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COWENTS:

I wish to add additional comments to support my previous objection
to Pl anning Application 252498.

The proposed devel opnent fails to neet the I egal and policy

requi renents for sustainabl e devel opnent. My opinion is based on the
fol | owi ng:

1. Techni cal | nadequacy of the Drainage Strategy (Ref: R058C) The
Drai nage Strategy fails to prove the adequacy and safety of the
devel opnent site. In particularly the |Iand designated for the Gypsy
and Travel l er pitches and the boundary with existing residents is
historically boggy and is frequently waterl ogged. The above
referenced docunent relies on high-Ievel Sustai nabl e Drai nage
Systens that are optim zed for the high-density housi ng but |ack

| ocal i zed borehol e evidence for the outer edges of the devel opnent.
Fl ood Ri sk

Di spl acenent: Current rules/practice require devel opnents to be
flood resilient. Putting residential pitches (a "Hi ghly Vul nerabl e"
use in planning terns) on a saturated part of the site is a failure
of the Sequential Test. Site visits need to be undertaken during the
winter nonths to verify that the saturation |evels do not render
this specific corner of the devel opnent uni nhabitable.

2. Conplete failure of Social Integration (Policy HC4 and the
Equality Act) 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 openly admtted, at a
resident's neeting that this placenent was driven by "comercia
reasons" to protect newbuild sale values. To place the Traveller
Site in arenote location for pure conmmercial gainis in
contraventi on of Wki ngham Policy HC4 and the National Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites (Paragraph 13), which mandates that
sites be integrated and inclusive. It also raises significant
concerns regarding the Public Sector Equality Duty under the
Equality Act 2010. 3. The Design and Access Statenent (DAS)

proni ses significant facilities, yet offers no

assurances or plans to prevent the infrastructure |ag seen at
Arborfield Green. There is no guarantee that the prom sed GP surgery
or District Centre will be delivered. If they are delivered the
inability of existing GP surgeries to recruit doctors will sinply
put nore pressure on current supply of doctors and will only cause
harmto existing residents who will be the ones to suffer fromthe
increased pressure for these scarce resources.

4. Damage to current Landscape and Settlenent ldentity (Policy

NE5) The transition fromseni-rural to a high-density "large
vil | age"

destroys the River Loddon Val ued Landscape. The density and | ayout
do not respect the existing settlenent pattern, creating an urban
sprawl that permanently erodes the character of the area.

5. Lack of consultation and transparency. Local residents were not
properly consulted on the inclusion of 20 Gypsy and Travell er
pitches. The pitches were not shown on the published devel opnent
maps

avai |l abl e on the devel oper's website. Nor where they were clearly
identified during the public consultation period, nor clearly



highlighted in consultation materials distributed to residents.

This el enent of the proposal only becanme apparent in Novenber, after
consul tation opportunities had effectively passed.

This lack of transparency prevented neani ngful public engagenent and
under m nes confidence in the robustness of the planning process. The
application prioritizes devel oper profit over sound planning | ogic.
By placing vul nerabl e residents on unsuitable, boggy |and for
commercial gain and failing to provide guaranteed infrastructure
this proposal is unsustainable.

6. The proposed access via Betty Grove Lane is fundanmentally
unsuitable. Betty Grove Lane is a narrow single-lane road with
limted width, poor drainage, and constrained visibility. The | ane
is not part of the Loddon devel opnent, neani ng the devel oper does
not have full control over its upgrade, naintenance, or |long-term
nmanagenent .

There is no clear evidence that the |lane can safely accommpdate the
addi ti onal vehicle novenents associated with 20 pitches. This raises
serious questions regardi ng hi ghway safety, sustainability, and
conpliance with access standards. Such a site requires a

pur pose-built access road constructed to adoptabl e standards, good
drai nage and surface water nanagenent, safe pedestrian access. The
sanme standards applied to the nain housi ng devel opnent shoul d apply
to these traveller sites. There is no published evidence that
alternative and potentially nore suitable |ocations were properly
assessed, specifically sites within the main devel opnent where
access roads and infrastructure could be delivered as part of the
schene. Insufficient infornmation regarding the proposed traveller
sites has been provided and there has been no consultation. Wthout
t he

information and the ability to raise questions residents are unabl e
to make an informed representations.

7. National and |ocal planning policy requires decision-nakers to
avoi d over-concentration of Traveller sites and to assess the

cunul ative inpact of existing provision.

Here there is no clear cunul ative inpact assessnent of existing
Traveller sites in the locality - there are several already.
Research needs to be done and evi dence produced before it can be
determ ned whether a site in Betty Grove Lane woul d be policy
conpliant.



