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COWENTS:

| amwiting to formally object to Planning Application 252498.
While the applicant franes this as a "Garden Village," the proposa
fails to neet the legal and policy requirenents for sustainable
devel opnent. My objection is based on the following nateria

consi derations:

1. Techni cal | nadequacy of the Drainage Strategy (Ref: R058C)

The Drainage Strategy (R058C) fails to prove the deliverability

and safety of the entire site, particularly the peripheral areas.

* roundwat er Energence: The | and designated for the Gypsy and
Travel l er pitches and the boundary with existing residents is
historically "boggy" with a high water table. Docunent R0O58C relies
on high-level SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systens) that are

optim zed for the high-density housing parcels but |ack |ocalized
borehol e evidence for the peripheral zones.

* Fl ood Ri sk Displacenent: Under NPPF Paragraph 167, devel opnent
nmust be flood resilient. Placing residential pitches (a "Highly

Vul nerabl e" use in planning ternms) on a saturated part of the site
is a failure of the Sequential Test.

* Request for LLFA Inspection: | request that the Lead Local Fl ood
Authority (LLFA) conduct a site visit during the winter nonths to
verify that the saturation levels do not render this specific corner
of the devel opnent uni nhabitabl e.

2. Failure of Social Integration (Policy HC4 and the Equality Act)
The Masterplan denonstrates a clear strategy of Spatial Segregation
* Location Choice: The 20-pitch traveller site has been placed at
the furthest possible distance fromthe new District Centre and

hi gh-val ue housi ng. The devel oper has previously adnitted that this
pl acenent was driven by "commercial reasons" to protect newbuild
sale values. * Policy Conflict: Using commercial profit as a
justification to isol ate a comunity contradi cts Wki ngham Pol i cy
HC4 and the National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (Paragraph
13), which nandates that sites be integrated and inclusive. It also
rai ses significant concerns regarding the Public Sector Equality
Duty under the Equality Act 2010.

3. Unmitigated Infrastructure Lag (Policy CP4 & | NF1)

The Design and Access Statenent (DAS) pronises significant
facilities, yet offers no nechanismto prevent the "infrastructure

| ag" seen at Arborfield Geen.

* Phasing Tri ggers: Wthout strict Ganpian Conditions, there is no
guarantee that the prom sed GP surgery or District Centre will be
del i vered

* Lack of Functional Benefit: Because these facilities are |ocated
deep within the new devel opnent to serve new residents, they offer
no "Betternent" to existing residents who will instead suffer from
the increased pressure on already over-capacity local dentists and
doct ors.



4. Harmto Landscape and Settlenment ldentity (Policy NE5)

The proposal represents the "unjustified coal escence" of Shinfield
and Arborfield.

* Character Change: The transition fromsem-rural to a high-density
"large village" destroys the Ri ver Loddon Val ued Landscape.

* Loss of Rural Buffer: The density and | ayout do not respect the
exi sting settlenment pattern, creating an urban sprawl that
permanently erodes the character of the area.

Concl usi on

The application prioritizes devel oper profit over sound planning

| ogic. By placing vul nerabl e residents on unsuitable, boggy |land for
commercial gain and failing to provide guaranteed infrastructure
this proposal is unsustainable.

In conclusion, while | recognise the national requirenent for
housi ng delivery and the pressures this places on local councils, |
urge the University of Reading to give greater consideration to the
exi sting residents, who have been their nei ghbours for decades.
chose to live in Sindlesham 25 years ago for its sem -rura
character; seeing

wildlife, such as deer, grazing on these fields, and hearing the
sound of ows at night, is a fundanental part of the residentia
anenity of this area. It is deeply saddening to face the prospect
of spending the next 30 years witnessing the systematic |oss of this
environnent. | urge the University to consider that the lasting

| egacy of this evelopnent should not be the displacenent of nature
and the alienation of its |ong-standing nei ghbours, but rather a
devel opnent that truly respects the | andscape it inhabits.



