PLANNI NG REF ;260917
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Parish Ofice
. Swal lowfield Street, Swallowfield, Reading

: RG7 1QX
SUBM TTED BY : Swal l owfield Parish Counci
DATE SUBM TTED . 14/ 05/ 2026

COWENTS:

260774 and 260917 (Hart DC 26/ 00541/ QUT) Sun Lane Risel ey

The main app here is 260774, and the application is for outline
perm ssion for up to 44 dwellings with all matters reserved except
for access. The other WBC reference arises because the site access
(Sun Lane off

Basi ngstoke Road) is in Hart District. The Hart application also
contains the full application

This is of course a cause for concern for many residents of Riseley
and ot her parishioners.

| propose we put up the following OBJECTION on all three of the
pl anni ng references above:

“Swal | owfield Parish Council strongly objects to this

application. There are many known adverse conditions which apply.
These have been detailed in previous objections to devel opnents in
Ri sel ey (Duke’'s Field: 83 dwellings) and in Swallowfield (three
devel opnents on Trowes Lane: 20 and 81 dwellings approved, 79

pendi ng). Approval of this application would conpound the problens
created by these devel opnents.

TO RESTATE, the area suffers fromthe foll ow ng

1) Traffic | evels:

The Residential Travel Plan Statenent suggests (in sections 3.3.4
and 3.2.5) that local roads “are unlikely to carry significant
traffic flows” and refers to “quiet nmixed traffic streets and
lanes”. In reality there are significant rush hour queues at both
ends of the A33 (Wellington Roundabout and Three MIle Cross/ M
Junctions) as well as at the junction of Basingstoke Road and the
B3349 about 130 netres south of the proposed Sun Lane site entrance.
Al'l other roads around Riseley are narrow rural roads and |ocals

al ready have well justified concerns about traffic |evels.

In Hart DC s decision on Duke's Field 18/ 00242/ REM condition 5 is

t hat

non-energency traffic should not access Basi ngst oke Road fromthe
Duke's Field site due to safety concerns: The sanme situation exists
here: Sun Lane is opposite the Duke's Field energency access. So it
woul d be equally inappropriate to allow Sun Lane to be used as
access.

2) Bus service:

one bus per hour Mnday to Saturday north to Reading only. Funding
for this service is not confirmed beyond md 2027. This is

i nadequat e.

3) School provi sion:

The village and parish have NO pre-school, primary, secondary or
sixth form provision nearby. W note that Hart DC put a condition
of Duke's Field that Robert May's secondary school should have



pl aces funded for extra

demand due to that devel opnent. W strongly believe WBC shoul d be
providing easily accessible LOCAL school places for children from
our Parish: our school situation is dire.

4) Medi cal and dentistry:
Swal | owfi el d Medical Practice is overloaded. There is no nearby
dental service

5) Shops: there are no nearby supernarkets.

Swal lowfield Parish store is too snmall for a full shop. The nearest
shop for conestibles is Wllington Farm Shop which sells only high
end goods.

The proposed devel opnent woul d have 40% af f or dabl e housi ng. However,
wi t hout school s or adequate public transport and | oca

facilities, residents are dependent on cars. In such an area,

af f ordabl e/ soci al housing is inappropriate.

6) Fl ooding: despite the Environnent Agency nmaps, there is a
history of surface water flooding along Bull Lane and Sun Lane.
Swal | owfield Fl ood Resilience Goup and WBC wor ked together to
provi de sone natural flood

alleviation features to the north of Bull Lane around two years ago.
Several houses close to the site were flooded in July 2007 due to
runoff.

7) There are limted | ocal enpl oynent opportunities.

8) The appeal Inspector for the Trowes Lane application (Appea

Ref PPX0360/w 24/ 3340006, WBC app 230422) concl uded that the
application failed on alnost all points, but that “tilted bal ance”
led to

approval. W believe the tilted bal ance has been taken too far in
this parish and that the application should be refused.

Concerns specific to this site on Sun Lane include:

9) The site is outside the village envel ope and is not suitable for
devel opnent. It has been rejected in the past (1990 and 1996/7).
Pl anni ng | nspectorate

Deci si on Notice T/ APP/ X0360/ A/ 97/ 288963/ P7 details the dism ssal of
appeal (copy avail abl e on request).

10) The local |andscape is of high quality and there are reports of
nesting buzzards. There are
other protected species in the area as well.

11) Wth respect to surface water drainage, foul drainage and
drinki ng water

infrastructure, we refer to and endorse the coments posted by
Graham Stanl ey, chair of Swallowfield Fl ood Resilience Goup. Al
aspects of these essential services are inadequate. W understand
that Thanes Water consider Riseley area to be a “red Zone” for
current inadequate water supply. It nakes no sense to load this
system

further.

12) Several hones on Sun Lane and Bull Lane were flooded in 2007.



Loss of capacity in this field could increase risk of
recurrence.

13) The area is subject to regular power cuts. Extra |oad on the
systemis not justifiable.

14) The character and environnment of Listed Buildings on or near
the site will be danaged. This is ably discussed by Mss Jessica
Hughes in her objection to this application

Shoul d WBC and Hart DC be nminded to approve, we request a nunber of
condi tions:

i. No work until satisfactory foul drainage and water supply

i nstall ed.

ii. Afully independent flood survey and to clearly identify
exposures, followed by properly designed and installed protection
measures including protection for exposed existing houses.

iii. School provision near to Swallowfield Parish

iv. A condition that boundary vegetation be retained/ enhanced for
continued privacy of neighbouring properties

v. Medi cal services expanded

vi. Continued funding of bus service.

Swal | owfield

Parish Council strongly objects to this application. There are nmany
known adverse conditions which apply. These have been detailed in
previ ous objections to devel opnents in Riseley (Duke's Field: 83
dwellings) and in Swallowfield (three devel opnments on Trowes Lane:
20 and 81 dwellings approved, 79 pending). Approval of this
application would conpound the problens created by these

devel opnent s.

TO
RESTATE, the area suffers fromthe foll ow ng

1) Traffic | evels:

The Residential Travel Plan Statenent suggests (in sections 3.3.4
and 3.2.5) that local roads “are unlikely to carry significant
traffic

flows” and refers to “quiet nmixed traffic streets and lanes”. In
reality there are significant rush hour queues at both ends of the
A33 (Wl lington Roundabout and Three MIle Cross/ M4 Junctions) as
well as at the junction of Basingstoke Road and the B3349 about 130
nmetres south of the proposed Sun Lane site entrance. All other
roads around Riseley are narrow rural roads and |ocals al ready have
well justified concerns about traffic |evels.

In Hart DC s decision on Duke's Field 18/ 00242/ REM condition 5 is
that non-energency traffic should not access Basi ngstoke Road from
the Duke’'s Field site due to safety

concerns: The sane situation exists here: Sun Lane is opposite the
Duke's Field energency access. So it would be equally inappropriate
to allow Sun Lane to be used as access.

2) Bus service:
one bus per hour Mnday to Saturday north to Reading only. Funding



for this
service is not confirned beyond md 2027. This is inadequate.

3) School provi sion:

The village and parish have NO pre-school

primary, secondary or sixth form provision nearby. W note that
Hart DC put a condition of Duke's Field that Robert May’'s secondary
school shoul d have places funded for extra demand due to that

devel opnent. W strongly believe WBC should be providing easily
accessi bl e LOCAL school places for children fromour Parish: our
school situation is dire.

4) Medi cal and dentistry:
Swal | owfield Medical Practice is overloaded. There is no nearby
dental service

5) Shops: there are no nearby supermarkets. Swallowfield Parish
store is too small for a full shop. The nearest shop for
conmestibles is Wellington Farm Shop which sells only high end
goods.

The proposed devel opnent woul d have 40% af f or dabl e housi ng.
However, w thout schools or adequate public transport and | oca
facilities, residents are dependent on cars. In such an area,
af f ordabl e/ soci al housing is inappropriate.

6) Fl oodi ng: despite the Environnment Agency naps, there is a
history of surface water flooding along Bull Lane and Sun Lane.
Swal | owfield Fl ood Resilience Goup and WBC wor ked together to
provide sone natura | flood alleviation features to the north of
Bul | Lane around two years ago. Several houses close to the site
were flooded in July 2007 due to runoff.

7) There are limted | ocal enpl oynent
opportunities.

8) The appeal Inspector for the Trowes Lane

i cation (Appeal Ref APPX0360/w 24/ 3340006, WBC app 230422)

concl uded that the application failed on alnbst all points, but that
“tilted balance” led to approval. W believe the tilted bal ance has
been

taken too far in this parish and that the application should be

ref used.

Concerns specific to this site on Sun Lane incl ude:

9) The site is outside the village envel ope and is not suitable for
devel opnent. It has been rejected in the past (1990 and 1996/7).
Pl anni ng | nspectorate Decision Notice T/ APP/ X0360/ A/ 97/ 288963/ P7
details the dism ssal of appeal (copy avail able on request).

10) The local |andscape is of high quality and there are reports of
nesting buzzards. There are other protected species in the area as
wel | .

11) Wth respect to surface water drainage, foul drainage and
drinking water infrastructure, we refer to and endorse the coments
posted by Graham Stanl ey, chair of Swallowfield Flood Resilience



Group. All aspects of these essential services are inadequate. W
understand that Thanes Water consider Riseley area to be a “red
Zone” for current inadequate water supply. It nakes no sense to

| oad this system further.

12) Several hones on Sun Lane and Bull Lane were flooded in 2007.
Loss of capacity in this field could increase risk of recurrence.

13) The area is subject to regular power cuts. Extra |oad on the
systemis not justifiable.

14) The character and environnment of Listed Buildings on or near
the site will be danaged. This is ably discussed by Mss Jessica
Hughes in her objection to this application

Shoul d WBC and Hart DC be minded to approve, we request a nunber of
condi tions:

i. No work until satisfactory foul drainage and water supply

i nstall ed.

ii. Afully independent flood survey and to clearly identify
exposures, followed by properly designed and installed protection
measures including protection for exposed existing houses.

iii. School provision near to Swallowfield Parish

iv. A condition that boundary vegetation be retained/ enhanced for
continued privacy of neighbouring properties

v. Medi cal services expanded

vi. Continued funding of bus service.



