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COMMVENTS:

| would Iike to nake the following points in relation to this

pl anni ng application

1. Woki ngham Bor ough Council| has failed to properly consider the
National Infrastructure which exists in the area (Rail facilities
at Twyford) and has nade unrealistic assunptions relating to
transport in its Transport Assessnent report. Specifically in
respect of walk, cycle and bus use. The WIllians Rail Reviewin
Great Britain

recogni ses the inportance of rail |inks because it connects

i ndividuals to work opportunities which would be sl ow, expensive and
ot herw se inconvenient to reach by other nodes. It al so recognises
that better transport links (Elizabeth Line and London Links)
makes nore land attractive for housing devel opnent and brings

enpl oynent

opportunities closer together. It states that nore than |l in 5
househol ds do not have access to a car. Access to public transport,
including rail inproves access to education, enploynent and |eisure

opportunities. Most inportantly it has the benefit of easing road
congestion with reduction in greenhouse gases, air quality and noise
pollution. The full WIllians Rail Report is included in ny previous
consul tation subni ssion.

2. In Cctober 2021 Berkley G oup consulted on a proposal to devel op
2500 hones ion Rusconbe including a new railway station with
adequate parking. It was rejected by Wki ngham because it invol ved
the use of greenbelt land on the periphery of the village. | believe
that there are exceptional benefits to be had by capturing the
benefits of the investnment that has already been nade nationally and
t hat Woki ngham

Bor ough Council has failed to give full weight to this which |
believe would justify the Berkel ey Group devel opnment on green belt
and woul d give the benefits outlined above.

3.1 note that at present WBC are trying to find a solution to the
par ki ng probl em at Twyford whi ch could have been resolved as a
function of 2 Above,

4. In order to deliver Loddon Valley Garden Village there is a need
to invest a huge anmount of noney in infrastructure particularly wth
regard new roads, schools, sewage plant etc which is clearly

evi denced in the subnission that has been nmade al t hough | believe
that the real cost has been understated. Appendix 5 -viability
assunptions for Twyford shows nuch | ower infrastructure costs and
again this has not been fully considered when contrasting the
options. Concreting over large sections of the countryside and

i ncreasing road use does nothing for the environnent and has a
detrinental effect on climate change by increasing green house



gases, air and noise pollution

5. 97% of devel opment i n Woki ngham has been in the South of the

Bor ough and then the proposal for Loddon Garden Village, in
addition, by 2036. Cearly the infrastructure which is under strain
al ready from existing devel opnents will be strained further. There
is always a tine |ag between the devel opnent being built and the
provision of the infrastructure and this puts considerable strain on
exi sting already overstretched resources. Wthin any area there has
to be a balance as to where devel opnent is done and Wki ngham have
singularly failed to provide this balance which results in an

unbal anced position across the Borough

6. The Local plan update failed to include Carters H Il House which
is agrade Il listed building and where | andscape character was the
reason for refusal by Wki ngham Borough Council of a Wnd Farm
application in 2010.

7. In looking at the viability of various sites for devel opnent

scant regard was paid to the value of the agricultiural |and at Hal
farm The assessnment of the value of land at Hall Farm Ashridge
and

Twyford was subjective and led to an on bal ance decision to put
forward Hall Farm and the Loddon Garden village as the favoured
solution. | believe that the assunptions were wong and led to the
wr ong concl usi on

8. The University of Readi ng have been consulting on the proposed
devel opnent of Loddon Garden Village but have failed to provide
proper information, They have produced gl ossy maps that purport to
show where various things will be sited. They have been asked on
numer ous

occasi ons both verbally and in wing to ensure that the maps they
show have | egends because without this they are just pictures with
little or no neaning. There is an el enent of showi ng the picture
they would like to see rather than what is reality. At |east one of
their

pronotional maps is wong showi ng a byway as a green leafy |ane. The
public deserve better and if you are going to consult nake sure what
you present is accurate.

9. The Local Plan update failed to consider fully the Arborfield and
Bar kham Nei ghbour hood pl an which was 5 years in the naking, was
passed at a Referendum and approved by the Pl anni ng | nspectorate.
Notably in respect of gaps between settlenents, the inportance of
heritage assets and the significant value that the residents of
Arborfield, Barkham and surrounding ares place on the |oca
environnent which is beneficial to peoples phtsical and nenta
wel | bei ng.

10. The plan in its present formfails to ensure that Wki ngham

Bor ough Council has an adequate | and supply for the next 5 years
because the devel opnent as proposed requires such a | ot of expensive
infrastructure and the speed of housing delivery is inhibited by the
speed with which this can be conpl et ed.



