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COWENTS:

| wite to object to the outline planning application to land Of
Basi ngst oke Road to the south and west of Spencers Wod -
Application Ref. 250517

My reasons for objection are as foll ows:

1) Local Devel oprrent Pl an

The proposed devel opnent is not included in the Wki ngham Di strict
Local Devel opnent Plan. The LDP is the outcone of a process to plan
sust ai nabl e and appropri ate devel opnent, follow ng |oca
consultation, integrated with related facilities, services and
infrastructure

provision. As this developnent falls outside this process it is
inevitable that it does not conply with these related plans for

| ocal service and infrastructure provision. It is therefore
significantly detrinental to these service and infrastructure

el ements, which | will conment on in detail within the objection

| understand that the Governnent has recently increased the housing
target that Woki ngham | assune that this will require Wkingham
District to re-open the local planning process. This would be the
proper time to assess this outline planning application in
conjunction wth the review of local infrastructure and facilities
needed to neet this increased devel opnent target.

2) AVE Det ail ed Energency Pl anni ng Zone ( DEPZ)

| understand that the DEPZ requirenents nmeans that there shoul d not
be further large scal e devel opnent within the Zone. Even if the
hazard is unlikely and the inpact |ow, as proposed by the Devel oper
in the Environmental Statenment Section 6.10.4, it does not nake
sense to

deliberately plan to expose residents, including vul nerable persons
in the new school and care hone, to that risk. On that basis the
application should be rejected.

In addition, the proposed Devel opnent increases risks to the contro
nmeasures that would be in place in the event of an enmergency. These
are:

a) Al though the Environnment Statenent, Section 6, states that
evacuation is unlikely, this could be needed. In that event the
Devel opnent increases risk as egress is to the west ie towards the
hazard - ref. Devel opnment Paraneter Plan. This does not appear to be
nmentioned in the Environnmental Statenent.

b) The proposed Devel opnment woul d bring vul nerabl e people eg. to
the Care Hone and school, into the DEPZ increasing risk to themin
the event of an energency. Also, should evacuation be needed, health
risks are increased due to the likely inability to evacuate the
care honme, at |east w thout causing increased risk to others. There
woul d al so be the difficulty in providing staff to the care hone if
the area is in a lock down. It does not seens sensible to plan a
Care Honme within the Zone, which goes back to ny assertion that

i nappropriate proposal s have been included in the Devel opnent as it
has not been through the Local Pl anning process.

c) The Environnental Statenent requires a Managenent Conpany (ref.
6.7.25) to be provided. Gven the challenge to Local Authority
budgets it seenms extrenely unlikely that this would actually happen



This means that a nunber of the nitigation neasures proposed by the
Devel oper woul d not be provided.

d) The Environnental Statenent also requires the Community
Buildings to fulfil an energency planning role (ref. 6.7.27). As
there does not appear to be any nechani smthat ensures these
facilities would be provided in advance of housing, the care hone
and school, it means

that the proposed mitigation neasures are highly likely not to be
del i vered

For all the reasons above the Devel opnent shoul d not be approved.

3) Type of Devel opnent

Spencers Wod has a Mderate Devel opnent Status, and Swal | owfi el d,
to the south, has a Linited Devel opnent status. This very |arge
proposal, a 420 house devel opnent with a range of facilities, is
not in keeping within with either of these existing statuses. In
addition, the style of Developnent is very intensive and it totally
out of keeping with the existing southerly edge to Spencers Wod.
It also closes the gap to Swall owfield which has to be naintained
bet ween the existing

vil | ages.

There are al so schenes in the Shinfield and Arborfield Strategic
Devel opment and al so Hall Farm Garden Village, with integrated

i nfrastructure schenes for roads and services that would make a
significant inpact on housi ng demand. As set out above, the inpact
of this Proposal on Wki ngham s devel opnent target needs to be
assessed agai nst the wi der strategies through the Local Pl anning
process. As this has not happened, this Proposal should be

rej ected.

The anmount of affordabl e housing proposed is not in keeping with the
Local Plan. This should be increased to 50%in line with the Loca
Plan and will al so need associated facilities such as inproved
public transport. This is not included in the Devel opnent, and is a
significant risk given the problens in getting the 600 route
re-instated and also the risk in maintaining the bus service over
the long term

There is also a fuel pipeline running across the site. This,
together with the DEPZ, were reasons why a devel opnent in G azel ey
was rejected and the sane approach should be nade here.

4) School Provi sion.

The Proposal includes the provision of a new school. How will this
wor k al ongsi de exi sting school provision in the Spencers Wod area?
Does it formpart of an approved plan owned, funded and resourced by
the Education authority? The proposal does not appear to neet the
needs of the Devel opnent, given that denmand al ready exceeds
provision, and therefore the school facilities would need to be
significantly expanded. It would al so have to be built at the

begi nni ng of the

construction phase to ensure capacity was avail abl e as the denand
furt her increases.

Therefore, the Application should not be approved as currently

envi saged as the school provision does not neet denand.

5) Traffic | npact

The proposed Devel opnent includes a roundabout at Back Lane. This
woul d reinforce the 'rat run' route to the A33 via Lanbs Lane and
White House Lane further increasing traffic past Lanbs Lane prinmary
school and also to the crossroads between Lanbs Lane and Beech Hill
Road, already an accident black spot. There are recently introduced
30 nph and 7.5t limts on sections of this route which is part of
the nmeans to reduce traffic. The Devel opnent will significantly
increase traffic in this area increasing risk of accidents. The



Devel opnent

shoul d not be approved as the additional vehicle novenents it would
c reate on this route to the A33 cannot be accommopdat ed safely on
the existing lanes and in the area around Lanbs Lane school

In addition, the Proposal does not have any safe pedestrian crossing
poi nts between the Devel opnent and the west side of Basingstoke
Road. These would be needed if there are school facilities are
linked to the existing Lanbs Lane primary school as set out in the
Educati on Landscape Revi ew.

6) Envi r onnment

The site largely falls fromnorth to south and therefore poses a
risk to the River Loddon of run off and pollution. Although there
wer e

statements in the Flood R sk Assessnent that the flood waters and
surface runoff would have to be addressed, | couldn't see the plans
on how this will be done without increasing | oad on |ocal sewage
treatment and other runoff discharge points. This is inportant given
the inmpact of climate change on already limted | ocal resources.
There will also be a displacenent and | oss of wildlife fromthe
area, for exanple the deer that are regularly seen there together
with red kites and also migrating birds such a redwing. There is no
provision for alternative |l arge scale wi de open space to replace the
| ost Iand. The proposed green spaces are also insufficient for the
nunber of new residents. The | ack of adequate comunity facilities,
for exanple a conmmunity hall and allotnents, is particularly

i mportant given the demand and current limted provision in the

wi der area.

7) Facilities

As the Proposal is not part of the Local Plan, the facilities that
are proposed include things not required by the community. For
exanple. There are already sports pitches in the Shinfield

devel opnent. In addition, the facilities would drive the need for
car parking provision which is not adequately provided for in the
devel opnent pl ans.

8) Medical Facilities.

The GP Surgery would have to be supported by the NHS for resources
and operating costs and it is not clear whether that is the case. It
woul d al so have to be provided early in the Devel opnent as denand
for medi cal services already exceed capacity.

9) Busi ness Park

There is already a Business Park at Lanbs Lane. This has been
advertising vacant units for occupancy for a considerable tinme which
says that the area is over capacity now. There is already other

Busi ness Park provision near by - for exanple Wllington Business
Park in Spencers Wod and Heron Industrial Estate. There is no need
for an additional estate.

In addition, if there is an increase in heavy vehicle novenents,
this would greatly increase road safety risks around Lanbs Lane
Primary

School and al ong the Basi ngst oke Road, particularly in the area of
the blind bend to the south of Back Lane.

For the reasons set out above this Proposal should be rejected or at
the very least altered substantially to address the inpacts it wll
result in.



