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COWENTS:

This application is deficient in accuracy and uses very selective
interpretation to justify its position. It should also be summarily
rej ected based on Section 5.4.48 (Sustainability Appraisal 2024):
'"The final HELAA potentially suitable site is then Land east of
Trowes Lane, Swallowfield (85) hones. This site is identified as
potentially suitable through the HELAA but can be ruled out / not
progressed to the RA growh scenari os once account is taken of the
strategic

context. Specifically, an adjacent site recently gained perm ssion
at appeal for 81 hones, and allocation of both sites would anmount
to

over-allocation in the Swallowfield context, e.g. noting the |ack of
a village primary school .

1. Definition of the Site: The Masterplan diagramincl udes the whol e
field and woodl and area, but in the rest of the document the area to
the east of the proposed SuDS is excluded fromthe 'Site'. This is
at best disingenuous, and downpl ays a nunber of the potential

i npacts, particularly on flooding and full accessibility. The
Anenity area nust be included as part of the Site to all ow proper
assessnent of the Application. The field is al so described as rough
grazing. This is not true, it was cultivated arable land until a few
years ago since when it has been |left unproductive by the owners. It
has not been used for any grazing during this century and in the
absence of any stock fencing or stock-proof hedgi ng probably not for
any tinme when before that. Such deliberate nislabelling casts doubt
on the integrity and tr ansparency of the whole application

2. Local Plan: Not in the current draft update and outside the

vill age boundaries, although Gty & Country are trying to add the
site at the Plan Inspection stage. Over the past 30 years the

vill age has expanded by the Naylors, Foxborough, Curly's Way and
the Pippins, with the

Meadows (Cove) and Croudace (with planning approval) to cone. No
conconmitant increase in village anenities, infrastructure or
resources has been provided. According to the VDS there were 200
houses in 1985, which had increased to 290 by 2003. Since then, new
devel opnents have added/ adding a further 133. Cearly a further
devel opnent of 79

houses without a major uplift in infrastructure and facilities in
advance is inappropriate and damaging to all residents, current or
incom ng. This increase is out of proportion with the rest of the
borough. C&C state, without evidence, that the need for housing in
an undefined 'sub-area' is |limted because of the DEPZ (which

al ready inpinges on Swallow field) and that only Shinfield and

Swal lowfield are suitable sites. The claimthat 79 houses is
appropriate when conpared to 375 allocated to Shinfield in this
'sub-area' is nonsense. This would be a 25% increase in the size of
Swal | owfi el d conpared to 4% for Shinfield.

3. Impact on the comunity: There are no additions to the conmunity
anenities and just this would just add further pressures. The
Doctors surgery is oversubscribed with no NHS plan to resolve the

i ssue. Swallowfield is outside the catchnent area of all prinmary



schools, wth none planned to provide spaces for children fromthe
village. There is no public transport direct to the district centre
of Woki ngham and it has been acknow edged in previous planning

deci sions that nost journeys will be by car, for which all ngjor
routes are

severely del ayed by bottl enecks for conmmuting and school runs. It
was al so noted that nost routes out of the village are only safe for
experienced cyclists, contrary to sustainable travel policies. The
current unvi able Bus Service, serving Reading is dependent on future
devel oper paynents, which nay take years to becone available, if
ever. Any further devel opnent nust be preceded by correction of the
current deficiencies.

4. Flood Risk: This field is often waterlogged and drains to the

Bl ackwat er across Part Lane a road notorious for flooding, despite
many attenpts to i nprove drainage. This pressure will be further

i ncreased by flood drainage fromthe Croudace site, which stated the
ditch and field as the route for flood overspill to the Bl ackwater.
Their theoretical assessnent is flawed in several ways. It only uses
surface water falling directly on the restricted definition of the
site, ignoring potential threat fromthe surroundi ng high-risk
areas. It also fails to be aware of the history of flooding to the
east,

where Part Lane is regularly under water, despite nany attenpts at
remedi ati on.

5. Provision of services to the site: The recently approved site
(Croudace) immedi ately opposite Pithers has yet to acquire
confirmation of adequate water supply, surface water drainage and
foul wastewater disposal capacity. The adequacy of the electricity
supply for a further developnent is uncertain. Inignoring this

i ssue, for exanple, C&C just state that foul waste water will just
be punped into the Trowes | ane sewer. This is clearly inadequate
based on the evidence given at the Croudacae appeal and the
conditions inposed as

result.

6. Archaeol ogy. The claimthat no full survey and evaluation is
justified is not supportable. The field opposite, which has been
treated in the sane way for at |least 30 years has had a ful
programe of work inposed as binding condition follow ng the appeal
This was agreed by all involved despite both a desktop review and
expl oratory works being carried out before the original application



