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COVWNENTS:
Dear Sir/ Madam

Re: Pl anning Application 252498 - Hall Farm Arborfield - Objection

| amwiting to object to the above hybrid planning application for
up to 2,800 residential units and associated infrastructure at Hal
Farm Church Lane, Arborfield.

While | recognise the need for appropriate, sustainable devel opnent,
this proposal is far beyond what the |ocal area can reasonably
acconmodate. My objection is based on several material planning
grounds:

1. Severe Traffic and H ghways | npact

The proposals woul d i ntroduce thousands of additional daily vehicle
novenents onto an already highly constrai ned road network.

The A327, Lower Earley Way, Church Lane, and surrounding rural |anes
are already at or over capacity at peak tines.

The scal e of the new access junctions, bridges, and connecting roads
will fundanentally alter traffic patterns in a way that risks
persi stent congestion and road safety issues.

The transport assessnents significantly underestinmate the cumul ative
i mpact of this devel opnment together with other mmjor schenes
recently approved in the w der area.

2. Lack of Infrastructure Capacity - Schools, Healthcare, and
Conmmmuni ty Services

Al t hough the application describes new prinmary and secondary
schools, there is a well-established track record locally of schoo
provision not being delivered as proni sed.

Specifically:

The maj or devel opnents in Shinfield and Spencers Wod were approved
with simlar commitnments to new schools, yet those schools have not
been delivered, leaving residents with long travel distances,
oversubscri bed cl assroons, and significant strain on existing
school s.

This recent history seriously undernines confidence that the
proposed schools at Hall Farmwill be delivered on tine, or at all
given the conplexity of a phased build of 2,800 hones. Early housing
phases coul d be occupi ed for years before any neani ngful educationa
infrastructure arrives, placing unacceptable pressure on current
school s already struggling with capacity.

Li kewi se:



GP surgeries, dental practices, and other healthcare services are
al ready operating at capacity.

No evi dence has been provided that the NHS/ RBH has confirned fundi ng
or conmissioning for any required expansion.

3. Flood Ri sk and SUDS Concer ns

The site lies adjacent to the R ver Loddon, a known flood-prone area
with a history of severe flooding.

Large-scal e hard surfacing and changes to the valley's drainage
patterns risk pushing fl oodwater downstream creating new risks for
exi sting comunities.

Rel i ance on SUDS over such a large and hydrol ogically sensitive area
carries considerable uncertainty, especially as extrene weat her
events intensify.

The flood alleviation and SUDS details renmain high-Ilevel and
unproven at this scale.

4. Landscape and Heritage Harm

Thi s devel opnent woul d fundanentally alter the rural character of
the Loddon Valley |andscape, effectively nerging Arborfield,
Shinfield, and Lower Earley into a continuous urban corridor.

The setting of St Bartholomew s Church (Gade | listed) is
particularly sensitive, and the proposed scal e of associated built
devel opnent nearby is inappropriate.

Vi sual and | andscape harmwi ||l be substantial and irreversible.
5. Ecol ogi cal and Bi odiversity |npacts

Despite proposed SANG and Bi odiversity Net Gain neasures, the schene
i nvol ves:

Extensive loss of agricultural land and wildlife habitat across a
| arge | andscape bl ock

Di sruption of established ecol ogical corridors across the Loddon
Val | ey.

Significant long-termdisturbance fromconstruction over nany years.

The cl ai ned ecol ogi cal gains do not adequately conpensate for the
scal e and pernmanence of the | osses.

6. Over-Intensive and Unsustai nabl e Scal e

A devel opnent of 2,800 dwellings effectively the size of a snal

town will place enornous pressure on |ocal infrastructure,
countryside character, and transport networks.

The application | acks convincing evidence that this location is
suitable for a devel opnent of this nagnitude or that the surrounding
conmmuni ti es and | andscape can absorb the inpacts.



Concl usi on

This proposal is premature, excessively large, and insufficiently
supported by credible infrastructure guarantees. Recent |oca
experience in Shinfield and Spencers Wod denonstrates that prom sed
facilities particularly schools too often fail to naterialise,

| eaving existing and new communities with severe capacity problens.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that Wki ngham Borough
Counci | refuse planning application 252498.

Yours faithfully,
Akrmal Khodj aev



