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COMMENTS:

Dear Sir/ Madam

| amwiting to register ny formal objection to Planning Application
252498, concerning the proposed Loddon Valley Garden Vill age

devel opnent at Hall Farm

My objection is based entirely upon material planning

consi derations, including the adequacy of the Transport Assessnent,
hi ghway capacity and safety, the credibility and phasing of

sustai nabl e transport provision, flood risk and drai nage, wastewater
infrastructure

ecol ogi cal inpacts, agricultural land, |andscape character and the
tinely delivery of the infrastructure upon which the sustainability
of the devel opnment depends.

| recognise the substantial housing and conmunity infrastructure
benefits proposed by the application. However, devel opnent on this
scal e should only be permitted where the applicant has denonstrated
t hrough robust evidence that its environnental and infrastructure

i npacts can be satisfactorily mtigated. In several inportant
respects, that has not yet been denonstrated.

1. Highway inpacts and significant deficiencies in the Transport
Assessnent

The transport inplications are, in ny view, the nost substantia
reason why pl anni ng pernission should not presently be granted.

This concern is now supported by the fornal assessnent undertaken by
Readi ng Borough Council as nei ghbouring H ghway Authority.

In its Septenber 2026 report on Application 252498, Readi ng Borough
Council resolved to object because:

insufficient informati on had been subnitted to enabl e the highway,
traffic and transportation inplications to be fully assessed.

Its H ghway Authority further concluded that the additional traffic
likely to be generated woul d adversely affect the safety and fl ow of
t he existing road network.

More significantly, RBC s technical assessnent identifies what it
descri bes as deficiencies and inaccuracies in the applicant's
calculation of trip generation, which it considers are likely to
have significantly underestinmated the effect of the devel opnent upon
t he surroundi ng hi ghway networKk.

The figures reported by RBC are particularly concerning.

For the AM peak, its assessnment identifies 4,245 total vehicle trips
conpared with 3,096 in the applicant's nodelling a difference of

1, 149 vehicl e novenents. RBC consequently concl udes that the
applicant has significantly underestimated the devel opnent's i npact,
particularly during the norning peak.

For a devel opnent of up to 2,800 honmes within this application
formng the majority of a wi der proposed Garden Vill age of

approxi mately 3,930 hones, this is not a mnor technica

di screpancy. It goes directly to whether the transport consequences
of the proposal have been reliably assessed.

This is especially inportant for:

Lower Earley \Way;



the Meldreth Way junction

M1 Lane;

the A327 corridor;

routes through Shinfield and Earl ey;
connections towards M4 Junction 11; and

the wi der Readi ng hi ghway networKk.

Earl ey Town Council has separately identified regular existing peak
congestion on Lower Earley Way and has stated that it is not
satisfied that the proposed hi ghway i nprovenents adequately nitigate
transport inpacts on this scale. It has also raised the risk of

i ncreased rat-running through residential roads when congestion or

i ncidents occur on the w der network.

The current August 2026 National Planning Policy Framework is
particularly relevant. Policy TR6 requires transport assessnents to
consider realistic future scenarios, including cunulative inpacts
and nultinodal trip generation. It further states that devel opnent
proposal s should be refused where they would result in a severe
adverse inpact on the transport network in terns of capacity or
congestion, including cunulative effects, or an unacceptabl e i npact
on hi ghway safety.

G ven the significant disagreenent between the applicant's
trip-generation assunptions and those of Readi ng Borough Council's
H ghway Authority, | do not consider the Council can presently be
satisfied that the requirenents of Policy TR6 have been net.

2. Reliance upon an insufficiently denonstrated shift from private
cars to public transport

The proposal relies heavily upon reducing private-car use through

i ncreased use of buses, wal king and cycli ng.

That principle is entirely desirable. However, the assuned nodal
shift nust be denonstrably achi evabl e rather than aspirational
Readi ng Borough Council's detail ed highway response rai ses serious
questi ons about whether that is presently the case.

RBC notes that, within parts of Phase 1, only approxi mately hal f of
dwel lings would fall within the recommended 400m wal ki ng di stance of
a bus stop, and it identifies deficiencies in pedestrian access to
the proposed stops.

It also notes that inproved public-transport provision is heavily
phased. Under the submtted strategy, Phase 2 would commence
approxi mately six years after Phase 1, with the proposed new service
towar ds Readi ng operating at only a 30-mi nute frequency and havi ng
an estinmated 60-minute journey tine between Wki ngham and Readi ng.
RBC further identifies that proposed highway nitigation at either
end of the B3270 does not adequately provide bus priority,
commenting that w thout such provision buses would sinply sit
within general traffic

queues.

That creates an obvious planning difficulty.

If residents establish travel habits during the first years of
occupation when public transport is relatively inconvenient, there
is a material risk that private-car dependency becones enbedded
before | ater sustainable transport infrastructure is delivered.

The current NPPF's Policy TR6 specifically requires Travel Plans to
expl ain not only how sustainable transport objectives will be
delivered and nonitored but also to identify fallback options where
the initial neasures do not achieve their expected outcones. The
Council should therefore require a denonstrably deliverable
public-transport strategy, including appropriate frequencies,
journey tines, bus priority, walking distances and occupati on
triggers, before relying upon substantial nodal shift within the



hi ghway

nodel | i ng.

Housi ng occupation should not substantially precede the transport
infrastructure required to make those assunptions credible.

3. Network resilience and cunul ative i npact

The rel evant planning consideration is not sinply whether individua
junctions can technically accomobdate projected flows under nornal
ci rcunst ances

The Council should consider the resilience of the w der network,
including incidents on the M4, flooding, peak-period congestion and
di spl acenent of traffic onto residential routes.

Earl ey Town Council has specifically highlighted:

the role of Lower Earley Way as a diversion route when the M4 is

cl osed;

exi sting peak-hour congestion

the possibility of additional traffic using residential roads

t hr ough

Earl ey;

exi sting safety concerns at the Meldreth Way/ Carshal t on Way/ Cut bush
Lane junction; and

the effect of the proposed fourth armat Meldreth Way upon existing
traffic novenents.

These are legitimte cunul ati ve hi ghway and hi ghway-safety

consi derati ons.

Furt hernore, Readi ng Borough Council has made clear that its
concerns relate not just to Hall Farmin isolation but to the

conbi ned

implications of Hall Farm New ands Farm and the wi der Garden
Vil | age nast erpl an.

The proposal should therefore be tested against realistic worst-case
and reasonabl e-future scenari os rather than assum ng opti numrouting
or idealised sustainabl e-travel behavi our

4, Air-quality effects arising fromadditional traffic

The traffic issue also has a separate environnental dinension
Readi ng Borough Council's Environnental Protection officers have
advi sed that an assessnent is required of the inpact of additiona
traffic generated by the devel opnent upon Reading's Air Quality
Managenent Area.

I ndeed, the absence of adequate information regardi ng AQVA i npacts
forns part of RBC s formal objection to the current application
This is particularly relevant if the devel opnent generates
materially greater vehicle novenents than assunmed by the applicant.
Until those inpacts have been properly assessed using credible
trip-generation figures, the environnental consequences of the
transport strategy cannot be considered fully understood.

5. Flood risk - River Loddon, Barkham Brook and cunul ative catchnent
effects

The scale and |l ocation of the devel opnent require an especially
precautionary approach to flood risk

The site sits within the River Loddon catchnment and includes areas
where substantial flood-nmanagenent engi neering, Sustainable Drainage
Systens and works associated with the River Loddon are proposed. The
new August 2026 NPPF contains particularly clear nationa

deci si on- maki ng policies.

Policy F7 states that devel opnent proposals shoul d not increase
flood risk el sewhere and that devel opnment in areas known to be at
risk



shoul d be refused unless, anongst other things, residual risk can be
safely nmanaged and it can be denonstrated that flood risk el sewhere
will not increase. Policy F8 requires Sustainabl e Drai nage Systens
appropriate to the nature and scal e of the devel opment and with

| ong-term nai nt enance arrangenents.

Whi | e consi derabl e nodel | i ng appears to have been undertaken for the
Ri ver Loddon, Earley Town Council has specifically questioned

whet her equival ent attention has been given to Barkham Brook

It notes that Barkham Brook rises quickly follow ng prol onged
rainfall and that residents around Carters H Il are already

vul nerable to

flooding. ETC therefore warns that changes in the behavi our of that
catchment coul d have adverse effects.

This is inportant because the test is not sinply whether the
proposed houses thensel ves avoid the functional floodplain.

The correct planning question is whether the devel opnent, including:

| and rai si ng;

roads and bri dges;

drai nage infrastructure;

changes in inperneabl e area;

alterations to existing watercourses;

attenuation features; and

cunul ati ve changes to catchnent behavi our

could increase flood risk el sewhere during the lifetine of the
devel opnent, taking account of clinate change.

The Council should therefore be satisfied that the Flood Ri sk
Assessnent fully addresses all rel evant sources of flooding,

i ncl udi ng Bar kham Brook and surface-water effects, and denonstrates
t hat

exi sting comunities will not experience greater flood risk as a
result of devel opnent.

6. Wastewater and foul drainage capacity

Foul -water infrastructure is another material planning constraint
whi ch shoul d be resol ved before significant occupation occurs.

Earl ey Town Council's fornmal representation identifies foul-water
drai nage capacity as a significant constraint and states that it
remai ns uncl ear whether required upgrades can be delivered in a
tinmely manner consistent with the devel opnent programe.

ETC expressly requests that the necessary foul -water infrastructure
be in place prior to devel opnent in order to prevent knock-on

ef fects upon existing residents.

For a settlenent of this size, this should not be left to an
assunption that capacity will subsequently becone avail abl e. The
Council should require confirmation fromthe relevant statutory
undert aker regarding:

exi sting avail able network and treatnment capacity;

the precise reinforcenent required

t he fundi ng mechani sm

the delivery programe; and

enf orceabl e occupation threshol ds preventing devel opnent from
exceedi ng avail abl e capacity.

Where infrastructure is necessary to nake the devel opnent
acceptable, it should be secured through appropriate conditions
and/ or a Section 106 agreenent before the denmand ari ses.

7. Infrastructure phasing and deliverability



The scale of infrastructure upon which this proposal depends is
unusual | y substanti al

The application includes or relies upon

a new bridge over the W

a new bridge across the River Loddon

maj or hi ghway connecti ons;

i nternal spine roads;

sust ai nabl e-transport infrastructure;
two prinmary school s;

secondary education

health and community facilities

drai nage infrastructure;

utilities upgrades; and

extensi ve green infrastructure.

These are not nerely desirable enhancenents. Many of themare
essential to nmaking the proposed settl enent sustainable.

There is therefore a material risk if housing delivery advances nore
rapidly than the infrastructure required to support it.

This concern has al so arisen through the i ndependent exani nation of
Woki ngham s energi ng Local Pl an.

The Pl anning Inspectors initially raised detail ed questions over
LVGV' s phasing, infrastructure cost assunptions and delivery.
Fol | owi ng the hearings, the Inspectors have not rejected the Garden
Village allocation; however, their latest 4 August 2026 Post
Hearings Letter expressly concludes that it was "unduly optinistic"
to assune housing delivery at LVGV in 2027/28 and requires the
assuned first 25 conpletions to be pushed back to 2028/ 29

That finding should not be overstated, but it is relevant.

It denpnstrates that even at Local Plan exanination |evel the tinng
assunptions surrounding this highly infrastructure-dependent

devel opnent have required adjustnent.

Earl ey Town Council has separately expressed concern that the

cunul ative costs of onsite infrastructure, offsite hi ghways works
and comunity facilities could put pressure upon schene viability
and consequently upon the ability to deliver policy-conpliant
obligations in full.

Pl anni ng perm ssion should therefore be contingent upon a clear and
enforceabl e infrastructure phasing plan, with occupation triggers
tied to conpletion of essential infrastructure rather than sinply
aspirational delivery dates

8. Anci ent woodl and, veteran trees and other irreplaceabl e habitat

The ecol ogical value of the site requires particular scrutiny.
Readi ng Borough Council's Natural Environnment assessnent confirns
that there are nmultiple Tree Preservation Order trees, veteran trees
and areas of ancient woodl and on and around the application sites.
The current NPPF provides an especially strong policy test.

National policy states that proposals resulting in the | oss or
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodl and
and ancient or veteran trees, should be refused unless there are
whol Iy exceptional reasons and a suitable conpensation strategy

exi sts.

Accordingly, a headline biodiversity-net-gain figure cannot in
itself conpensate for deterioration of an irreplaceable habitat.

The Council nust consider both direct and indirect effects,
i ncl udi ng:



changes in drainage;

root disturbance;

Iighting;

air pollution;

recreational pressure;

severance and fragnentation;

road infrastructure; and

| ong-t er m managenent .

| therefore request that the Council ensures that appropriate
buffers, Arboricultural Method Statenents and | ong-term managenent
arrangenents are secured before any pernission is granted.

9. Best and Most Versatile agricultural |and

The | oss of productive agricultural land is also a materia

consi derati on.

Under the current NPPF, agricultural land quality should be taken
i nto account when naking | and-use deci sions, including whether |and
constitutes Best and Most Versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2
or 3a). National policy states that where significant devel opnent
of agricultural land is necessary, poorer-quality |land should be
used where possi bl e.

The Hall Farm devel opnent woul d pernanently urbani se a substanti al
area of presently agricultural countryside

The Council should therefore establish clearly:

the Agricultural Land C assification across the application site;
the area of Grades 1, 2 and 3a land that woul d be pernmanently |ost;
whet her alternative areas of lower-quality agricultural |and have
been appropriately considered; and

the cunulative agricultural-land | oss associated with the entire
LVGV devel opnent rather than nerely Application 252498 in isolation
This irreversible | oss should receive appropriate weight in the

pl anni ng bal ance.

10. Landscape character, rural setting and the relationship between
settlenents

The proposal represents a fundanental alteration to a presently
predonmi nantly rural |andscape.

Readi ng Borough Council's own description of the application area
notes that it is primarily conprised of agricultural fields, with a
surroundi ng | andscape characterised by agricultural |and, woodl and
and scattered rural devel opnent.

Earl ey Town Council has al so raised concern that the quantity of
proposed four- and five-storey devel opnent would introduce a notably
urban character into this rural setting.

I recognise that the Planning | nspectors have recently concl uded

t hat Woki ngham s proposed borough-wi de "Val ued Landscapes” policy
was not adequately justified and should be deleted. | therefore do
not rely upon that proposed designation as a ground of objection
Nevert hel ess, | andscape character, visual effects, settlenent
pattern and the intrinsic character of the countryside renain
legitinmate nmaterial planning considerations.

The Council should therefore carefully assess whether the

devel opnent retains a neani ngful sense of physical and visua
separation between existing comunities, particularly Shinfield,
Earl ey, Arborfield,

Bar kham and W nnersh, rather than creating the perception of a
progressively continuous urban area.

Any green infrastructure proposed to nmaintain separation nust
function as a neani ngful |andscape feature and not nerely as narrow
| andscaped corridors between built areas.

11. The application should be considered cunulatively with the w der



Garden Vil l age

Application 252498 cannot sensibly be considered as though it were a
st andal one devel opnent.

Woki ngham Bor ough Counci|l identifies the energing LVGV allocation as
provi ding approxi mately 3,930 hones, while Application 252498 al one
provides up to 2,800 hones. A further application at New ands Farm
proposes approximately 430 honmes, with additional |and forming the
remai nder of the strategic allocation

Readi ng Borough Council's assessnent specifically considers these
applications in the context of the wi der masterplan because their
infrastructure and transport consequences are interconnected. The
appropriate planning assessnent nust therefore consider cumulative
ef fects upon:

t he hi ghway network;

public transport;

air quality;

school s;

heal t hcar e

wast ewat er infrastructure;

flood risk;

bi odi versity;

| andscape; and

exi sting nei ghbouring comunities.

It woul d be inappropriate for the individual applications conprising
LVGV to be assessed in a way which understates the consequences of
the settlenment when built out as a whole.

Concl usi on

For the reasons above, | respectfully request that Pl anning
Application 252498 be refused in its present form or at the very

| east not determ ned favourably unless and until the outstanding
technical matters have been satisfactorily resol ved.

In particular, the Council should be satisfied through robust and

i ndependently scrutinised evidence that:

trip-generation figures accurately represent realistic devel opnent
traffic and address the significant discrepancies identified by
Readi ng Bor ough Counci |

cunul ative highway effects would not anbunt to a severe adverse

i mpact under NPPF Policy TR6;

public-transport provision required to support the clai ned nodal
shift will be available at the appropriate stage of occupation and
will provide a credible alternative to private-car use;

adequate fall back neasures exist if the assunmed nodal shift is not
achi eved;

air-quality effects resulting fromadditional devel opnent traffic
have been properly assessed;

flood risk fromthe R ver Loddon, Barkham Brook, surface water and
ot her sources has been assessed cunul atively and will not increase
flood risk el sewhere, in accordance with NPPF Policies F4-F8;
sufficient foul -water and wastewater capacity will be avail abl e
before new hones create additional dermand

schools, health facilities, roads, public transport and other
essential infrastructure are secured through enforceabl e phasing and
occupation triggers;

anci ent woodl and, veteran trees and other irreplaceable habitats
will not suffer loss or deterioration contrary to national policy;
the pernmanent | oss of Best and Mbst Versatile agricultural |and has
been properly quantified and wei ghed in the planning bal ance; and
the cunul ative inpact of the entire Loddon Valley Garden Vill age has
been assessed rather than considering Application 252498 in



i sol ati on.

The scal e of the devel opnent neans that errors in assunptions
concerning traffic, transport behaviour, infrastructure delivery or
fl ood nanagenent woul d have consequences extending far beyond the
appl i cation boundary.

The fact that Readi ng Borough Council's Hi ghway Authority has now
identified potentially significant underesti mati on of vehicle
generation makes it particularly inportant that these matters are
resol ved before planning pernmission is granted, rather than relying
upon nmitigation to be defined or corrected at a |l ater stage.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask Wki ngham Borough Council to
gi ve substantial weight to the above material planning

consi derati ons when deternmi ning Application 252498.

Yours faithfully,

Ashl ey Lawson



