














1. Widening and Upgrading of Local Roads

o Richborough must fund the widening of all primary and secondary
roads impacted by the development, especially those leading into and
out of Burghfield and the wider parish area.

0 Road improvements must meet Department for Transport safety and
emergency evacuation standards.

2. Creation of a New Local Primary School

0 A full school site (not just land allocation), complete with
construction, staff-ready facilities, and equipment, to accommodate

the incoming families.

0 No shared or split-site models permitted.
3. Direct Funding for Local GP Recruitment and Practice Support

o Richborough must establish a ring-fenced fund specifically for the
recruitment, retention, and operation of new general practitioners

and staff, in conjunction with local Clinical Commissioning Groups
(CCGs).

0 GP buildings must be constructed or expanded to accommodate at
least 1,600 new patients.

4. Local Amenities: Shops, Gym, and Community Centre

0 The proposed local centre must include retail space, fitness/gym
facilities, and a community hub open to all local residents.

0 These must be built and operational prior to any occupation of new
homes.

5. Significantly Reduced Housing Numbers

0 The proposed figure of 420 homes is wholly excessive. We propose

that this be reduced by at least 50%, to a maximum of 200 homes, in
order to align with:

? Policy CS4 - Housing Mix, Density, and Layout (MDD Page 42),
which requires development to be "of an appropriate scale and

massing in relation to its surroundings."



? NPPF Paragraph 124 & 127: Requiring developments to be
"sympathetic to local character, including the surrounding built
environment and landscape setting."

6. Pr otection of Privacy: No Back-to-Back Development

o New homes must not back directly onto existing properties. This
avoids:

? Overlooking

? Overshadowing

? Loss of residential privacy and amenity

Legal Reference:

o Building Research Establishment (BRE) Guidelines on minimum
spacing for privacy, as cited in;

? Fitzpatrick Developments Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government [2008]: Failure to respect existing residential
amenity can justify refusal.

? Local authority design guides often specify a minimum of 21 metres

between rear elevations this must be upheld.

9. Current Benefits Package is Inadequate

The benefits outlined by Richborough (ViewDocument, Page 21,
Paragraph 6.4) are:

- Generalised, underfunded, and vague

- Contain no enforceable commitments

- Are unfit to support 1,600 additional residents

This "gesture package" does not address core pressures on

infrastructure, education, transport, or healthcare. The planning
authority must not accept these token promises at face value.

10. Strong Recommendation
Given the scale of:

- Policy violations



- Wildlife legislation breaches

- Emergency access failures

- Ecological destruction

- Weak community benefit proposals

- And Richborough's track record nationally

We firmly reiterate that this application must be rejected outright.
However, should it progress, the Council must legally require that:

- Community infrastructure be delivered in full, in advance
- Housing numbers be halved

- All development respects existing homes and character

- A detailed ecological and legal assessment is completed

Failure to uphold these safeguards would be a dereliction of duty,
violate the Council's Local Plan, and set a dangerous planning
precedent for speculative development across Wokingham Borou

gh.



