resulting in

mal functi oni ng systens, water nuisance, and high costs. SUDS

ef fecti veness varies enornously dependi ng on design and | ocation
with efficiency ranging from30%to 90% Wth the nassive vol une of
runof f fromthis devel opnent, there is little roomfor error. The
consequences of SUDS under performance or failure would be severe for
Monks Cottage, potentially including

surface water flooding, property damage, and ongoing flood risk

anxi ety.
The application provides insufficient analysis of how the new SUDS
infrastructure will interact with existing natural drainage systens

serving Monks Cottage. Hydrol ogi c-hydraulic nodelling of urban

cat chnents achi eves accuracy ranging only from78%to 95% neaning
such margins of error could translate into significant real-world
flooding. The application provides no sensitivity analysis, no
assessnent of SUDS under perfornmance scenari os, and no contingency

pl ans for failure.

Cimate change is increasing the frequency and intensity of extrenme
rainfall events. SUDS are typically designed on historical rainfal
data which may be wholly inadequate for future conditions. The
application fails to denponstrate that SUDS capacity has been
designed with sufficient headroomto acconmpbdate nore intense
rainfall events increasingly likely over the devel opnent's
lifetinme.

SUDS requi re ongoi ng nai ntenance to function effectively, yet the
application fails to provide adequate detail on who will be
responsi bl e for maintenance in perpetuity, howit will be funded
and what happens if naintenance is neglected. Experience shows SUDS
mai nt enance i s often inadequate, |eading to progressive
deterioration and eventual failure.

| npact on Wder Community

The sane SUDS concerns apply to the wider comunity. The devel opnent
of 3,900 hones will generate massive surface water runoff increases.



Despite proximty to the R ver Loddon and known flood risks, the
application fails to adequately denonstrate how flood risk will be
managed and exi sting properties protected. The consequences of SUDS
under per f ormance woul d i nclude surface water flooding of existing
properties, overwhel ned drai nage systens, River Loddon pollution
and damage to ecol ogical features the devel opnent clains to protect.
NO SE, VI BRATI ON AND Al R QUALI TY

| npact on Monks Cottage

The noi se assessnent relies on standard construction noise

t hreshol ds of 65 dB LAeq, 16hr, which nay be appropriate for
properties at the devel opnent boundary but are manifestly inadequate
for a property within the site itself. There is no recognition that
Monks Cottage wll experience construction noise fromnultiple
directions

si mul taneously, with no adequate buffer zone or respite. The

cunul ative inpact assessnent is entirely absent.

Furt hernmore, the operational noise fromtwo primary schools, one
secondary school, enploynent areas, sports facilities, significantly
i ncreased roads and traffic will continue indefinitely after
construction conpletion. The application fails to denonstrate how
acceptabl e noise levels will be maintained at Monks Cottage when
surrounded by these active uses. It is clear that noise pollution at
Monks Cottage will increase dramatically through the proposed

devel opnent.

Whil st the applicant's air quality assessnent focuses on designated
ecol ogical sites, it provides insufficient analysis of air quality

i mpacts on existing residents within the site boundary. Construction
dust, vehicle em ssions fromthousands of new hones, and operationa
em ssions from schools and enpl oynent areas will significantly
degrade air quality at Monks Cottage. For a property surrounded by
new roads and devel opnent, the air quality inpacts will be severe
and pernmanent with corresponding health inplications.

| npact on Wder Community

The car-dependent nature of the devel opnent will generate thousands
of additional vehicle journeys daily, with correspondi ng increases
in nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and other pollutants. The
air quality inpacts will affect the wider conmmunity, with health
inmplications for existing residents in Arborfield, Shinfield, and
surroundi ng areas. The cunul ative effect of construction noise,
operational noise fromschools and enpl oynent areas, and traffic
noise will significantly degrade the acoustic environment across the
wi der

ar ea.

ECOLOG CAL DESTRUCTI ON AND LOSS OF RURAL CHARACTER

| npact on Monks Cottage

The devel opnent will fundanentally and irreversibly transform Monks
Cottage froma rural dwelling in an agricultural |andscape to a
property surrounded by suburban housing, schools, enploynent areas
and urban infrastructure. The rural setting that defines the
property's character and value will be conpletely obliterated.

The ecol ogical destruction will be devastating. The devel opnent will
result in permanent |oss of 8.72 hectares of Floodplain Gazing
Marsh, destruction of 0.11 hectares of |ow and m xed deci duous
woodl| and,

| oss of part of Rushy Mead Local WIldlife Site, destruction of

nuner ous hedgerows and treelines, and | oss of three veteran trees.
The wildlife currently inhabiting the | and around Monks Cottage wl|l
be fundanmental |y conpronised, including the diverse species we



regul arly encounter: Deer, Badgers, Foxes, Stoats, Wasels,

Dor nouse, and OM s, alongside the inpact on the whole site for 852
i nvertebrate species, 94 bird species, nine bat species, and
critically endangered European

Eel s.

| npact on Wder Community

The sane ecol ogi cal destruction extends across the w der area. The
devel opnent will destroy eight confirmed bat roosts and numerous
potential tree roosts, elimnate 14 Skylark territories, and harm
habitats supporting Great Crested Newts, \Wite-clawed Crayfish, and
reptiles in the R ver Loddon.

Whi | st the applicant proposes various nitigation neasures, these
represent an attenpt to offset irreversible harmrather than avoid
it. The so-called "EcoValley" enhancenent strategy cannot recreate
the established ecosystens that will be destroyed. Ancient

woodl ands, veteran trees, and nature hedgerows have taken centuries
to devel op and support conpl ex ecol ogi cal comunities that cannot
sinmply be transplanted or recreated el sewhere. The Suitable

Al ternative Natural G eenspace (SANG provision of 40.27 hectares
is designed prinarily to protect the Thames Basi n Heat hs Speci al
Protection Area from

recreational pressure, not to conpensate for the loss of the rura
envi ronnent .

LOSS OF BEST AND MOST VERSATI LE AGRI CULTURAL LAND

The destruction of productive agricultural |and surroundi ng Monks
Cottage will permanently alter the character and setting of the
property. The agricultural |andscape that currently defines the
rural character will be replaced by suburban devel opnent,
elimnating the agricultural context that gives the property its

di stinctive character and renovi ng nuch needed farm ng resource.
The devel opnent will consune substantial areas of Best and Most
Versatile (BW) agricultural land, classified as Grades 1, 2, and
3a under the Agricultural Land Classification system This
represents the nost flexible, productive, and efficient agricultura
| and capabl e of delivering future crops for food and non-food uses.

Nat i onal pl anning policy provides clear protection for BW
agricultural land. The National Planning Policy Franmework, updated

i n Decenber 2022, requires that "the agricultural |and used for food
producti on shoul d be consi dered...when decidi ng what sites are nost
appropriate for devel opnment." Local planning authorities are
specifically directed to take into account the econonic and other
benefits of BW agricultural |and, and where significant devel opnent
of agricultural land is denonstrated to be necessary, they should
seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a
hi gher quality.

In an era of food security concerns, climate change, and increasing
pressure on agricultural resources, the permanent |oss of productive
BW agricultural land to housing devel opnent represents poor

| ong-term planning and conflicts with national policy objectives.
The

application fails to denonstrate that all brownfield alternatives
have been exhausted or that the benefits of this devel opnent
outwei gh the pernanent and irreversible |l oss of this protected
agricultura

resource.

The destruction of BW land is particularly concerning given that
this classification systemis designed to protect |and specifically
because of its superior capability to produce food and ot her
agricultura



products. Once devel oped, this land is lost forever it cannot be
restored or recreated. The application provides no adequate
justification for why this irreplaceable resource should be
sacrifice d when alternative sites on |ower-grade agricultural |and
are

avai |l abl e.

| NFRASTRUCTURE DEFI Cl ENCI ES

The phasing schedul e reveals that critical infrastructure will not
be delivered in a tinely manner, neaning that Mnks Cottage will be
surrounded by an inconpl ete devel opnent | acki ng essential services
and facilities for many years. This will conpound the construction
phase inpacts and extend the period of disruption and inadequate
anenity. The phasing schedul e reveals critical infrastructure gaps
that will severely inpact quality of Iife for future residents and
pl ace additional pressure on existing comunity facilities.

The secondary school is not scheduled for delivery until 2037, yet
over 2,000 households are planned before this date. The additiona
p ressure on existing schools in Wkingham Arborfield and
surroundi ng areas has not been adequately assessed. This represents
a failure to provide essential infrastructure in a tinmely manner.
Heal thcare provision is simlarly inadequate. The application
mentions GP surgeries but provides no concrete conmitnents or
capacity

assessnents. The existing healthcare infrastructure in the area is
al ready under strain, and addi ng approxi mately 9,750 new residents
(based on 2.5 persons per househol d) w thout guaranteed additiona
capacity is irresponsible planning.

El ectricity, water supply, and tel econmunications infrastructure
nmust al so be proven adequate before devel opnent commences. The
application provides insufficient evidence that existing

i nfrastructure can support this nmassive increase in denand.

| NEQUI TABLE DEVELOPMENT CONCENTRATI ON AND CUMULATI VE | NFRASTRUCTURE
FAl LURE

Monks Cottage will be engulfed within a vast conurbation nerging
formerly distinct villages, losing both its imrediate rural setting
wi thin a continuous suburbani sation stretching from Reading to

Woki ngham

Over 90% of Wobki ngham Borough's recent housi ng devel opnment has been
concentrated in the south, prinmarily at Arborfield Garrison and
Shinfield. This application elinmnates remaining gaps between

W nnersh, Barkham Arborfield, Shinfield and Lower Earl ey,
permanent|y destroying centuries-old village identities.
Infrastructure in South Wki nghamis already severely strained -
roads congested, schools oversubscribed, GP surgeries at capacity
and sewage systens struggling. Adding 3,900 hones will push

i nfrastructure beyond breaking point, with catastrophic traffic

i mpacts on the A327, Lower Earley Way and | ocal roads. Environnenta
i mpacts are equally severe: agricultural |and | oss, habitat
destruction, increased flood risk from nmassive hard surfacing, air
qual ity degradation and additiona

pressure on the Thanes Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. The
application fails to assess these cunul ative inpacts adequately.
Whi | e individual devel opnents claimnmnitigation neasures, the

cunul ative effect creates irreversible consequences: |oss of village
identity, nerging of settlenents, elinmination of green gaps, and
transformation fromrural to urban character

The south has absorbed over 90% of housing whilst the north remains
protected. No adequate assessnent has been made of cumul ative
environnental, social and infrastructure inpacts. Devel opnent coul d
have been nore equitably distributed. The Council has failed to



consi der the social and environnental justice inplications of this
grossly inequitable distribution

The application nust be refused as the unacceptable culmnation of a
devel opnent strategy placing disproportionate and unsustai nabl e
burden on Sout h Woki ngham Borough. The cunul ati ve i npacts have not
been

adequately assessed, the loss of village identities and green gaps
has not been justified, and concentrating over 90% of devel opnent in
one area represents fundanental |y inequitable and unsustai nabl e

pl anni ng.

ALTERNATI VE SI TE CONSI DERATI ONS - ASHRI DGE

The failure to properly consider alternative sites neans that Monks
Cottage faces unprecedented inpacts that coul d have been avoi ded
entirely if the Council had conducted a thorough and objective site
sel ection process. The existence of nore suitable alternative sites
rai ses serious questions about why Hall Farm has been sel ected
despite its fundanental unsuitability.

The application fails to denonstrate that Hall Farmis the nost
appropriate site for this scale of devel opment when conpared to
avail abl e alternatives. The Ashridge site represents a significantly
nore suitable alternative that appears to have been inadequately
consi dered by Wki ngham Bor ough Council.

The Ashridge site offers several critical advantages over Hall Farm
Most inportantly, it is not located on a flood plain, unlike Hal
Farm which sits in proximty to the River Loddon with associated
flood risks. The Ashridge site is also not designated as green belt,
renoving a significant planning constraint. Furthernore, Ashridge
has good transport |inks and could potentially deliver

approxi mately 3,000 hones.

The Ashridge site could be devel oped over the 15-year period that
the Local Plan Update has to cover. In contrast, the Hall Farmsite,
with its larger nunber of houses and extensive infrastructure
requirenents, stretches out over two plan periods or 30 years of
building in the area. This extended construction tineline neans
decades of disruption for existing residents and prol onged
uncertainty about infrastructure

delivery.

The Council's apparent conmmitnent to Hall Farm despite its
fundanmental unsuitability due to flood risk, lack of transport
connectivity, BW agricultural |and | oss, ecol ogical destruction

and infrastructure delivery challenges, raises serious questions
about whether alternative sites have been given proper and

obj ective

consi deration. The existence of the Ashridge alternative, which
addresses many of Hall Farnis deficiencies, suggests that the site
sel ection process has been flawed and that the Council has
prioritised its relationship with the University of Reading over
sound pl anni ng

princi pl es.

The application nust denonstrate through transparent evidence that a
t horough, objective, and conparative assessnent of alternative sites
has been conducted, and that Hall Farm has been sel ected on pl anning
nmerits rather than conmercial conveni ence. Wthout such evidence,
the application should be refused on the grounds that nore suitable
alternative sites have not been properly considered.

HUMAN RI GHTS, PROPERTY RI GHTS AND ALTERNATI VE SCLUTI ONS

The i npact on Mnks Cottage rai ses serious questions about the



protection of property rights and the right to peaceful enjoynent of
one's honme under Article 8 and Article 1 of Protocol 1 of the

Eur opean Convention on Human Rights. The application fails to
denonstrate that the interference with these rights is proportionate
or that adequate safeguards are in place

The failure to consider the inpact to Monks Cottage or engage wth
its residents on the planned devel opnent prior to application stage
suggests i nadequate regard for existing property rights and
residential amenity.

If the devel opnent nust proceed as proposed, the applicant should be
required to offer suitable conpensation or provide conprehensive
mtigation including tenporary relocation during construction,
structural guarantees against vibration danage, and pernanent noise
attenuati on nmeasures.

POLI CY CONFLI CTS

This application conflicts with fundanental planning principles and
poli ci es.

The National Planning Policy Franmework requires that planning
deci si ons protect and enhance the natural environnment, mninse

i mpacts on biodiversity, ensure a high standard of anmenity for

exi sting and future occupants of land and buil di ngs, pronote

sustai nabl e transport, and protect Best and Most Versatile
agricultural land. This application fails on all counts.

Woki ngham Bor ough Council's own pl anning policies enphasise
protecting residential anenity, conserving and enhancing the natura
envi ronnent, pronoting sustainable transport, ensuring sustainable
devel opnent, and protecting agricultural land. This application
viol ates these policy

obj ecti ves.

The proposal conflicts with policies protecting Local Wlidlife
Sites, ancient woodl ands, priority habitats, and BW agricultura

| and.

Whilst nmitigation is proposed, the principle of avoiding harmin the
first instance has been abandoned in favour of a "develop first,
conpensate |later" approach that is contrary to established planning
policy.

CONCLUSI ON

This application represents fundanental |y unsustai nabl e and

i nappropriate devel opnent that will cause severe and unacceptabl e
harmto Monks Cottage, create a car-dependent comunity with

i nadequate transport infrastructure, destroys val uabl e ecol ogi ca
habitats and Best and Mbst Versatile agricultural land, and fail to
provi de adequate services and utilities for the proposed popul ati on
For Monks Cottage specifically, the unique position within the
devel opnent site boundary creates inpacts that have not been
properly assessed or mitigated. The property will be surrounded by
construction activity for years, subjected to severe noi se, dust,
vibration, and traffic inpacts, and will lose its entire rura
setting and character. The application provides no adequate
protection neasures, conpensation, or alternative arrangenents for
this unprecedented

si tuation.

For the wider community and |location, the transport strategy is
whol Iy i nadequate, relying on a car-dependent nodel that contradicts
sustainability principles and an M4 bridge whose fundi ng and
delivery renain unproven. The sewage infrastructure requirenments
depend on

Thanes Water, a conpany in financial and operational crisis, to
deliver the required upgrades in an acceptable tineframe. The fl ood
risk and drai nage strategy relies on SUDS whose nodel | i ng accuracy



is acknow edged to be challenging, with little roomfor error given
t he massi ve volune of runoff and | ow confidence in the accuracy of
proposed sol utions. The ecol ogi cal destruction, |oss of Best and
Most Versatile agricultural |and protected by national policy, and

i nadequate infrastructure provision render this devel opnent
fundanmental |y i nappropri ate.

The cunul ati ve devel opnent burden on Sout h Woki ngham Bor ough, with
over 90% of new housing concentrated in this area whilst the north
of the borough has avoi ded significant devel opnent, represents

i nequi tabl e and unsustai nabl e planning. This devel opnent will act as
the final connector that nerges W nnersh, Barkham Arborfield,
Shinfield, and Lower Earley into continuous urban spraw,
elimnating village identities and green gaps that have existed for
centuries. The cunul ative inpacts of nmultiple |arge-scale

devel opnents have not been adequately assessed.

Furt hernore, the apparent fixation on the Hall Farmsite, seenmingly
driven by the Council's agreenent with the University of Reading

rat her than objective planning considerations, raises serious
concerns about the site selection process. The existence of the
Ashridge alternative site, which is not on a flood plain, is not
designated green belt, has good transport |inks, and coul d deliver
devel opnent over a shorter tinmefrane, suggests that nore suitable
alternatives have not been properly considered.

These are not ninor deficiencies that can be addressed through
nning conditions. They are fundanental flaws that go to the heart of
whet her this devel opnent is deliverable, sustainable, and
appropriate. The risks are too great: the risk that the M4 bridge
will not be

built, the risk that sewage infrastructure will not be delivered
the risk that SUDS will fail and cause flooding, the risk that

t housands of hones will be built w thout adequate supporting
infrastructure, the risk of catastrophic inpacts on Mnks Cottage
and existing residents, and the risk that a nore suitable
alternative site has been overlooked in favour of conmercia

conveni ence.

| urge Woki ngham Bor ough Council to refuse this application. If the
Council is minded to approve despite these objections, | request

t hat Woki ngham Bor ough Council enter into direct engagenent with ne
to discuss conprehensive protection neasures to be secured through
pl anni ng condi tions and Section 106 obligations.



