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COWENTS:
| strongly object to this planning application for the foll ow ng
reasons:

1. Traffic

There are al ready queues and del ays today, w thout the Loddon Valley
Garden Vill age devel opnent, especially in rush hour there are very
long traffic queues al ong Mol e Road and Lower Earley Wy in the
nor ni ngs and eveni ngs.

The Transport Survey was carried out by Stantec in Novenber 2021 and
this information is now well out-of-date and does not reflect
current traffic levels. The level of traffic has increased
enornously since 2021, particularly with the devel opnents at
Shinfield, Hatch Farm Way and Arborfield Geen, and there are even
nore additional houses

pl anned 900 at Arborfield Green and 300 at Barkham which can
only cause further traffic queues and increase the risk of

acci dent s.

Car ownership |l evels in Wkingham are sone of the highest in the
country, with around 40% of hones having 2 cars and 14% have 3 or
nore cars. Car ownership at LVGY will nean between 5000 6000 extra
cars on the road. The inpact of all this additional traffic on the

rural road network will be highly danaging to the | ocal heritage and
environnent around Hall Farm Despite all the new roads pl anned
inside the LVGV area, traffic will eventually have to spill out onto

Lower Earley Way, Mol e Road or Reading Road, all of which are
currently operating beyond capacity. This has a negative inpact on
energency vehicle response tinmes as well.

The increased traffic queues will not only worsen congestion, they
will increase air and noise pollution in the area, potentially
affecting residents' health and wel |l bei ng.

The LPU is relying very heavily on wal ki ng, cycling and public
transport to alleviate car traffic on the road network. This is a
comendabl e aimbut will be difficult to achieve. It is noted in
the LPU that getting buses to run through LVGYV is a "key chal |l enge"
especially when reliant on private bus conpanies to offer these
servi ces

2. Biodiversity

The section of the River Loddon affected by this proposal represents
one of the last remmining natural stretches of the mddle and | ower
Ri ver Loddon. It is an area of considerabl e ecol ogical val ue,
providing inportant habitat for wildlife and supporting the w der
health of the river system Developnent will result in habitat
struction and biodiversity loss. The degradation of this natura
corridor would be an environnental disaster



There is an abundance of wildlife in the devel opnent area, including
protected species. WIldlife in our garden includes badgers, foxes,
roe and nmuntjac deer, bats, weasels, hedgehogs, grass snakes, tawny
and barn ows, newts and frogs. Oters have been seen on the river

Far from"inproving biodiversity", turning the river flood plain
into a Country Park will be detrinental to the local wildlife and

bi odiversity in the area. The area will be frequented by people and
dogs which will have a negative effect on the local wildlife. The
bi odi versity net-gain clains are not credi ble given the scale of
habitat loss. It is far nore likely that the devel opnent wl|l

result in a net |oss of biodiversity and to suggest otherw se is not
credi bl e.

The proposed area for the Country Park is frequently fl ooded and

when it isn't flooded it is often still very boggy. The Environnent
Agency Flood Alert website labels this part of the flood plain as
"The Swanp" and for good reason

The Environnent Agency issued a flood alert for Arborfield,
Shinfield, Lower Earley, Sindl esham and Wnnersh on 19t h Decenber
2025. And nore alerts were issued on 10th, 11th and 12th January
2026. | took a photograph of a flooded field in the western SANG
area today (12th January 2026). | have tried to attach it here
but it hasn't proved possible to do so.

When the area is flooded, wildlife currently nakes for the higher

r ound i.e. the very ground that the planned devel opnent wl|l
occupy. Were, then, will the wildlife go? Were will they forage?
There is no point in protecting woodlands for wildlife if there are
no adjacent foraging areas. Badgers, deer, foxes, ows etc. live in
t he woodl ands but they conme out into the fields (and our garden)

to find food.

There needs to be sufficient green space between each woodl and and

t he devel opnent to allow for foraging. A single barn ow needs 0.5
square kilonetres of foraging space (ref. The Barn OM Trust).

SANGs will not replace the variety or interest of the natura

| andscape. They will be flooded for part of the year and they are
too small to be interesting. The natural habitat which already
exists is far nore interesting and beneficial to wildlife than a
SANG

The UK is one of the nobst nature-depleted countries in the world.
There are plenty of brownfield sites and enpty houses that should be
consi dered before destroying this wonderful habitat. The whole idea
of the EcoValley / SANG area is sinply GREENWASHI NG and will do nore
harm t han good

3. Water and Sewer age
Why on earth are WBC planning to increase housing in the south of
t he borough when there is a chronic shortfall of waste water

treatnent facilities in the area?

At times of heavy rainfall, Thames Water regularly punps raw sewage
i nt o Bar kham Brook, which flows into the River Loddon (a rare



exanpl e of a chalk river). There is no guarantee that sewage
produced by the LVGV devel opnent will not end up in the Loddon.

According to the LPU, Arborfield Wastewater Treatnent Wrks

(WVTW) is expected to exceed its capacity by 15,814 dwellings if
the LVGV

devel opnent goes ahead. Major upgrades will be required. WBC s own
Water Cycle Study says that typically around 5 years is required for
WVTWS to be upgraded.

Whi | st Thanes Water clains it is possible to deliver the nmjor
upgrades required in terns of sewerage infrastructure, the

Envi ronment Agency has contradicted this. G ven Thanes Water's
current situation, this tinescale seens very unlikely to be net, if
at all.

In contrast, the WvTWs at Ashridge is expected to have spare
capacity of around 4,600 dwellings. It would nake nuch nore sense
to develop land in the north of the borough rather than at LVGV.

4. Doctors, Dentists, Hospital & Energency Services

There has been rapid growth in housing recently in the Shinfield,

W nnersh, Three MIle Cross and Arborfield areas. Qur health
services cannot cope with the present demands GP services, dentis
ts and

hospital services are all failing and an increasi ng nunber of
pharmaci es are closing. Arborfield Geen still does not have a GP
surgery or dentist. The RBHis crunbling and a new hospital is
desperat el y needed.

Addi ng anot her 4,000 hones (c. 10,000 people) to the area is
i nconprehensible in the current dire situation. It will fail to
nmeet the planning requirenent for 'healthy and safe communities'

Police, fire and anbul ance services are already stretched and this
devel opnent will place further strain on them conprom sing public
saf ety and energency response tines.

5. Lack of suitable Buffer Zone between settl enents

This application contravenes WBC s Landscape Guidelines to "Conserve
the rural character of the river corridor, to protect the individua
identity of settlenents and retain their sense of physical and

vi sual separation.”

Conbi ned with existing devel opnents in Arborfield, Shinfield, Three
Mle Cross and Barkham the cumul ative effect on infrastructure and
| ocal services will be overwhelning. It will nake Lower Earl ey,
Shinfield, Sindleshamand Arborfield into a single, densely

popul ated built-up area. The LVGV devel opnent is entirely out of
scal e and out of keeping with its surroundi ngs it wll renove

val uabl e green space between existing settl enents.

6. Heritage

The LVGV site has nmuch val ued | ocal heritage which should be
protected and preserved, not built over or surrounded by houses. It



i ncludes listed buildings, the old Arborfield church, an old water
mll, an iron age settlenent and nmany ancient tracks. The proposed
devel opnment threatens the character and heritage of the area,
underm ni ng the sense of place and community cohesion

7. Gypsy and Travell er Pitches

The proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site Location, right next to
dwel i ngs, is conpletely unacceptabl e.

| say this having lived right next door to a Gypsy site for nany
years. The noise and disruption was appalling. The nmain problens
stemfromthe significant noise, 24 hours a day. Mich of the

di sturbance was caused by outdoor activities and vehicle novenents
| arge vehicles such as (but not limted to) nobile hones, caravans
& notor honmes, lorries, breakdown trucks, nechanical diggers, tree
surgeons' vehicles, horse & other animal transport. N g httine
activity is prolific and not conducive to good sleep and good
heal t h.

Therefore, a gypsy and traveller site needs to be |located well away
fromany dwel lings where occupants ni ght reasonably expect a good
night's sleep. There needs to be suitable and safe access, wth
good visibility, on to the main road network for |arge vehicles

not a Byway or a B-road. The outline plan does not include any

i ndi cation of access point, but Betty Grove Lane and Mol e Road are
both totally

unsui t abl e.

Betty Grove Lane is a Byway. A previous planning application (and
an appeal) for a gypsy site in Betty Grove Lane was refused by

both WBC and the Planning Inspectorate. The foll owing are conments
fromWsC s H ghway Authority and the Planning |Inspectorate regarding
Betty Grove Lane:

Report from WBC Hi ghway Authority

"Betty Grove Lane is substandard in respect of wi dth, alignnment and
construction. It is generally 2.5 3.0 netres wide, with no forma
passi ng pl aces and therefore does not allow two vehicles to pass
safely, presenting a danger to other road users particularly in
conjunction with any | arger vehicles.

"It lacks any footways or street lighting. Pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians woul d be vul nerabl e when passed by vehicl es
negoti ating the narrow carri ageway.

"The visibility at the junction of Betty Gove Lane and Ml e Road
(B3030) is poor. Vehicles energing onto the B3030 have restricted
visibility; increased use of this junction would therefore increase
the risk of accidents occurring."

Appeal refused by the Planning | nspector

"It seened to ne self-evident that, due to its narrow wi dth, absence
of formal passing places and uneven surface, the carriageway in
Betty Grove Lane could not satisfactorily accommodate any
appr eci abl e



increase in residential traffic. Moreover, | saw, when attenpting
to drive a vehicle westwards out of Betty Grove Lane on to Mile
Road (where there is no visibility splay in either direction),

that what seened to ne a potentially dangerous manoeuvre was

i nvol ved.

"I conclude that pernitting the establishnent of nobile hones on the
appeal site would detract unacceptably from highway safety in Betty
Grove Lane and the junction with Mol e Road."

The gypsy site should be sited well away fromany dwellings and with
saf e access onto an A-road e.g. the A327 Readi ng Road.



