PLANNI NG REF . 250517
PROPERTY ADDRESS : School Green Centre
: School Green Ce School Geen, Shinfield

. R& 9EH
SUBM TTED BY : Bruce Wnton
DATE SUBM TTED . 23/ 04/ 2025

COWENTS:

FAO Case O ficer Wki ngham Borough Council Shute End

Woki ngham Berkshire

R&0 1BN

Pl anni ng Reference: 250517

Date: 23rd April 2025

Dear Sir/ Madam

bj ection from Shinfield Parish Council.

Application Reference 250517: Land off Basingstoke Road & to t he
south and west of Spencers Wod.

Qutline Planning Application for 420 dwellings and a range of other
uses.

Shinfield Parish Council strongly objects to application reference
250517, submitted at |land of f Basi ngstoke Road, to the south and
west of Spencers Wod.

The application seeks outline planning perm ssion for the

devel opnent of up to 420 dwellings (Use O ass C3), an 80-bed care
hone (Use Class C2), 1 ha of enploynment land (Use O ass E(g)),

a primary school (Use Cass F1), a local centre (Use O asses

E(a), (b), (c¢), (f)), a GP surgery (Use Cass E(e)),

sports pitches and changing facilities, public open space, SANG
provi sion, and associated infrastructure.

This application is speculative, with insufficient justification and
significant shortcomings in its planning rationale. Before

di scussing fundanental issues with the planning case itself, we
firstly wish to highlight procedural shortcomngs with the
submi ssi on, nanely:

There were only 31 responses received during the applicant's

consul tation. 6000 surveys were sent out.
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The pl anning application was subnitted just 71 working days after
receiving the formal pre-application response giving the applicant
very little opportunity to anend the schene follow ng the nuances of
a formal witten response.

Key docunents are m ssing fromthe subnission, including a Mnerals
Resource Assessnent (acknow edged in Paragraph 5.15.2 of the

Pl anning Statenents), Draft Onsite Energency Plan and a Care Needs
Assessnent. Additionally, the Heritage Assessnent appears to be
based on incorrect plans (this is discussed latter in the
docunent).

The Pl anning Statenent fails to denonstrate any neani ngful changes
to the proposal based on conmunity or council input. There is also
limted consideration given to the Shinfield Nei ghbourhood Pl an.

The Landscape and Vi sual |npact Assessnment (LVIA) does not
consi der the Shinfield Neighbourhood Pl an (Paragraph 5.4.21 of the
Envi ronmental Statenment) albeit the key views are outlined within



Appendi x E rather than specific policies.

There is no detail ed outcone fromthe pre-application process, nor
is there clarity on how feedback from Shinfield Parish Counci

i nfluenced the plans.

Submitting the planning application prior to a neeting with the
Joint Energency Plan Unit (as confirnmed in Paragraph 4.4.2 of the

Pl anning Statenent) seens unwi se given the location of the site
within the DEPZ and the council's policies on developnent in this

| ocation. Myving onto the substance of the applicants planning case,
we object to the proposed devel opnent for the follow ng reasons
(with

acconpanying policy references), which will be explored in detai
inthis letter:

The scal e of devel opnent on | and outside the settlenment boundary
(Policy CC02, TB21, Policy 1 & Policy 2).

1 The Pr e-app response was received on the 21st February 2025
according to Paragraph 4.1.1 of the Planning Statenent and the

pl anni ng application was received on the 4th March 2025 according to
t he pl anni ng portal
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The scal e of devel opnent on land inside the DEPZ (Policy TB04).

The introduction of shops and a doctor's surgery will bring people
into the DEPZ (Policy TB04).

The mass, |ayout, and height of the proposals (Policies CP3, CP9,
CP11, CC03 and Policy 2 of the Nei ghbourhood Pl an).

Excessive urbani sation of the small village (Policy TB26 as well as
Policy 1 and Policy 2 of the Nei ghbourhood Pl an).

| nadequat e access arrangenents onto Basi ngst oke Road (Policy CP6).

Lack of public transport provision (Policy CP6).

Lack of footpaths and effective cycle routes (Policy CP4).

Loss of agricultural land and harmto the rural environnent (Policy
CP1).

Detrinental inpact on heritage assets (Policy CP3).

Conflicts with the Joint Mnerals and Waste Pl ans.

Potential conpetition with the town centre (Policy TB16).

Insufficient justification for the need for care provision (Policy
TBO09) .

The devel opnent progranme isn't clear in the paraneter plan.

Pl anni ng Pol i cy Cont ext

Par agraph 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
requires the planning systemto be plan-1led, whereby plans should
provide a positive vision for the



4
future of each area, a framework for addressing housi ng needs and
other priorities.

In this instance, the devel opnent plan (defined in Section 38 of
the Pl anni ng and Conpul sory Purchase Act 2004) conprises the
adopted Wbki ngham Borough Core Strategy (2010), the Managi ng
Devel oprment Delivery Local Plan (2014), the Shinfield Parish

Nei ghbour hood Pl an (2017), Central and Eastern Berkshire Joint

M nerals & Waste Plan (20 23) and the partially revoked South East
Plan (Policy NRV6 Only).

Par agraph 232 of the NPPF confirns that existing policies should not
be consi dered out-of-date sinply because they were adopted or nade
prior to the publication of this Franework. Footnote 2 of the NPPF
al so confirnms that nmade Nei ghbourhood Pl ans are part of the

Devel opnent Pl an.

Due wei ght should be given to them according to their degree of
consistency with this Franework (the closer the policies in the
plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that
may be given).

Core Strategy (2010)

The rel evant policies are:

Policy CP1 (Sustainable devel opnent) states that planning

perm ssion will be granted for devel opnent proposals that avoid
areas of best and nost versatile agricultural |and.

Policy CP2 (Inclusive conmmunities) focuses on addressing the needs
of communities, including older people. It ensures that new

devel opnents contribute to the creation of sustainable and inclusive
communities, with particular enphasis on neeting | ong-term needs.

Pl anni ng

perm ssion will be granted for proposals that specifically address
the needs of an ageing popul ation, particularly in the areas of

housi ng, health, and wel |l bei ng.

Policy CP3 (Ceneral Principles for devel opnent) says that planning
perm ssion will be granted for proposals that are of an appropriate
scale of activity, mass, |ayout,

5

built form height, materials and character to the area together
with a high quality

of design without detrinment to the anmenities of adjoining |and users
i ncl udi ng open spaces or occupiers and their quality of life; the
policy says the DAS should respond to the key criteria.

Policy CP4 (Infrastructure Requirenents) says planning perm ssion
will not be granted unl ess appropriate arrangenents for the

i mprovenent or provision of infrastructure, services, conmunity and
other facilities required for the devel opnent taking account of the
cunul ative inpact of schenes are agreed

Policy CP6 (Managi ng Travel Denand) sets out seven criteria for
cessful schenes;

Policy CP9 (Scale and Location of Devel opnent Proposal s)
classifies Spencers Wod as a nodest devel opnent | ocation. The
policy says that the scale of devel opnent proposals in Wki ngham
borough nmust reflect the existing or proposed |levels of facilities
and services at or in the location, together with their



accessibility.

Policy CP11 (Proposals outside devel opnent limts including
countrysi de) constrains devel opnent in the countryside and sets out
criteria when its acceptable.

Policy CP13 (Town centres and shoppi ng) says that new retai

centres that will not inpact upon existing retail centres nay be
desi gnated through the Local Devel opment Franmework

Managi ng Devel opnent Delivery Local Plan (2014)

The key policies are:

Policy CC02 (Devel opnent Limts) says that planning perm ssion for
proposal s at the edge of settlenents will only be granted where they
can denonstrate that the devel opnent, including boundary treatnents,
is within developnent linits and respects the transition between the
built up area and the open countryside by
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taki ng account of the character of the adjacent countryside and

| andscape.

Policy CO03 (Geen Infrastructure, Trees and Landscapi ng) says

devel opnent proposal s shoul d denonstrate how t hey have consi dered
and achieved the key criteria within schene proposals.

Policy TB04 (Devel opnent in vicinity of Atonmi c Wapons

Est abl i shnrent (AWE), Burghfield) says developnent will only be
permtted where the applicant denonstrates that the increase in the
nunber of people

living, working, shopping and/or visiting the proposal (including
at different times of the day) can be safely accommpdat ed havi ng
regard to the needs of "Blue light" services and the energency
off-site plan for the Atonic Wapons Establishnent site at

Bur ghfi el d.

Policy TB09 (Residential accommodation for vul nerable groups) is
supportive of accommodation for vul nerable groups that provide for
peopl es' needs over a lifetine.

Policy TB16 (Devel oprment for Town Centre Uses) says that proposals
for retail uses including extensions of 500 sgq m(gross) or above
outside the primary shopping areas defined on the Policies Map or
for all other main town centre uses outside the defined Wki ngham
maj or town centre or the small town/district centres or |oca
centres will be required to satisfy the sequential test.

Policy TB21 (Landscape Character) states that proposal s nust
denonstrate how they have addressed the requirenents of the
Council's Landscape Character Assessnent, including the | andscape
quality; landscape strategy; |andscape sensitivity and key issues.

Policy TB24 (Designated Heritage Assets [Listed Buildings, Hstoric
Par ks and Gardens, Schedul ed Anci ent Monunents and Conservation
Areas]) requires works to or affecting heritage assets or their
setting to denonstrate that the proposals would at |east conserve
and, where possible enhance the inportant character and speci al
architectural or historic interest of the building, Conservation
Area, nonunent or park and garden including its setting and views.
-



Pol i cy TB25 (Archaeol ogy) says that applicants will need to

provide a detail ed assessnent of the inpact on archaeol ogi ca

remai ns.

Shi nfi el d Nei ghbourhood Plan (2017)

In terns of this outline planning application, the key policies are:

Policy 1 (Location of Devel opnent) states that devel opnent

adj acent to the Developrment Limts will only be supported where the
benefits of the devel opnent outweigh its adverse inpacts.

Policy 2 (General Design Principles) states that devel opnent needs
to be in "conpatibility with the scale and features of existing
buildings in the locality."

Policy 4 (Accessibility and H ghways Safety) confirms that all
devel opnent proposal s shoul d denonstrate appropriate |evels of
accessi bility and hi ghway safety.

Joint Mnerals and Waste Pl an (2023)

The constraints map confirns that part of the site is within a

M neral s Saf eguardi ng Area.

Figure 1: Constraints Map showing the location of the Mnerals
Saf eguar di ng Area.

Policy M2 (Safeguardi ng sand and gravel resources) confirns that
sharp sand and
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gravel and soft sand resources of econonic inportance, and around
active mneral workings, are safeguarded agai nst unnecessary
sterilisation by non-mnerals devel opnent.

Policy M2 sets out the requirenents Mnerals Resource Assessnent.
These are:

Prior extraction, where practical and environnentally feasible, is
maxi m sed, taking into account site constraints and phasi ng of
devel opnent; or

It can be denonstrated that the mineral resources will not be
permanently sterilised; or

It woul d be inappropriate to extract nineral resources in that

| ocation, with regard to other policies in the w der Local Plans.
Energi ng Local Plan

Woki ngham submitted their energing local plan to central Governnent
on the 28th February 2025. As very little information is currently
known about the view of the Governnment |nspector regarding the |oca
plan, it's difficult to assign weight to policies within the |oca
pl an, however it should be noted that one key change is that the
site transects a "Val ued Landscape" where devel opnent is restricted
(Policy NES6).

Additionally, the Statenment of Common Ground between Wbki ngham

Bor ough Council and Readi ng Borough Council (Dated March 2025)
confirnms the council's position not to allocate sites with the AVWE
consultation zone (Paragraph 4.34 - 4.37).

Housi ng and Econonic Land Availability Assessnent Report Septenber
2024 (PDF)

The site was considered for housing in the council's Housing and
Economi ¢ Land Availability Assessnent (Site Reference: 5SH013).



The site assessnent confirns that the devel opnent would not be in
line with the borough's current planning franework due to the inpact
on energency planning (Excluded at Stage 2A).
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Scal e of devel opnent in the countryside

The site is |l ocated within designated countryside, outside the
defined settlenent limts in both the adopted and energing | oca

pl ans. Devel opnment in these areas is constrained by Policy CP11 and
Policy CC02, which aimto protect the separate identities of
settlenents and preserve the quality of the environnent. As such
proposal s for devel opnent outside these limts are generally not
permtted.

Policy 1 of the Nei ghbourhood Pl an specifies that for the principle
of devel opnent to be acceptable, the benefits nust outweigh the
harm Policy 2 (General Design Principles) further requires that
devel opnent be conpatible with the scale and features of existing
buildings in the locality. The latter policy is particularly
relevant in this case as the devel opnent is incongruent to the

exi sting settlenent.

Whi | st the Council is unable to denpnstrate an adequate housing | and
supply, the Parish Council contends that, in this instance, the
potential inpact on heritage assets neans that the "tilted bal ance"
shoul d not apply.

Furt hernmore, we believe the proposal conflicts with Paragraphs 187
and 135 of the National Planning Policy Franmework (NPPF). The

devel opnent woul d alter the nature of the settlenent, affecting
peopl e's shopping and living arrangenents. Although this is an
outline application, it is clear that any devel opnent of this scale
woul d not be synpathetic to the rural character of the area.
Spencers Wod's rural character is, in part, defined by the
surroundi ng open countryside. This open countrysi de enhances the
settlenent's rural identity and distinguishes it from other nearby
ar eas.

The NPPF acknow edges the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside, as well as the wi der benefits derived from natura
capital and ecosystem services. These include the econonic and ot her
advant ages of the best and nobst versatile agricultural |land, and the
val ue of trees and woodl and (Paragraph 187). This proposal is in
direct conflict with these principles.
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The proposal would also result in an unsustainable pattern of

devel opnent by creating a |large, unplanned housing estate on a
greenfield site outside settlenent limts. Therefore, the proposals
are harnful. The proposals are contrary to policies CC02, TB21l as
well as Policy 1 & Policy 2 of the Nei ghbourhood Pl an.

As a result, the adverse inpacts of granting planning permssion
woul d significantly and denonstrably outwei gh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies of the NPPF as a whol e.

Heritage

Spencers Wod is a nodest devel opnent |ocation with origins dating
back to the 1500s. The nap bel ow, produced by Historic England,
illustrates the proximty of heritage assets close to the site.
Figure 2: The location of heritage assets surrounding the site. The
siteis labelled with a star

The desi gnated assets include: Swallowfield Park, Swallowfield Park
and Stabl e Bl ock, Sheepbridge Court. These designated heritage
assets are rural in nature, as is their setting, and the proposed
devel opnent will have clear inpacts on them In addition to the
listed buildings, there are al so non-desi gnated heritage assets that



will be affected by the proposal
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While it is noted that a heritage report has been subnitted

al ongsi de the application, we disagree with its concl usions
regardi ng the

overall level of harm Qur objection to the Heritage Assessnent |ies
in the weight it assigns to the harmcaused by the proposal. W
believe this is partly due to the categorisation of the proposed
devel opnent within the Heritage Statenent.

Paragraph 5.3 of the Heritage Assessnent, in particular, states that
the buildings are linmted to a height of 2.5 storeys, with the
exception of the school. The paraneter plan shows there are
significant nunbers of buildings that a three storeys in height.

The prevailing building height in the village is currently 2 storeys
andas aresult this will have an urbanising effect on the
settlenent as a whole, and as a result the heritage assets within

t he

settlenent.

The Pl anni ng Statenment acknow edges that harmw Il be caused by the
proposal, but this harmis understated in the planning bal ance. W
believe this application will have the followi ng inplications:
Harmto the setting of a significant nunber of designated and
non- desi gnated heritage assets, which are distributed throughout the
rural landscape in close proximty to the site.

Harmto the special character and appearance of the area.

Harmto the rural setting of properties |ocated near the site.

The applicant has not conducted an Alternative Sites Assessnent to
denonstrate that there are other sites within the borough that could
deliver the required housing without |leading to harmto heritage
assets.

Therefore, the proposal conflicts with Policy CP3, Policy TB24 and
Chapter 16 of the National Planning Policy Franework (NPPF). As
heritage harm has been identified, footnote 7 of the NPPF is
triggered, neaning that the "tilted balance' in paragraph 11 is

di sengaged. Consequently, the applicant's argunents related to a

| ack of housing | and supply and the engagenent of the tilted bal ance
shoul d be di smi ssed.
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Agricultural Land Cassification

The Agricultural Land Cassification (ALC) provides a framework
for classifying |land according to the extent to which its physica
or chemical characteristics inpose long- termlimtations on
agricultural use. The ALC systemclassifies land into give grades
with 1 being the best and 5 being the worst.

The hi ghest grade goes to |land that:

gives a high yield or output

has the w dest range and versatility of use

produces the nost consistent yield

requires |ess input

The best and nost versatile (BW) agricultural land is graded 1 to
3a2. The proposed devel opnent is |located on Gade 3 | and which is



good to noderate quality agricultural Iand and therefore BW.

Pl anni ng Practi ce Qui dance Paragraph: 001 Reference |ID

8- 001-20190721 requires that planning policies and decisions should
take account of the econom ¢ and other benefits of the best and nost
versatile

agricultural land. However a significant anount of best and nost
versatile agricultural land would be |ost due to the proposed

devel opnent, and this is unacceptabl e.

The scal e of devel opnent on | and inside the DEPZ

The existing and energi ng Local Plan constrain devel opnent within

t he

DEPZ.

Policy TB04 states that developnent will only be permtted where the
appl i cant denonstrates that the increase in the nunber of people
living, working, shopping and/or visiting the proposal (including

at different times of the day) can be safely accommpdat ed havi ng
regard to the needs of "Blue light" services and the energency
off-site plan for the Atonm c Wapons Establishnent site at

Bur ghfi el d.

The application seeks outline planning perm ssion for the

devel opnent of up to 420

2

htt ps://ww. gov. uk/ gover nnent/ publ i cati ons/agricul tural -1 and-assess-p
r oposal s-for-devel opnent/ gui de-t o-

ng- devel opnent - pr oposal s-on-agri cul tural -1 and
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dwel lings (Use Class C3), an 80-bed care hone (Use Class C2), 1

ha of enploynent land (Use Cass E(g)), a primary school (Use

Cass F1), a local centre (Use Oasses E(a), (b), (c),

(f)), a GP surgery (Use lass E(e)), sports pitches and

changing facilities, public open space, SANG provision, and

associ ated infrastructure.

Assum ng an average occupancy of 2.4 people per dwelling (as per
Ofice for National Statistics calculations based on the 2021 Census
data) would nean that the devel opnment woul d bring 1,008 additiona
residents into the DEPZ, al ongside permanent residents and staff
relating to an 80 bed care hone3. This woul d be added to additiona
visits to the DEPZ related to 1 ha of enploynent |land (Use C ass
E(g)), a primary school (Use Class Fl1), a local centre (Use

O asses E(a), (b), (c), (f)), a GP surgery (Use d ass

E(e)), sports pitches and changing facilities, public open space

and SANG provi sion

G ven that this devel opment dramatically increases the nunber of
people within the DEPZ (shopping, visiting etc), there is no
energency plan to deal with these nunbers and the Wst Berkshire
Energency Pl anni ng Team pre-app hasn't taken place. As such, the
proposal would be contrary to the requirenents of Policy TB04 of the
MDD Local Plan and section 8 of the NPPF.

This was recently tested in the Hollies Planning Appea

( APP/ WD340/ W 22/ 3312261) where the inspector accepted that the

OSEP is not 'infinitely scalable and that increnental, unplanned
devel opnent could, over tine, erode the effective nmanagenent of the
| and use planning consultation zones and be detrinental to public
safety."’

In this instance we believe a najor devel opnent such as this should
be considered during the |ocal plan process rather than a
specul ati ve devel opnent.

The mass, |ayout, and hei ght of the proposals

The paraneter plans conflict with Policies CP3, CP9, CP1l and Policy
CC03. The excessive urbanisation of the snmaller settlenent would



have a significant inpact on the

3 The Planning Statenent for the Care Hone in Evendons Lane
(Planning Reference: 321351) estimates that this 64 bedroom care
hone creates 50 FTE jobs. Wth an 80 bedroomcare hone it is assuned
that there will be a mninmum of 25 nenbers of staff (1:3 ratio).
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character of the area

Figure 3: Paraneter Plan show ng the height of the buildings

Under the proposed plans, new properties could be built directly
adj acent to the existing housing in Spencers Wod, with little
consi deration for separation distances.

The Buil ding Hei ghts Paranmeters Plan mi sses the opportunity to

| ocate the northern dwellings away from existing residences. The
creation of the SANGto the south of the housing in the proposal
and the desire to maintain key site |lines appears to have squeezed
devel opnent to the north of the site.

In sone cases, these new buildings are not only taller but
considerably taller than the existing dwellings. This would

ef fectively urbanise the area, rather than preserving the
countryside setting, which is contrary to the principles of the
devel opnent plan policies and Paragraph 135 of the NPPF.

The scale of this developnment, is by its very nature unacceptabl e.
However, to mitigate the inpact of the proposed devel opnent on

nei ghbouri ng properties, the paraneter
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pl ans shoul d i nclude an expanded | andscape buffer, which would
prevent new devel opnents from backing directly onto existing hones.
Thi s

buf fer should be larger than the | andscape features outlined in the
i ndi cative nasterpl an.

At a mninmum the paraneter plan should also include the various

| andscape buffers (E.g. Land to the South of Body's Farn) that are
shown on the indicative plans. This will ensure that the devel opnent
can be controlled in line with the original application

Furt hernmore, the height of any new buil dings should be restricted to
a maxi rum of two storeys, ensuring conpatibility with the scale of
existing properties in Spencers Wod. Three storey buildings are
conpl etely unacceptabl e given the prevailing character of Spencers
Wod. The overall devel opnment density should al so be reduced to

mai ntain the rural character of the settlenment, mninsing any

ur bani sing effect. None of the above has been taken into account by
t he applicant,

| nadequat e access arrangenents onto Basi ngst oke Road

The Parish Council are very concerned with the access arrangenents
to the devel opnent (Confirmed in Paragraph 4.3.1) and are not
satisfied with the plans that the council has subnitted

The Parish Council are particularly concerned about safety issues in
relation to the roundabouts accessing the site; the key concerns
are:

Back Lane is the primary access to Lanbs Lane School and additiona
traffic routing into/out of this is a safety issue whilst the schoo
remains in use.

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

O ficers should assess whether the devel opnment neets the seven



criteria within Policy CP6 (Managi ng Travel Denand). These are:

a) Provide for sustainable forns of transport to allow choice
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b) Are located where there are or will be at the tinme of

devel opnent choices in the node of transport avail able and which

m ni m se the di stance people need to travel

c) Inprove the existing infrastructure network, including road,

rail and public transport, enhance facilities for pedestrians and
cyclists, including provision for those with reduced nmobility, and
ot her users;

d) Provide appropriate vehicular parking, having regard to car

owner shi p;

e) Mtigate any adverse effects upon the | ocal and strategic
transport network that arise fromthe devel opnment proposed;

f) Enhance road safety; and

g) Do not cause highway problens or lead to traffic related

envi ronnent al probl ens.

We think the proposal potentially conflicts with criteria a, ¢ and
e, f &ag.

In line with Paragraph 116 of the NPPF we request that there is an
i ndependent assessnent of the inpact of the scheme on hi ghway safety
grounds as well as an assessnent of the residual inpact of the cunul
ative inpact on the road network as a result of these proposals.
Until this assessnent is carried out, we object on the basis of road
safety and conflict with Paragraph 116 of the NPPF.

Lack of public transport provision

A key criteria of Policy CP6 is the location of the site and whet her
its sustainable.

The Parish Council are concerned with the lack of public transport
provision in this location. They believe there are a | ack of
footpaths and effective cycle routes (Policy CP4), particularly to
i eld.
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Conflicts with the Joint Mnerals and Waste Pl ans

The applicant's planning statenent doesn't fully consider and
respond to the site's designation, within a M neral s Saf eguardi ng
Area. This is surprising given the prom nence the council gives to
this, on the Constraints Map, and local validation list (Useful
docunents to check) as well as paragraph 224 of the NPPF.

The Pl anning Statenment nerely states that a plan will be 'subnitted
during the period of determination of the application (Paragraph
.15.2)." Wilst the lack of a minerals safeguarding plan, mght be
a technical issue, the application appears to have not fully
considered mnerals and waste fromthe outset. The applicant should
wi t hdraw t he

application.

In the absence of a Mnerals Resource Assessnent, there is conflict
with the Joint Mnerals and Waste Pl ans (2023).

Insufficient justification for the need for care provision

A key strand of Wki nghami s devel opnent plan is that hones should
meet housing needs. This is inplicit within Policies CP2 and TB09,
which refer to addressing housi ng needs across key groups.

This proposal does not include a Care Needs Assessnent, which would
consi der whether there is a need for care provision within 5 km of
the site. Such reports are comonpl ace and have been included in the
outline planning application for Evendons Lane.

As this site is |located on the edge of the borough, the applicant
nmust al so consider the need for care within both Readi ng Borough
Counci| and Wbki ngham Borough Council. In this instance a review of
the denand in the area controlled by Readi ng Borough Council seens



particularly

rel evant .

G ven that the applicant has not provided details of a care
provider, this proposal seens highly specul ative and may not
actual ly be

del i vered
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Delivering a H gh Quality Devel opnent

Policy CP3 sets out the requirenents of all new devel opnents. The
key areas of concern are:

The paraneter plans create a | arge devel opabl e area which doesn't
identify the roads and acconpanyi ng | andscape features. Wiile it is
accepted that these matters maybe consideration for a Reserved
Matters Application there are key challenges with the energing

| ayout including the position of the proposed in relation to the
exi sting

properties.

While it is recognised the council's five year housing | and supply
possi bl e, the scal e of devel opnent on | and outside the settl enent
boundary is considered di sproportionate.

Excessive urbani sation of the small village - This devel opnent will
lead to taller buildings which is out of character conpared to the
existing settlement. The najority of the devel opnent 2.5 to 3
storey. The paraneter plan doesn't control the height of this.

The commercial units are out of keeping with countryside village

| ocation. The Parish Council dispute the need for Industrial Units
in this location.

The Enpl oynent Land Assessnent outlines a general view about the
need for land for enpl oynent purposes. Analysis of current and
pendi ng applications should be undertaken to establish whether there
is aneed for this type of proposal in this location. Qur search
confirmed a live planning application in Shinfield Park (Planning
Ref erence: 250415) as well as approved schene in Mil berry Busi ness
Park (Pl anni ng Reference: 240575) which increased the supply of
Enpl oynment | and by 95 sgm

The Parish Council has concerns regarding the network of footpaths,
the proximty of the buildings to the existing houses and the
connection to Swal lowfield. The
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Parish Council is concerned with the Iimted paths and | ack of
cycling provision

The plans for the additional services lack credibility; The proposa
for a new school, for exanple, don't appear to have been agreed with
the existing school. The statenent for community involvenent is also
silent on consultation other public service organisations. The
applicant relies on these as perceived benefits but unless they are
phased to be delivered early in the programme they will not be
delivered. The Qutline application therefore needs to include a
phasi ng pl an which sets out when the key parcels of land will be
del i vered

Pl anni ng Bal ance

G ven the council advised the applicant that this proposal is not
acceptable in May 2023 (Paragraph 3.28) we believe this schene
shoul d be refused w t hout del ay.



As heritage harmhas been identified, footnote 7 of the NPPF is
triggered which neans that the "tilted bal ance' of paragraph 11 is
di sengaged (the applicants argunents relating to | ack of housing

| and supply and the titled bal ance bei ng engaged should therefore be
di smi ssed).

The proposed devel opnent is not only specul ative but al so poses
significant risks to the local area, environment, and heritage. The
concerns outlined above, including the devel opnent's conflict with
establ i shed planning policies, the adverse inpacts on the rura
character and strategic gaps, and the overwhel ni ng opposition from
resi dents, underscore the unsuitability of this proposal

We urge the planning authority to recogni se the inportance of
adhering to the '"plan- | ed system as enphasised in the Nationa

Pl anni ng

Policy Franmework and to consider the long-terminplications of this
devel opnent on Sherfiel d-on-Loddon. As such, we respectfully request
that application reference 250517 be refused.

Yours sincerely,

Shinfield Parish Council



