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COWENTS:

Dear Sir/ Madam

| wite to formally object to the above planning application. My
concerns relate to highway inpact, flood risk, safety, and the

cunul ative effects of devel opnent. These concerns are set out bel ow.

1. Parking, H ghway Safety and Traffic | npact
Source: Hanpshire County Council (H ghways), TRICS Assessnent

The applicant's Transport Assessnent concludes that the devel opnent

woul d generate approximately 25 vehicle trips during peak hours and

199 daily trips, and that this would not significantly affect the

| ocal hi ghway network

This conclusion is not supported by the |ocal context for the

foll owi ng reasons

- The TRICS assessment utilises a generic "nei ghbourhood centre”

| ocation type, which does not adequately capture the characteristics
and constraints of the | ocal highway networKk.

- The proposal would add traffic to Basingstoke Road and the A33
corridor, both of which are already subject to congestion and
capacity pressures, particularly at peak tines.

- The assessnent does not sufficiently address cumul ative traffic

i mpacts, nor does it denonstrate that sufficient nitigation has been
consi der ed.

In this case, there is a clear risk that such inpacts have been
under est i mat ed.

The application rai ses broader concerns regardi ng safety for both
pedestrians and road users:

- I ncreased vehicle novenents in an already constrai ned area coul d
increase the risk of collisions, particularly at junctions and
access points on Basi ngst oke Road.

- There is insufficient evidence denonstrating that safe pedestrian
access, crossing provision, and visibility splays have been robustly
assessed in light of increased traffic flows.

- The interaction between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists does
not appear to have been fully addressed, particularly where |oca
infrastructure may al ready be insufficient.

Wthout clearer mtigation neasures, the proposal presents a
material risk to public safety.

2. Environnmental |npacts
Source: Flood Ri sk Assessnent (AWP) and Appendix F Prelimnary
Dr ai nage Layout

The Fl ood Ri sk Assessnent concludes that the site is within Flood
Zone 1 and is not susceptible to flooding fromnultiple sources.
However, this conclusion is inconsistent with locally available
evi dence:

- The Swal |l owfield Parish Council Flood Ri sk Goup report (Apri
2025)

(https://ww. swal | owfi el dpc. gov. uk/ your - pari sh-council/frg)



provi des evidence of recent and ongoing flooding i ssues within the
locality. - There is a docunented history of drai nage problens,
particularly to the east of the site along Bull Lane, where surface
wat er flooding and poor drainage are recurring issues.

- Reliance on Flood Zone classification alone does not adequately
account for localised surface water flooding and drai nage
infrastructure limtations.

The evi dence suggests that the proposed SuDS as submitted is not
based on real-world conditions.

3. Local and national planning policy

The proposal conflicts with the followi ng National Planning Policy
Framewor k par agr aphs:

Par ki ng, highway safety and traffic inpact

- NPPF Par agraph 115, which requires that devel opment ensures safe
and suitable access for all users and significant inpacts fromthe
devel opnent on the transport network can be mtigated to an
accept abl e degree.

- NPPF Par agraph 116, which requires consideration of the severe
cunul ative inpacts on the road network

- NPPF Par agraph 187, which requires devel opment to avoid placing
undue pressure on environnental systens.

Envi ronment al | npacts

- NPPF Par agraph 173, which directs devel opnment away from areas at
ri sk of flooding.

- NPPF Par agraph 174, which requires devel opnments to devel op areas
with the I owest risk of flooding fromany source.

4, Personal Observations

As a local resident, | have first-hand experience of the existing
conditions within the vicinity of the site. In particular, |
regularly observe congestion al ong Basi ngstoke Road and at its
connection with the A33, especially during peak comuting hours,
where traffic queues and del ays are al ready commobn. Even mi nor
increases in traffic can result in noticeable deterioration in flow
and increased driver frustration, which in turn can raise safety
risks.

In addition, | have personally wi tnessed standi ng water and poor
drainage in the area, particularly along Bull Lane to the north of
the site, follow ng periods of noderate to heavy rainfall. These

i ssues do not appear to be isolated incidents but rather reflect a
recurring local problem which raises concern about the ability of
exi sting drainage infrastructure to accomobdate additiona

devel opnent.

These observations reinforce ny concern that the inpacts of the
proposed devel opnent nmay have been underestinmated in the subnmtted
assessnents, particularly when viewed against real -world conditions
experienced by those living in and using the area on a daily basis.

Concl usi on

For the reasons outlined above, the application raises significant
concerns in relation to:

- Hi ghway capacity and safety

- Fl ood ri sk and drai nage

- Public safety

- Cumul ative inpacts on infrastructure and environnent



It is therefore requested that the Local Planning Authority either

- Refuses the application, or

- Seeks further detail ed evidence, reassessnent, and mtigation
nmeasures to address the issues identified before any determination
is

nmade.

Yours faithfully,
Rebecca Haught on

9 Yeosfield, Riseley
RG7 1SG



