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COWENTS:

Havi ng strongly objected to the initial version of this application
I was hopeful that the revised application would address ny
concerns. Unfortunately the revisions are trivial. As ny various
reasons for objecting on 29/11/2024 all remain, | have repeated this
subni ssion bel ow.

| was pleased to see WBC s Seni or Landscape Oficer raise sone of ny
concerns and observations in part 10 of Table 1 in the Landscape &
Vi sual | npact Assessnent Addendum regarding | ack of consideration
to the portion of Arb orfield Road adjacent to the southern site
boundary and the applicant's underestimati on of how adverse the

i mpact on this portion of Arborfield Road will be, both at the start

of devel opment and after 10 years. | find the applicant's response
unsatisfactory. Wthin it | do not foll ow what the sentence endi ng
"Will likely result in a high nagnitude of change at Year 1 on road
users

considered to be of low sensitivity" is attenpting to say?

While "further hedgerow tree planting is now proposed as part of
this mtigation planting to further soften views of the built fornf
this is a mnor edit which does not go far enough. However, it is
uncl ear what the newl y proposed "further hedgerow tree planting” is.
Looki ng at p84 of the Landscape and Vi sual |npact Assessnent and
conparing to pl3 of the Landscape and Vi sual |npact Assessnent
Addendum the only

revision is additional proposed native tree planting on the portion
of the boundary location labelled 13. Wile the additional trees at
| ocation 13 are welconme, these are largely irrel evant given the
south of Arborfield Road on this portion of the site boundary is
vegetation. The actual mtigation needed is to the west of the
proposed road entrance, as this is where there are existing houses
on southern side of Arborfield Road. There is no nunber |abel given
to this part of the site boundary on p84 of the Landscape and Vi sua
| npact Assessnent, or pl3 of its Addendum

The actual mtigation to the west of the proposed site entrance
should be a significantly larger than proposed planting buffer with
t he

sout her nnost houses being built further north fromthe boundary. As
| suggested in the 29/11/24 comments, there are nunerous overal
benefits fromthis. Indeed, the proposed space and planting to the
east of the proposed entrance, being at the | ocations labelled 7,8
and 13 on pl3 of the Addendum should be replicated to the

equi val ent locations to the west of the proposed entrance.

The 'Landscape Strategy Plan - 8395 received on 26/04/25 woul d be
expected to be identical to pl3 of the Landscape and Visual |npact
Assessnent Addendum However the green col ouring of the hedgerows on
the southern site boundary differs between the versions, being a

| ighter shade of green in the Landscape Strategy Plan which does not
match to the col our of any hedgerow (or obviously to any other
planting) in the docunent Key. Wich of the docunents is the



correct version? This apparent error is confusing and prevents ne
under st andi ng what the actual final planting proposal is.

29/ 11/ 24 subm ssi on:

| strongly object to the plans to build 191 houses on the land north
of Arborfield Road (application 242484). My reasons are |isted
below, prinmarily due to the location of the traffic access to the
site and the lack of character integration with Arborfield Road.

| disagree with building over green space, especially when nunerous
brownfield sites can be regenerated in south Reading instead. It is
inmportant that this is not the version of plans approved, if
planning is granted on this site.

I found it disrespectful that the devel oper put an A4 flyer through
the door, instead of holding an in-person consultation with the

| ocal community. Per the Statenent of Community | nvol vement "the
team were consci ous that not everyone is able to attend a physica
exhi bition given how busy people are". It is not for the devel oper
to decide how busy people are. Receiving 10 comments from 1, 154
addresses is not a surprise when the flyer is a couple of conputer
generated imges with no further details. | suspect the devel oper
does not care about |ocal opinion, but hopefully the WBC pl anni ng
comittee do

Traffic Access

This should be off the Eastern Relief Road, not Arborfield Road.
Having built the Eastern Relief Road to 'relieve' local roads, it is
illogical to add hundreds of additional daily car journeys to
Arborfield Road. Having approved the building of LIDL and the
additional traffic stress this will iminently bring to Arborfield
Road, WBC shoul d not approve anot her application adding extra car
journeys into Shinfield village.

It would be far less disruptive to alter the Eastern Relief Road,
which is a new (and non-residential) road, rather than Arborfield
Road, which is residential. Including the traffic access point on
the Eastern Relief Road instead would maintain the existing
character of Arborfield Road, in part by ensuring the existing
hedger ow does not need to be renobved, while avoiding the cut through
traffic which woul d be the case from Shepherd's Road. It also avoids
residents on

rborfield Road bei ng subject to noisy construction vehicles for
several years and nonths of disruption while the access road is
built. Furthernore access fromthe Eastern Relief Road would avoid
any

residential properties being subjected to dazzling headlights from
cars entering and leaving the site. A pedestrian and cycle exit on

t he sout hern boundary woul d be appropriate.

The devel oper response in the Statenent of Community Invol venent to
questions on location of the traffic junction was that "the access
road into the site being fromthe south (Arborfield Road) rather
than fromthe Eastern Relief Road is because it is considered to be
the safest option given the speed linmt on the Eastern Relief Road



is

50mph". WBC need to coll aborate with the devel oper on these plans
and reduce the limt at the southern end of the Eastern Relief Road
to 40nph, as it is at the northern end, allow ng the access | ocation
for the site to be changed

Lack of fit with the existing character of Arborfield Road

Section 4.13 of the Wki ngham Borough Council Design Quide (June
2012) asks "1. Do the proposals contribute positively and
appropriately towards |ocal character?" and "2. Do they relate well
to their context, including both the existing site and nei ghbouring
ties?" The planned properties do not relate well to the properties
nei ghbouring the site on Arborfield Road, as they are contrasting in
style and design, indeed the proposals would have a significant
adverse inpact on the character of Arborfield Road.

It is noteworthy that the properties on Arborfield Road directly
opposite the southern boundary of the site, are overl ooked

t hroughout the planni ng docunents. There are no i nages of these
properties in Ref 10 in the Design and Access Statenent. Table 7 in
the Landscape and Visual Assessnent is taken at the junction of

Vi ckers O ose, which is not even close to Arborfield Road' s southern
site boundary. This nmeans sonme of Shinfield s nbst historic
Edwar di an properties, which are on Arborfield Road opposite the
site, are not photographed in the

pl anni ng docunents. Their attractive style is in stark contrast to
the generic new build red bricks proposed to be directly opposite,
meani ng the proposed properties will not be in keeping with the

exi sting architectural environnent.

Ref 10 in the Design and Access Statenent includes nmininal narrative
on "the Character to Reinforce" with Arborfield Road. This limted
narrative is consistent with the overall plans, where it feels as if
no effort has been nade to design the southern part of the site to
be at least partly in keeping with the existing properties and
their character. This is despite the Landscape and Vi sual | npact
Assessnent (3.77) stating that "properties on the southern side of
Arborfield Road with primary views of the Site" are "therefore of
high sensitivity".

To better bridge between the character of Arborfield Road and the
proposed devel opnent, the houses in the southern part of the site
shoul d have design features reflecting the current variety on
Arborfield Road, where none of which are red brick new builds.

A greenspace buffer should be added to the southern portion of the
site, which would have nultiple benefits:

Firstly, to reduce visual contrast between the existing architecture
and that of new houses. This is sinmlar to how the nearby boundary
of Shinfield Meadows with Hyde End Road (which features a m x of
property styles sinmlar to Arborfield Road) was desi gned, where
there is a significant green buffer with thick vegetation and trees
to the extent neither old or new properties can see each other

Secondly, to better conpensate for the renpval of the existing
nati ve hedgerow, which will open Arborfield Road up to this |and.
5.31 of the Landscape and Vi sual Assessnent states "the Proposed



Devel opment would likely result in a high nagnitude of change on
residents of

properties along Qatl ands Road and Arborfield Road to the west and
south of the Site respectively (Viewoints 3-5). This would | ead

to significant adverse effects Once the proposals have established,
it is considered that effects would reduce to non-significant
effects on these visual receptors albeit with a material change to
their visual anenity renmaining". Per 5.28 it is only at Year 10

when proposed pl anti ng woul d have established, that the inpact drops
to "mnor

adverse". There should not be a net negative effect fromthe start
of the devel opnent, yet alone having to wait years for recovery to

t he

current level. The proposed planting is to replace the hedgerow with
a single row of native tress. These are not an adequate

repl acenent.

Instead, nultiple rows of native trees should be planted, providing
a nore like-for-like replacenent from Year 1, with the positive

i mpact increasing as they mature.

Thirdly, to provide increased biodiversity and habitats for
wildlife.

Fourthly, to provide privacy to both existing residents on
Arborfield Road and houses in the southern part of the site.

Fifth, to reduce the inpact of noise and air pollution from
Arborfield Road on the proposed houses, partly as they are set
further back but also as the trees forma natural buffer. The Noise
| npact Assessnent identifies properties on the southern edge of
current plans would need to be designed so that road facing bedroom
wi nhdows coul d avoid being opened in hot weather without

overheating, which is inpractical and woul d be avoi ded by setting
houses back into the site.

FI oodi ng

Assessing the site as acceptable for flooding surprises ne as | have
seen standing water on the site fromny house in the past few days.
The flood risk is growing as extrene weat her events becone

i ncreasingly conmon.

Adverse inpacts outwei gh benefits

According to Planning Statenent (5.2.11) "Shinfield Nei ghbourhood
Plan Policy 1 (Location of Devel opnent) states that devel opnent
within the developnent linmts will be supported and that devel opnent
adj acent to the Developnment Limts will only be supported where the
benefits of the devel opnent outweigh its adverse inpacts." The only
pl anned

benefit | can see fromthis devel opnent woul d be the extension of
the Langley Mead SANG referred to in the Planning Statenent,
including at 3.4.6, given there are no other investnents in
overstretched | ocal services such as schools.

However, what specifically is the proposed SANG expansion? Is it
consunmate with the size of this devel opnent? Parts of the existing
SANG regul arly flood, even after noderate rainfall, preventing it
frombei ng used. Many of the fields bordering the Langl ey Mead SANG



are lower lying, so will be even nore inpacted by rainfall. As such
addition in these fields would be a white el ephant - theoretically
attractive but practically pointless.

Phase One issues

It is notable how many residents are angry with this devel oper on
various issues relating to their delivery and ongoi ng conpl eti on of
Phase One. It would be odd to grant further planning permssion to
the sane devel oper prior to those i ssues being resolved.

Nunber of houses

When plans were originally submtted with Phase One the Iand north
of Arborfield Road was assessed as being suitable for 174
dwel I i ngs, per Planning Statenent (2.3.2). Wy does this
application therefore

i nclude 191 houses? Renovi ng houses fromthe plans on the western
and sout hern edges of the site would allow better integration wth
the character of GCatlands Road and Arborfield Road. Wiile the
devel oper will want as many units as possible for profits, any
approved pl ans should be considerate to existing residents.

3 storey apartnent bl ocks
I nclusion of 3 storey apartnent blocks in the plans is not

appropriate given that this building type and height is not
consistent with the rest of Shinfield.



