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COWENTS:

hj ection to the Bodys Farm application 250517

To begin with, a statenent of facts regarding the current
application:

1. The application is not an allocated site in the existing nor
subnmitted LPU.

2. The site is outside of the South of M4 SDL and is within the

Bur ghfi el d AWE DEPZ.

3. There is an adopted Nei ghbourhood Devel opnent Pl an (2017) for
Shinfield Parish, and there is ongoing preparation of an update to
this taking cogni sance of NPPF2025 and ot her recent changes.

4. This application seeks to achieve outline planning consent by
concentrating on the access to the devel opnent site but this cannot
be considered in isolation fromthe devel opnent itself. 5. The

Envi ronmental Statenment contains many errors and m sinformation that
are described later in this objection.

This objection is to this application for access only but also to
the entire principle of the devel opnent location in terns of design
and Envi ronnmental | npact.

TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT

This docunent conpletely fails to recognise that the Basi ngstoke
Road speed linmt has been 30 nph for since 30th April 2024, which
denonstrates a clear |ack of appreciation of the local area. This is
repeat ed t hroughout table data and text.

O ause 2.8 quotes the WBC definition of a ' Good public transport
service' which includes an hourly Sunday service. Table 10 shows
that this does not exist, and nothing in this proposal renedies this
failure beyond item 4.5 which nentions a potential discussion on a
s106 contri buti on.

Section 4.11 refers to Barracks Lane wi thout any acknow edgenent
that this is a private access road. There is an apparent
presunpti on that changes can be nade w t hout seeking any agreenent
with interested

parties.

In Table 5, item'C2 - Mtigation of transport inpacts and hi ghways
safety and design' is not net in any practical formand WBC proposed
contribution to My Journey of 612 per dwelling (section 1.5)
provides no mtigation of the inpact on |ocal roads.

Section 3 provides a summary of personal injury accidents, but it
has no reference to near-nmiss events. Sinmlarly, nowhere is there
any

summary of the danage only accidents that are a frequent feature on
the local roads - this should be available frominsurer data under
freedomof information and is an indication of congestion and road
characteristics.

Section 5

The traffic nodelling uses generic trip calculations that bear no
relation to the | ocal experience, nor local traffic novenent
recording. It also uses a peak hour that ignores the earlier starts
inmplicit with the existing traffic delays from 07.30 onwards. Sone
days it can take between 30 m nutes to an hour to travel from



Spencers Wod to Junction 11 of the M4 on the B3349. |ndeed, since
section 5.12 acknow edges that c70% of site traffic will use this
route, this is a material consideration

Since 5.13 identifies 15 - 20% of site traffic will head south on
the B3349 but fails to suggest what the effect of this would be past
Swal lowfield and on to Riseley where the traffic delays at the
T-junction onto the B3349 between the A33 and Wl lington Country
Par k.

Section 5.14 identifies that the remainder (i.e. 10 - 15% of site
traffic woul d use local roads such as Back Land and Beech Hi |l Road.
Using their own figures, this would add 56 to 84 vehicle novenents
onto those country |lanes during the norning tine wi ndow when
children/parents and staff are arriving Lanbs Lane School. Increased
two-way traffic via Back Lane/Lanbs Lane is utterly unacceptable,
particularly construction HG/ s:

0 A possible solution woul d be to nake one-way from Grant and Stone
yard to the access to the school parking area, renoving all

east bound HGV and through traffic past the school entrance, whil st
al | owi ng uni npeded access for staff and parents.

There are questionable figures given:

- Tabl e 15 shows a negative effect (-5% on Northbound trafficon
the B3349 from Swallowfield, which is nonsense, for at least two
reasons:

o0 The Trowes Lane devel opnment in Swallowfield will add 81 dwellings
therefore potentially produce additional traffic

0 The proposed Primary School will attract children from

Swal lowfield - Table 15 al so shows a negative effect (-11% on

West bound traffic Hyde End Road between B3349 Basi ngst oke Road and
Grovel ands Road, which is also nonsense, for at |east two reasons:
oThere are 191 dwellings in application for North of Arborfield
Road (Bellway), with at |east sonme of the resulting vehicle
novenents adding to this route

oThere are at least 190 dwellings (LPU allocated sites) either
side of Hyde End Road (Bl oor Hones), with at |east sone of the
resulting vehicle novenents adding to this route not |east because
resulting children will need Prinmary School places

- Less than 1 vehicle per house between 8a.m and 9a.m appears
whol | y under st at ed

There is no consideration shown of the co-existence of construction
vehi cl es and new residents at the two access points onto the

Basi ngst oke Road. The hazards associated with this will increase as
occupations occur and should be a nmajor conponent of risk
assessnents and mitigations.

-6.12 admts that "Simlar re-routing is forecast al ong Beech Hil
Road where NB traffic is forecast to decrease by c.4%to avoid
congestion at the B3349 Basi ngst oke Road/ Beech Hill Road junction.
The traffic is forecast to re-route via Lanbs Lane/Back Lane where
it joins Basingstoke Road at the proposed roundabout site access."
This is wholly unacceptable as Back Lane is the primary access to
Lanbs

Lane School and additional traffic routing into/out of this is a
safety issue whilst the school remains in use, which would be at a
m ni mum for the duration of the proposed construction of the new
Primary School

FRAVMEWORK TRAVEL PLAN

2.1 States: The main site access for vehicular traffic is proposed
as a new 4-armroundabout junction with the B3349 Basi ngst oke Road
and Back Lane. A secondary site access for vehicular traffic is



proposed via a new priority junction with B3349 Basi ngst oke Road,
c.300m north of the proposed roundabout junction. However, there is
no explanation as to why the roundabout should be | ocated where

i ndi cated, since:

- Back Lane is the primary access to Lanbs Lane School and

additional traffic routing into/out of this is a safety issue whilst
the school remains in use (see also 6.12 in the Transport
Assessnent). - The Basi ngst oke Road sout hbound fromthis position
has restricted vision due to the Ieft hand bend, and al so only has
a single eastern side footpath with restricted w dth.

- The original David WIson Honmes proposal for developing this site
had a four-way roundabout at the entrance of the Heron Industria
Estate and this nakes nuch nore sense, as it incorporates an
existing traffic |oad that woul d otherw se access/egress between the
two new

junctions.

REDACTED EDUCATI ON LANDSCAPE REVI EW

The Education Landscape docunent (page 11) identifies the
relocation of Lanbs Lane into one of the two-formentry Prinmary
School ' s

provisions. Wiat is not dealt with, is where children arising from
occupations of the dwellings will be educated whilst the proposed
Primary School is being built?. Gven that Lanbs Lane is Full, this
wi || generate vehicul ar novenents to reach other Prinmary School s
with spaces. This issue can only be resolved by the conpletion of

t he

Pri mary School before any dwellings are occupi ed, thus allow ng the
rel ocation of Lanbs Lane at the earliest opportunity.

DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN

The design of the developnment is a series of conprom ses and nissed
opportunities:

- The two proposed vehi cul ar junctions with Basi ngstoke Road,
especially the roundabout at the entrance to Back Lane, which is a
whol Iy unacceptabl e | ocation

oBack Lane is the primary access to Lanbs Lane School and
additional traffic routing into/out of this is a safety issue whilst
t he school remains in use.

0 The Basi ngst oke Road sout hbound fromthis position has restricted
vision due to the left hand bend which has a single footpath with
restricted width .

o The original David WIson Homes proposal for developing this site
had a four-way roundabout at the entrance of the Heron Industria
Estate and this nakes nuch nore sense.

- The location of the 3G sports pitch and its changing facilities,
pl us adj acent parking, are separated fromthe Pavilion and the two
"sport' fields i.e. Multifunction Qpen Space and | nformal Kick-About
Space. This requires players/users to cross a prinmary route in the
devel opnent, whi ch nmakes no sense what soever

- Mentioned in 3.3.4 of the Environnental Statenent- Chapter 3 -
Site and Surroundings, the route of the Exol um high pressure

avi ation fuel pipeline, running East-Wst between Al dernaston and
Wal ton on Thanes, is shown in the drawi ng. However, there is a huge
conflict between this and Figure 5.9, where the northern houses
encroach the 3netre restricted excavation zone, which should be a
critical EIA criteria given the 'Managi ng Devel opnent and Works in



Proximty to Exol um Pipelines' guidelines [ GCGU. 0011. NVE. UK
Version 1.0 - 2022]. 03.3.5 of the Environnental Statenent -

Non- Techni cal Sunmary states: "Additionally, the discovery of the
Exol um Pi peline | ocated across the northern part of the Site and
runni ng east to west necessitated

anmendnents to avoid provide appropriate separation between the

pi peline and built devel opnent." Which nakes the | ayout in Figure
5.9 a real concern

ENVI RONVENTAL STATEMENT - NON- TECHNI CAL  SUMMARY

4.1.3 states that the visual anenity effects are restricted to
within the site and its environs. However, the Enploynent area, is
presented as a positive part of the devel opnent, but there is a
total failure to acknowl edge that such areas are al nbst exclusively
to the west of the B3349, and that this late addition to the

devel opnent is conpletely out of character for the eastern character
of the B3349 and the visual aspect. Since the buildings are
designated as 12mto the ridge line, the area is conpl etely agai nst
the |l ocal setting.

4.1.4 and 4.15 brush aside the effects on nei ghbouring properties,
with out of character 2.5 and 3 storey buildings deliberately placed
in proximty of those properties.

4.2.4 nakes the ridicul ous assertion that the devel opnent will
"assist the Local Authority through several mitigation neasures"
but fails to recogni se the greatest assistance being not to add in
excess of 1000 residents to the DEPZ

ENVI RONVENTAL STATEMENT- CHAPTER 2 - EI A APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY
Table 2.2

Wat er and Drai nage seeks to defer any discussion of this to a later
pl anni ng application, but the Thanes Water comment on this
application denonstrates the nultitude of issues associated with the
proposed

devel opnent, not unexpected given the current experiences of
residents. The siting of the two access points to the B3349 will be
integral to this and it is disingenuous to separate the

consi derati ons.

The Traffic and Transport section acknow edges the focus required on
severance, delay, anenity and safety, but then proceeds to ignore
this by scoping it outside of the EIA despite the fact that

vehi cul ar

access/egress is entirely via the Basingstoke Road and integral to
consi deration of such.

Section 2.7.2 conpletely onmts four other devel opnents that wll
impa ct on this application:

- The approved Trowes Lane devel opnent in Swallowfield will add 81
dwel | i ngs.

- The Reserved Matters application for 191 dwellings North of
Arborfield Road (Bellway).

- The (at least) 190 dwellings (LPU all ocated sites) either side

of Hyde End Road (Bl oor Hones)

- The devel opnent of 63 dwellings at Land West of Stanbury House
(screening application 243226), an extension to the quoted

approved application 143279.

Envi ronmental Statenment- Chapter 4 - Proposed Devel opnent

4.3 purports to denonstrate alternative designs but in fact gives
none.

4.4 states that inpacts have been fully explored but el sewhere in
this objection it is denonstrated that this is either a m staken



statenent or downright obfuscation
ENVI RONVENTAL STATEMENT - CHAPTER 5 - LANDSCAPE AND VI SUAL

This application is in direct conflict with Wki ngham policy CC02
regardi ng devel opnents bordering existing settl enents.

5.3.13 adnmits that lighting effects may be an issue, which is
patently obvi ous when conparing the existing situation to a
del i vered

devel opnent. | n association with other concerns this nakes the
devel opnent environnental | y untenabl e.

5.4.7 and 5.4.8 refer to the Section 15 NPPF criteria and it is the
contention of this objection that this proposed devel opnent fails
conpletely to neet these criteria.

5.5.56 States: "There is no adopted Nei ghbourhood Plan for Shinfield
Pari sh whi ch defines local |andscape character or identifies key
local views in the vicinity of the site." - this is utter rubbish
since the 2017 adopted Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an incl udes
Policy 1 and Policy 2 which specifically refer to |ocal |andscape
character.

ENVI RONVENTAL STATEMENT - CHAPTER 6 - HUMAN HEALTH EFFECTS

Katnmal Ltd are serial deniers of the potential risks that REPPIR
2019 require addressing.

The DEPZ restrictions nust be applied and the OSEP be credible. The
installation of a digital landline in all dwellings does not provide
a solution unless the maintaining of it with a suitable handset are
restrictive conditions of occupation

ENVI RONVENTAL STATEMENT - NON- TECHNI CAL  SUMMARY

5.2.7States that: "In addition, the |ocal centre for Spencers Wod
is proposed to provide potential comunity spaces and several snal
retail units"

Since this was aspirational, and no fundi ng was ever earnarked for
this, there nust be s106 nonies allocated to provide it, and the
effects included in the Transport Assessnent.

3.2.13 States that: The EI A has been based on two paraneter plans
submitted for approval as part of the outline planning application
These are:

- Land Use Paraneter Plan (Drawi ng Nunber P23-2449 DE 012-1), and

- Bui l di ng Hei ghts Paraneter Plan (Draw ng Nunber
P23-2449 DE 015-1) These are commented on bel ow.

THE BUI LDI NG HElI GHTS PARAMETERS PLAN cont ai ns unresol ved i ssues:

-1t totally misses the opportunity to |ocate the northern dwellings
away from existing residences, with the '"up to 3 storey' area at the
area adjacent to the Solar Farm

- Conflict between this and Figure 5.9, and the Devel opnent
Framework Plan, with this showing 'up to 2.5 storey' in the area

i mediately south of the Bodys Farm cottages which is narked as
'(10) Maxi mum Retention of existing Vegetation', suggesting that
this will becone extra dwellings in any Reserved Matters
application.

3.3.6 States that: The Devel opnent Franework Plan al so sought to

i nprove the design of the SANG greenspace proposed foll ow ng

consul tation and feedback from Natural England. The Proposed

Devel opnent has been anended to include circa 8.13ha of SANG

suppl enented by new tree planting, biodiversity enhancenents,



structural |andscaping and a sustai nabl e urban drai nage system
Figure 5.10 - Illustrative SANG | ayout

- This layout totally m sses the opportunity to | ocate SANG as a
buf fer between existing residences and the overbearing buidi ngs of
the proposed devel opnent.

- Since no alternative is offered, there is no opportunity to
consider the optinmal solution to SANG provision, not even the
options

di scarded

4.1.5 States that: Overall, the design of the proposed devel opnent,
the context provided by the existing settlenent edge of Spencers
Wod, and the conbi ned screening effects of topography, existing
vegetation and built formnean that effects on | andscape character
and |l ocal visual anenity would be very limted in scale. Therefore,
on bal ance, the proposed devel opnent is considered acceptable in

| andscape and visual terns.

- This layout totally m sses the opportunity to | ocate SANG as a
buf fer between existing residences and the overbearing buidi ngs of
t he proposed devel opnent.

- This layout conpletely ignores Policy 1 and Policy 2 of the 2017
adopt ed Nei ghbour hood Devel opnent Pl an, which specifically refer to
| ocal | andscape character. Not surprisingly, since 5.5.56 of

Envi ronnmental Statement - Chapter 5 - Landscape and Vi sua
erroneously states: "There is no adopted Nei ghbourhood Pl an for
Shinfield Parish which defines |ocal |andscape character or
identifies key local views in the vicinity of the site.”

DESI GN AND ACCESS STATEMENT PARTS 1 TO 8
In an obvious display of ignorance of the |ocal road network:

3.7 (Page 16 of Part 1) sates: "The {presumably site?} is also
close to the A33 which runs north-south around 1km west of the site,
provi di ng vehi cul ar connections to Readi ng, Basingstoke and the M
not or way.

To access the A33 requires one of three routes:

1. Northbound on the B3349 to the Mereoak traffic lights, usually
aimng for Junction 11 of the M4 or the Mereoak Park & Ride.

2. Sout hbound on the B3349 through Riseley ane the tortuous access
at the Wellington Monunent roundabout.

3. Via Beech Hill Road (or Back Lane/Lanbs Lane) and Wit ehouse
Lane, which is a narrow single track road and is restricted to a
sout hbound entry onto the A33.

This is not an objective assessnent of practical routes and again
brings into question the validity of the application

Page 22 (part 2) purports to show historic devel opnents around
Spencers Wod, with yell ow highlighting Recent Devel opnents. It is a
conplete m srepresentation of the area, since it conpletely m sses
the majority of the South of M4 SDL building (target 900

dwel lings) and the majority of the rest of the total of 1840
approvals in the

locality since 2010.

Parts 4, 5 and 6 all show the Enploynent area, but fail to

acknow edge that such areas are al nost exclusively to the west of
the B3349, and that this late addition to the devel opnent is
conpl etely out of character for the eastern character of the B3349
and the visua

aspect. Since the buildings are designated as 12mto the ridge line,
the area is conpletely against the | ocal setting.



Part 7 includes the description of 'Side parking otherw se known as
' Tandem Par ki ng" whi ch has been the source of nuch conplaint on

ot her devel opnents and encourages parking of the dwelling s second
vehicle on the roadside. This is exceptionally true where vehicle
dimensions do not fit in the space to allow vehicle entry and
access. For

evidence of this visit the Mtford Fields developnent in Three Mle
Cr oss.

STATEMENT OF COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Section 2 fails to nention any of the questions raised in open forum
at the 8th July 2024 Spencers Wod Pavillion event preferring to
cite only the witten feedback form For instance, the (now
approved) Solar Farmwas rai sed and di sm ssed out-of-hand, as was
the Exolum fuel ipeline which was a surprise to the presenters.

Section 4 fails to identify any of the issues raised by Shinfield
Parish Council in the two neetings, nor any nodifications to the
proposal that may have arisen



