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COWENTS:

| amsubnitting this objection regarding the planning application by
d eeson Land Limted for up to 430 dwellings at Newl ands Farm
Arborfield, formng part of the Loddon Valley Garden Vill age

(LVGY). | strongly object to this proposal on |egal

envi ronnent al

infrastructure, and procedural grounds, and | request that Wki ngham
Bor ough Council refuse the application.

My objection also relates directly to the parallel University of
Readi ng LVGV hybrid application for 2,800 hones (Ref: 252498),

whi ch taken together with the A eeson application creates a scal e of
cunul ative inpact that is not appropriately assessed, justified, or
mtigated

1. Failure to Properly Consider Cunul ative Inpact (d eeson 430 +
UoR 2, 800 Hones)

The d eeson Pl anning Statenment states that the New ands Farm
proposal is closely related to the WR s 2, 800-hone application and
that the schenmes will formpart of a co-ordinated garden village. In
reality, the two applications have been submtted separately,

without a legally binding joint masterplan, binding infrastructure
strategy, or guaranteed delivery sequencing.

This fragnmentation is contrary to Policy SS13, which requires a
singl e agreed vision and nasterplan for LVGY/, as well as the
Nat i ona

Pl anni ng Policy Framework (NPPF) requirenments for coherent and
conpr ehensi ve strategi c devel opnent.

2. Unsound Reliance on Emerging Local Plan (LPU) Policies

d eeson repeatedly argues that its proposal fully accords with the
energi ng Local Plan Update (LPU) despite the LPU not yet being
opted. This is a premature attenpt to circunvent the established
pl an- maki ng process.

3. Infrastructure Deficiencies and Unacceptabl e Transport |npacts

The devel opnent's transport assessnent relies heavily on long-term
assunptions and proposes road inprovenents phased up to 2032 or
2040. This results in significant concerns, including increased
congestion, understated construction traffic inpacts, and no

coordi nated hi ghways strategy across the whole garden vill age,
particularly with the 2,800-hone UoR proposal

4. Environnental, Landscape and Heritage Harm

The Environnental Statenent itself acknow edges proxinty to severa
listed buildings and sensitive | andscape areas. Clains of nitigation
are unsubstantiated. Concerns include |oss of rural character, air
quality inpacts, wildlife corridor disruption, and unresol ved



flood-risk issues.
5. deeson Land's Track Record - Caution Warranted

G eeson references involvenent in the Matthews G een Farm

devel opnent. However, that project was delivered within an adopted
SDL framework, with a conpleted masterplan, design code, and

i nfrastructure plan. None of these safeguards exist for LVGY,
meani ng the applicant cannot rely on past perfornmance to justify
approval now.

6. Unsustai nabl e Precedent Created by Approving Pieceneal
Appl i cations

Approving this standal one application risks predeterm ning the Loca
Pl an exani nation, influencing adjacent |and parcels wthout
denocratic approval, increasing infrastructure strain, and creating
fragnment ed devel oprment | acki ng cohesi on

7. Legal Grounds for Refusal (Sumary)

- Prematurity under NPPF paragraph 49

- Non-conpliance with Policy SS13

- Failure to assess cunul ative inpacts with Application 252498 -
I nsufficient infrastructure guarantees

- Environnental harmcontrary to NPPF Part 15

- Contradiction of the plan-Iled approach

8. Loss of Green Belt Land - Fundanentally Contrary to Nationa
Pol i cy

Al t hough the applicant seeks to downplay the significance of the

| and at Newl ands Farm the reality is that this location forns part
of an essential Geen Belt buffer between settlenments and
contributes

heavily to the openness, rural character, and environnmental setting
of Arborfield. The NPPF is unequivocal: Geen Belt boundaries nust
not be changed except in exceptional circunstances, and planning
applications cannot be used as a nechanismto achi eve such change
by stealth.

Not hi ng presented by d eeson Land constitutes "exceptiona
circunstances" as defined in NPPF paragraphs 140-148. Housi ng
targets, deliverability pressures, or conmercial interest do not
nmeet the statutory test.

Approving this application woul d:

* Undernmi ne the pernanence of the Geen Belt

* Create an irreversible precedent enabling further erosion

* Renpbve open countryside that serves as a rural break between
vil | ages

* Al ow mass urbani sation of land currently serving a strategic
function

*Once this land is lost, it cannot be restored, contradicting the
foundational principle of Geen Belt policy.

9. Conflict Wth the Five Purposes of the Green Belt



The proposed devel opnent conflicts with every single statutory
pur pose of the Green Belt:

* To check unrestricted spraw - A 430-unit extension is the
definition of spraw .

* To prevent nei ghbouring towns fromnerging - Arborfield,

Si ndl esham and W nnersh woul d be visually and physically merged.

* To safeguard the countryside from encroachnent - The devel opnent
is pure encroachnent.

* To preserve the setting of historic towns - Setting of listed
bui | di ngs near by woul d be di m ni shed.

* To assi st urban regeneration - Encourages outward expansi on
instead of re-use of urban | and.

* No mitigation can offset such policy conflicts.

10. M sl eading Positioning as "Garden Village" to Justify Green Belt
Loss

The applicant repeatedly refers to the "Garden Vill age" concept as
though it automatically legitimses devel opnent on sensitive |and.
However :

* LVGV is not yet adopted;

Its deliverability is under active challenge
* |ts boundaries, phasing, and infrastructure plan are not
confirnmed; * No adopted design code exists;
* There is no binding | egal governance franework across al
| andowner s.

Until the Local Plan Update is adopted, this | and renmains protected
countryside, and treating it as an allocated devel opnent site is
| egal ly flawed.

11. Conbi ned I npact Wth Application 252498 is Catastrophic

The cunul ative inpact of:

430 hones (d eeson) + 2800 hones (UoR LVGV application 252498)
woul d create a new town of over 3,200 dwellings, wthout:

* A conpleted transport plan
*Confirnmed funding
* Quar ant eed phasi ng

* Verified utilities capacity
A vi abl e school s and heal thcare provision plan
* Environnental mitigation proven at scale

*

The environnental footprint would be i nmense:

* | ncreased air pollution fromthousands of additional daily vehicle
novenent s

* Destruction of wildlife habitats
Massi ve | oss of agricultural |and
* | ncreased water stress and sewage | oad



* Loss of carbon sinks and green corridors

The ES subnmitted by d eeson does not assess this conbined scenario
meani ng the application fails to neet ElA Regul ati ons.

12. Severe Ecological Harmand Irreversible Biodiversity Loss
The site forns part of a w der ecol ogical network |inking:
The River Loddon corridor

* Woodl and pat ches
* (Qpen grazing and hedger ow networ ks
* Bat foraging routes

* Bird habitats
* Anphi bian and reptile novenent corridors
* Urbani sation at this scale destroys ecol ogical continuity.

Cains that the schene would create a "net gain" in biodiversity are
unrealistic and unsupported by credi bl e evidence. Net gain cannot be
achi eved when repl aci ng open countryside w th housing estates,

roads, lighting, and hard | andscapi ng.

13. Flood Ri sk and Water Managenent Fail ures

The site's hydrology is not fully understood, and downstream fl ood
risk is a nmajor concern. The applicant relies on nodelling that
fails to:

* Address increased inperneabl e surfaces

* Assess cunul ative hydrol ogi cal inpact fromthe 2,800-honme schene
next door

* Provide a | ong-term nmai ntenance plan for SUDS systens

* Consider clinmate change projections for the next 50+ years

The River Loddon catchnment is already sensitive. Adding this |eve
of hard developnent will increase flood risk for

* Arborfield
* Shinfield

* Sindl esham

* W nner sh

* Lower Earl ey

Wthout iron-tight nodelling, mtigation, and funding, approva
woul d be reckl ess.

14. Air Quality and Public Health Inplications
Addi ng thousands of cars into the area given both devel opnents will:

* |Increase PM2.5 and NOx |evels

* Worsen congestion at known pinch points

* Heighten health risks for children, the elderly, and vul nerable
residents

* |npact air quality around listed buildings and open rural spaces *
Pl ace further strain on already-overburdened | ocal transport



corridors

The applicant provides no credible long-termair quality mtigation

15. No Denonstrable Public Benefit

The NPPF requires that harm especially Geen Belt harm be
out wei ghed by cl ear public benefits.

But here:

* Housing is already planned via the Local Plan process.
* Infrastructure is unfunded.

* Transport harmis unnitigated.

* Environnental |osses are severe.

* Public anenity is dimnished, not inproved.

*

The schene is premature in the context of the unadopted LPU

There is no overriding need and no benefit that renotely outwei ghs
t he denonstrated harm

CONCLUSI ON

This application nust be refused because:

* |t results in unacceptable G een Belt |oss.

* |t contradicts every Green Belt policy test.

* |t is premature pending the Local Plan Update exam nation. * It
conflicts directly with Policy SS13, requiring one coordinated
mast er pl an.

* |t fails to assess cunul ative inpacts with application 252498. *
It causes severe environnental, ecological, |andscape, and heritage
har m

* |t worsens traffic, air pollution, and flood risk w thout
mtigation.

* |t sets a dangerous precedent that would unravel |ocal planning
control

* |t provides no neaningful public benefit and cannot neet the NPPF
bal anci ng test.

The only lawful, rational, and policy-conpliant decision is a ful
r ef usal



