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COWENTS:

This is a formal OBIJECTION to the outline planning application
252595 for up to 27 dwellings on the land south of School Road and
to the rear of Langley Conmon. My objection is based on the
fol | owi ng:

The proposed access point onto School Road is situated near a
dangerous junction with Langl ey Cormbn Road. As a parent who wal ks
my children to The Coonbes School, we witness the near nisses on
School Road/ Langl ey Common Road junction daily. Turning right on to
LCRis a blind corner and with the addition of large lorries that
are stored over night on a site on Wod Lane, pulling out on to LCR
is extrenmely dangerous. Addi ng another 50+ cars pulling out of that
junction is a tragedy waiting to happen

School Road/ Arborfield Cross is already a known bottl eneck
particularly during school drop-off and pick-up hours for The
Coonbes C of E Primary School. Adding a further 27 dwellings
(potentially 50+ additional vehicles) will significantly increase
the risk of accidents and exacerbate existing congestion issues that
the current

infrastructure is not designed to handl e.

The application site sits outside the defined settl enment boundary
for Arborfield Cross, which is classified as a "Linmted Devel opnent
Location" under the current Wki ngham Core Strategy. This proposa
represents an encroachnment into the countryside and "urban spraw "
that contradicts Policy CCO2 and the Arborfield & Barkham

Nei ghbour hood Pl an, which seeks to nmmintain the distinct physica
separation between | ocal settlenents.

Arborfield has al ready been subject to nassive strategi c devel opnent
(the Garrison SDL) including 650 houses (a m ni rum of 1000+

cars) set in the Local Plan, Barkham Square. This will feed

straight onto

Langl ey Commobn Road adj acent to 30 Langl ey Conmon Road. Loca
ervices, including GP surgeries and the prinmary school, are already
at or near capacity. This "bolt-on" devel opnent offers no
significant infrastructure mtigation to offset the additiona
strain on these essential public services.

The site has a long history of use as grazing | and and serves as a
vital green corridor for local wildlife, including protected species
such as badgers and bats which are frequently sighted as well as a
fam|ly of foxes and a deer that have been breading on this site
since we noved here back in 2010. The loss of this greenfield site
woul d

result in a detrinmental |oss of biodiversity that cannot be
adequately mitigated by the proposed "bi odi versity net gain"

netrics.

Wil e the devel opers argue the site is sustainable, it |acks safe,
hi gh-qual ity pedestrian and cycle links to any local anenities due
to very narrow and un-nai ntai ned pat hways on a 40 MPH road. Future
residents will be alnopst entirely reliant on private car journeys



for basic anenities, which is contrary to the clinmate goals set out
in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

There is a lack of Legal Deliverability and Land Oanershi p based on
the foll owi ng points:

a. The outline plan proposing a public footpath between properties
30 and 32 Langl ey Common Road is fundanentally flawed. The land in
question does not belong to the application site; properties 30 and
32 hold full right of access over this land. Access is permitted to
Cakl ands View, but this access point has not been used in at least 5
years is currently inaccessible due to being severally overgrown.

It is physically inpossible and inherently dangerous to install a
public footway through a private residential driveway. This creates
a high risk of conflict between reversing vehicles (which we do
daily to pull out of our driveway as does 32) and pedestri ans,
particularly children or those with nobility issues. The applicant
dose not have | egal control over this strip, rendering the proposed
pedestrian and energency access undeliverabl e.

b. The proposed access offers no significant benefit to the
community. Aside fromleading to a single bus stop at the junction
of School

Road, there are no local anenities that this access would serve. It
is a redundant addition that provides no "mtigating benefit" to
justify the intrusion onto private land and the | oss of residents
privacy.

c. The proposal for energency and pedestrian access onto Langl ey
Common Road presents a major security risk. There is no viable way
to ensure this remains "pedestrian only." Sinmilar bollard schenes on
School Road are frequently renoved by notorists and w t hout 24-hour
enforcenent, this proposed path will be used by notorbikes and its
likely the sanme thing will happen to allow cars to pass as a

vehi cul ar cut-through, creating a major safety hazard and a policing
burden for the local authority.

The site is subject to a Tree Preservation Oder (TPO covering
t he woodl and and hedgerows. This devel opnent woul d fundanmental ly
under m ne the purpose of the TPO

For these reasons, | strongly object to this application and urge
the Council to refuse planning permssion



